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Chapter 1 EI'aS

“How many a man
has dated a new era
in his life from the
reading of a book”

—Henry David Thoreau, Walden












Eventually all the rangers who serve the year round will be furnished
with comfortable headquarters. It is the intention of the Forest Service
to erect the necessary buildings as rapidly as funds will permit. Usually
they should be built with logs with shingle or shake roofs. Dwellings
should be of sufficient size to afford comfortable living accommodations
to the family of the officer. Rangers’ cabins should be located where
there is enough agriculture land for a small field and suitable pasture
for a few head of horses and a cow or two, in order to decrease the often
excessive expense for vegetables and food. He will be held responsible
for the proper care of the buildings and the grounds surrounding them.
It is impossible to insist on proper care of camps if the forest officers
themselves do not keep their homes as models of neatness.*

Pinchot's instructions were straightforward enough, but a centrally located
administration, poor communications, lack of personnel, and misinterpreta-
tion of new regulations often resuited in a lack of uniformity in field opera-
tions, including plans for improvements. Also, appropriations for
improvements were more often based on arbitrary spending limitations
established by Congress rather than on need.

Pinchot also established a ranger exam to eliminate undesirable ranger
candidates. Applicants were expected, among other things, to be able to
handle an axe and were tested on their knowledge of cabin construction.
The Washington Division of Engineering was created in 1908, the same year
that forest administration was decentralized into eight Districts, each with
its own Engineering Division.

The design and feeling incorporated in the earliest administrative buildings
placed importance on ideologies as well as function. Gifford Pinchot pro-
moted the agency, its mission, and its policies, and Forest Service architec-
ture played an important role in Pinchot’s vision.

In Colorado, Ranger James Cayton selected the site in a secluded clearing
near a spring for his yearlong station (figure 1-3). From his diary written 30
years later:

In September 1909 Forest Ranger Jolly Boone Robinson and I first
started the improvements at this station. They consisted of a log barn
and a three-room house. Ranger Robinson was given the task to cut
and peel green blue spruce trees while I went out to work on my district.

When I returned, I took my bride of just a few days to the station site,
where we lived in tents, cooking over a camp fire, then later on an old
cook stove. We bullt the barn first and put the shingle roof on it, then
moved into it as there was nearly two foot of snow on the ground and
snowing most of the time. We chinked the barn, then dug a hole in the
dirt floor, mixed the mud and daubed it on the inside. The barn made
quite comfortable ltving quarters as compared to tents.

We laid up four rounds of logs for the house before we discontinued
work for the winter. The next summer with the help of two others we
completed laying up the logs for the house, installed partitions, put on
the shingle roof and put in the doors and windows.









Notes

up to the individual ranger, with only a dollar limitation controlling the
finished building. Most of the work was done by Forest Service employees
using the knowledge, skills, and labor available at the local unit.?

On remote forests and sites located away from population centers, rangers
designed and bullt the structures themselves. But there were examples
where the buildings were constructed by private contractors due to lack of
personnel on each forest and the lack of carpentry skills.

Looking at the remaining examples of these early buildings around the
Nation shows certain trends. In the Rocky Mountain areas from Canada to
Mexico, there is a predominance of log structures; on the West Coast (Cali-
fornia, Oregon, and Washington), the buildings tend to be more wood-frame
structures butilt from milled lumber. East of the Mississippi River, most of
the national forest lands were purchased, and many of the Forest Service
buildings were existing structures from the farms bought to make up the
forests.

During this earliest era of the Forest Service, there were no known archi-
tects, private or public, involved in developing building plans or architec-
tural style. Very few of the buildings from this earliest period have been
preserved, and those that remain have been added to, remodeled, or
changed their function. Most of the information about them comes from
historic letters, reports, and oral traditions. Figures 1-5 through 1-9
demonstrate the style typical of this era.

1. Dana E. Supernowicz, Contextual History of Forest Service Administrative
Buildings in the Pacific Southwest Region, p. 4.

2. USDA Forest Service, The National Forests of the Northern Region: Living
Legacy, p. 230.
Ibid.

USDA Forest Service, The Use Book, p. 108.
Les Joslin, Uncle Sam’s Cabins, pp. 64-67.
Supernowicz, pp. 5-6.

Ibid.
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materials). The bulildings reflect the influence of the Craftsman architecture
of the era and were obviously designed with an eye to more than strictly
functional requirements. Designs such as dwelling 1D, with its classic,
temple-inspired front porch, overhanging eaves, clapboard siding, and gable
roof, would be right at home in any working-class neighborhood of the era.

While circumstances at times required the substitution of less finished
material for the milled lumber, rusticity does not seem to have been the aim
of the designers. If one compares the kind of buildings constructed by the
National Park Service with the buildings built by the Forest Service in the
1910's and 1920's, it becomes apparent that the latter were not really all
that rustic. In fact, given the mission of the Forest Service, it could be
argued that rusticity would have been an inappropriate goal for the design-
ers of the DuBois-era structures to pursue.?

In the Region 2 Office of Engineering, James Brownlee, a mechanical engi-
neer, was overseeing the design and construction of administrative im-
provements based on the Forest Service policy that stated, “Each new
improvement [shall be] carefully planned, and all details of construction
[shall be] carefully included in each plan."3 These plans exhibited
increasing use of the bungalow style (figure 1-11). Another influence
changing the style of the buildings was that a growing number of rangers
after World War I were trained in the forestry schools on the East Coast.
These men lacked the pioneer construction skills, and many stations were
constructed by building contractors.*

The 1928 Forest Service National Manual of Regulations and Instructions
was the first Service-wide publication to address design policy since the Use
Book. It stated that dwellings would be bulilt only when it was impractical to
rent living or office space. Office space was to be provided apart from dwell-
ings. The first office designs from the various Regions would appear 3 years
later. Garages were for official vehicles only.5

A companion to the National Manual, the Construction and Maintenance
(C&M) Handbook, was also issued. Included in the C&M Handbook were
plans for various types of buildings. These were not mandatory, but were
used in many Regjons of the Forest Service.

A significant innovation in Region 1 fire control planning was the develop-
ment of the Ninemile Remount Depot on the Lolo National Forest. The Forest
Service had always relied on horses and mules for getting supplies into the
backcountry to fight fires, and in the early years the common practice was
to hire commercial pack stock when the need arose. The rise in the number
of automobiles and trucks in the 1920's, however, had caused a commensu-
rate decline in the number of horses. In 1929, Clyde Fickes recommended
that the Forest Service acquire its own reserve of pack stock and saddle
horses at some central location, where they could be trucked to any point in
the Regjon at short notice. Fickes had in mind the old remount depots of the
U.S. Cavalry, where saddle horses were trained for issue to replace lost
mounts. Although Fire Chief Howard Flint and others in the Regional Office
opposed this idea, Regional Forester Evan Kelley gave it his approval.
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Figure 1-11. Plans for ranger dwelling, Glade Ranger Station, Region 2

Kelley put Fickes in charge of the remount operation, but he gave it close
supervision, too. Wiliam Fox, the first professional architect, designed most
of the buildings. Many of the facilities and equipment were completely
innovative, such as the horse trucks designed specifically for transporting a
standard pack string of nine mules and a saddle horse. “Kelley ... really
wanted it to function as planned,” writes Fickes. "No one else in the RO
wanted to have much to do with it because they were afraid they would get
their fingers burned. After we made it prove its worth, then everybody
wanted to get into the act.” The Ninemile Remount Depot was a complete
success; its value increased as the level of activity rose.®

William Fox designed the buildings for Ninemile in the Cape Cod style of
architecture. The site plan was devised to look like a Kentucky horse farm,
with clean white buildings, corrals, and tree and grass landscaping (figures
1-12 and 1-13). The reasons for selecting this type of architectural style are
unclear; however, it appears to have been the personal choice of Fickes and
Kelley.”
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fers should be made between administrative or protection improvement
construction and maintenance projects without approval.”8

By the 1930’s, rangers were required to own their own vehicles rather than
horses. Motor vehicles helped stimulate a road construction boom in the
1920's that resulted in increased recreational use and timber and mineral
extraction. Rangers used automobiles and trucks to expedite their field
work, and their families enjoyed easier access to the supplies and social
contact available within nearby communities. This initiated an administra-
tive policy shift that resulted in the consolidation of districts and the
replacement of full-time rural ranger stations with seasonal or temporary
stations served in the summer by rangers who lived in towns the rest of the

year.

The introduction of designed office space in 1931 and the construction of
various other bulildings at administrative sites increased the need for site
planning. Guard stations may have had only a single one-room cabin, but
typically consisted of a two- or three-room dwelling and a small barn.
Another innovation at this time was the combination office building that
included office, storage. and living quarters when built at remote locations.
The architectural appearance of these differed throughout the country
depending on the local styles and materials available. Figures 1-14 through
1-17 show some of the styles of this time period.

In 1932, the Washington Office requested that the Regions develop a careful
policy and program before beginning any major Government-owned im-
provement project. and suggested that the following factors determine the
need for such projects:

1. Location.

2. Certainty as to permanence.

3. Adequacy of present plant.

4. Annual rental and other costs of present plant.

5. Chance to rent satisfactory facilities, including chance to get satis-

factory facility constructed for rental to the Service.

6. Full and complete cost for site and construction of a permanently
satisfactory plant.

7. The $2,500 building limitation required construction of buildings of
proper design.

8. Annual maintenance and upkeep cost of such a Government-owned
plant.

Public opposition to Forest Service personnel and policy continued during
this period. Buildings therefore continued to blend with the local culture,
much as they had in the earlier period. The separation of office and resi-
dence had practical applications, but may also be reflective of the Forest
Service's goal of integrating the rangers into the fabric of the community by
physically separating them after hours from their official duties.
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1933-1938: Groben Dictates

T.W. Norcross was Chief Engineer of the Forest Service from 1920 until
1947. Sometime around 1933, he hired the first and only Washington Office
architect, W. Ellis Groben. Groben was a graduate of the University of
Pennsylvania and attended the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris. He was doing
residential design when he came to the Forest Service, and he had served
briefly as chief architect for the city of Philadelphia. He put his skills as
both residential designer and public administrator to work guiding the
Forest Service as it continued to create its own style of architecture.

Groben felt that current Forest Service design did not “possess Forest
Service identity or adequately express its purposes,” so his ime with the
Forest Service was spent producing concepts for Forest Service buildings. A
book of “Acceptable Plans, Forest Service Administrative Buildings” was
issued in 1938. Norcross, in his cover letter, stated:

The purpose of this collection of building plans, developed in the
respective Regions for various types of bulldings, is to make the best
ones available for the Forest Service generally. This does not signify
that the present collection contains all that are meritorious and
acceptable.

However, by reference to this volume, a plan may be found that will suit
the purpose, either in whole or in part, thereby frequently obviating the
necessity of preparing an entirely new scheme.!

In the foreword to this publication, Groben says:

Forest Service areas are not exclusively parks nor recreational in
character but, in addition to offering these facilities, they serve highly
utilitarian purposes generally, as a result of which it becomes necessary
to provide buildings to adequately accommodate and house the person-
nel and equipment required to properly conduct the varied phases of
Forest Service work.

No matter how well buildings may be designed, with but a few excep-
tions, they seldom enhance the beauty of their natural settings. They
are, however, required and necessary to satisfy definite uses which arise
to meet human needs, in spite of their encroachment upon Nature’'s
pristine beauty.

For the benefit and assistance of all those concerned, it has been
deemed highly desirable to present the best thought in these matters in
a convenient manner by assembling this collection of plates to be
known as Acceptable Plans, Forest Service Administrative Buildings.?

Concerning style, Groben says:

The designs now in vogue are based upon variations of imported styles,
foreign in character to a particular Region and not unlike other city or
suburban buildings. Accordingly, they fail to possess Forest Service
identify or to adequately express its purposes. Consequently, they are
subject to adverse criticism, much of which is well founded.
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To accomplish the desired results, Regions not fortunate enough to
have any traditional architecture must resort to the development of
original designs based upon typical regional prototypes, refraining from
the use of established styles now recognized as unrepresentative of the
ideals and purposes of the Forest Service.

Therefore, the first step in this procedure is to zone the Region for
architectural styles, based upon climatic characteristics, vegetation,
and forest cover. This has been done very logically by one Region in the
following manner:

Type of Country Style of Architecture

Desert or semidesert Adobe or Pueblo

Grassland Ranch-house type

Woodland (pine, fir, or spruce) Timber types

Alpine Alpine type (stone or stone and
rough timbers)

These general classifications represent a reasonable subdtvision of the
Region into localities typified by different natural characteristics and
the respective type of design appropriate to each.?

The drawings on pages 28 through 32 show examples of Groben's architec-

tural styles.
The preface to “Acceptable Plans” starts with:

In assembling this collection of plans and elevations, known as Accept-
able Plans, Forest Service Administrative Buildings, the Division of
Engineering has undertaken to select those which embody the recog-
nized principles of scientific, economic planning, which satisfy present-
day needs as a guide for similar future structures.

In no sense are they to be construed as ‘Standard Plans’ for the simple
reason that, as more fully explained in the subsequent text, no plans
can be singled out and designated as a universal standard. The moment
a so-called ‘Standard Plan’ has been prepared to satisfy existing require-
ments, it immediately becomes subject to further improvement to suit
conditions which do not remain fixed or standard but which are con-
tinually changing.4

Following in the preface, Groben gives a short course on Architecture.

Site Investigation. Once the need for a building in a particular locality
has been determined, the next step is the selection of a desirable site, a
matter which cannot be successfully accomplished without a thorough
knowledge of all the physical conditions concerning it.

To simplify this undertaking, a standard form entitled ‘Questionnaire
Covering Conditions at Proposed Sites of Forest Service Building
Developments’ has been prepared to provide a convenient and uniform
system of tabulating all the vital statistics necessary for a practical
decision.®

Comprehensive Planning. While the subject of planning is entirely too
extensive to attempt a complete discussion of it here, nevertheless,
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there are certain recognized fundamentals which should be seriously
considered.

He goes on to list nine issues to be covered and then moves on to the type of
butlding plan to be considered:

The success of planning individual buildings depends to a large extent,
upon knowledge and experience in determining the type of plan which
best fulfills its specific requirements.

For this purpose. one must be familiar with such plan types as the
square or ‘box’ plan, the rectangular plan, the ‘T, ‘'L’, ‘H’, ‘U’, and other
shaped plans, as well as their respective advantages or disadvantages.®

He says the book was assembled for the purpose “... of making immediately
available a group of typical plans, based on those principles of correct
planning in which such fundamentals as ample daylight, cross-ventilation,
direct circulation, etc., are paramount and in which the following faults of
bad planning do not occur.™

He then lists 11 faults common to his observations of past planning. These
include dark interior spaces, dangerous stairways, fatlure to provide a
vestibule where weather extremes occur, rooms used as passageways
(figure 1-18), rooms having insufficient usable wall space, bedrooms where
a bed must be located in a comner next to a wall and moved to make it, linen
closets in bathrooms, insufficient closet space, and excessive central
hallways, which are uneconomical.

From there he moves on to preliminary data, listing facts the designer
should obtain prior to starting planning and designing relating to the
standard plans in the book.

Next he deals with the orientation of the building and rooms in their rela-
tion to sun, prevailing winds, type of room involved, climate of the site, and
so forth. He specifically talks about location of the kitchen in cold climates;
it should be on the north exposure due to its cook stove. This would be the
warmest room and in that position would afford the other rooms with
protection against cold north winds. He provides a diagram that covers

all of the above® (figure 1-19).

Groben then covers the topics of topography, elevation design, service
facilities, minor structures, and delineation (drafting of the plans for con-
struction). He states:

Groups of buildings should possess similarity of character and appear-
ance, based upon correct principles of design, whether or not they
conform to any particular style. The Sandpoint Ranger Station, ldaho.
Region 1 [figure 1-20], is an excellent example of uniformity of style.?

The conclusion of the preface states:

The planning of buildings and their construction, etc., are matters
involving not only a thorough technical knowledge but also a broad
understanding of soclal and economic conditions. ... It is hoped that
this collection of plates will be found useful in planning Forest Service

23



INCORRECT PLANNING
INDIRECT- CIRCULATION & LACK OF PRIVACY

COMMENTS
HALL PARTITION CHANGED TO
FLoom L.R. SIDE OF STAIR TO CREATE
PLAN A VISTIOULE 8 FOR PRIVACY.
COAT CLOSET ADDED.

CORRECT PLANNING
OIRECT CIRCULATION WITH PRI-
VACY 8 COMFORT FOR ALL ROOMS

Figure 1-18. Groben provided guidance to help architects avoid using rooms
as passageways

24



Figure 1-19. Groben'’s diagram on building orientation

structures and that the various Regions may be assisted constructively
by having been assembled and presented in this manner.!®

The preface is 23 pages long and includes several drawings, plans, and
charts. The rest of the book covers various types of buildings, with floor
plans, styles of elevations, and sketches. Groben felt this ‘bible’ would
provide better architecture for the whole agency.

During this era, design was first to be more influenced by Forest Service
philosophy than by national or local stylistic trends. In these designs can
be read the architects’ struggle to reconcile regional and national Forest
Service design policies, current architectural trends, and local building
traditions. The Regions had the opportunity to use, modify, and create their
own building designs. These sometimes conflicted, as in the anomalous Art
Deco or Classic Revival designs, but more often resulted in the more suc-
cessful blending of philosophy, style, and local tradition promoted by the
designs illustrated in “Acceptable Plans, Forest Service Administrative
Buildings.” Mostly devoid of superfluous ornamentation, it was the richness
of texture, sense of craftsmanship, and juxtaposition of shapes and materi-
als that made these buildings aesthetically pleasing. These structures
reflect both national and local architectural trends and building philoso-
phies of the Forest Service that include uttility, respect for nature, and
harmony with the environment.

25






Notes 1. USDA Forest Service, Acceptable Plans, Forest Service Administrative
Buildings, Cover letter accompanying distribution.

2. USDA Forest Service, Acceptable Plans, Forest Service Administrative
Buildings, Foreword.

3. Ibid.
4. Tbid..p. A-3.
5. Ibid., p. A-4.
6. Ibid., p.A-5.
7. Ibid., p. A-10.
8. Ibid., p. A-15.
9. Ibid.,p.A-17.
10. Ibid., p. A-23.
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1934-1946: Civilian Conservation Corps
to the End of World War Il

Before the creation of the Civillan Conservation Corps (CCC) by President
Franklin Roosevelt in 1933, the Forest Service operated with limited Govern-
ment support and financial resources to oversee its vast and untamed
domain, then found itself on the verge of unprecedented expansion. The
newly elected President put men to work doing environmental conservation
on public lands; the Forest Service, which managed a major portion of these
lands, presented a perfect vehicle for implementing the goals of the New
Deal. Some 250,000 men were put on the Federal payroll, working for the
common good.

Secretary of Agriculture Henry A. Wallace graphically and succinctly de-
scribed the state of the Nation's natural resources:

Thoughtlessly we have destroyed or wounded a considerable part of our
common wealth in this country. We have ripped open and to some
extent devitalized more than half of all the land in the United States.
We have slashed down forests and loosed floods upon ourselves. We
have torn up grasslands and left the earth to blow away. We have built
great reservoirs and power plants and let them be crippled with silt and
debris, long before they have been paid for.!

What began as an ambitious project soon mushroomed into one of
unprecedented scale, as the number of men enrolled in the CCC doubled
its size within its first 2 years. More than 3 million men had signed on by
1942; almost half of the total output was administered by the Forest Ser-
vice, much of it going into construction.

Because the national forests were not parks, they were intended to serve
highly utilitarian purposes and not be exclusively recreational. It was
necessary to provide buildings adequate to accommodate and house the
personnel and equipment required to conduct properly the varied phases of
Forest Service work. In accordance with the decentralized organization of
the Forest Service, each component became responsible for specific ele-
ments of planning and implementation. Ellis Groben had just started in the
Washington Office when building designs were needed quickly for the CCC
projects (see the previous section in this chapter for more information on
Groben's design concepts).

In the Region 1 office, Clyde Fickes was placed in charge of recruiting a staff
of architects, landscape architects, and mechanical draftsmen to supervise
the improvement program. Willlam Fox, a Butte native and recent graduate
of the University of Washington's School of Architecture, was hired as the
first architect. During his interview with Fickes for the position, Fickes told
Fox he wanted an architectural staff to design all the buildings required by
the Forest Service. Fox was skeptical, thinking the job would entail more
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structural engineering than architecture. Fox eventually headed a staff of
six or seven architectural draftsmen.

Fox designed the buildings for the Fenn Ranger Station with the “Georgian”
appearance (figure 1-26). This complex is located in rural Idaho and admin-
istered by the Nezperce National Forest. All of the buildings are wood frame
and exhibit combinations of structural and decorative details that give
them a “Georgian” look. These include the use of hip roofs and dormers and
the decorative door surrounds at the front entries. A rustic appearance is
achieved through the use of natural stone facing on the bottom one-third of
the buildings and/or the use of wide board siding.

Region 2 hired its first professional architect, S.A. Axtens, in 1936.
Although he stayed only 1 year, he was involved in the design of several
stations, including the Delores Ranger Station on the San Juan National
Forest (figure 1-27). He attempted to follow Groben'’s statement: “Practical
and workable plans lend themselves readily to good elevation design.”

After Axtens left, W. Earle Jackson supervised a staff of 11 architects who
produced detailed plans for nearly every building constructed in the Region
during this era. Designs included a variety of dwellings, office buildings,
garages, and barns, as well as various assoclated buildings. Supervisor
dwellings were constructed near the headquarters in at least 12 of the 14
forests. The Region 2 style was more rustic than any other; it included
uncoursed local stone or brick, walls of peeled or shaved logs or wide clap-
board siding. and moderately pitched roofs with wood shingles or shakes
(figure 1-28). Pueblo-style buildings were built only in the southern half of
Colorado where that style was commonly seen.

Region 2 had ambitious long-range plans for construction of administrative
facilities, and this was the first time it had the means to pursue them.?
Fifty-six CCC camps were in operation in the Region by August 1933.

The designers responded to climatic conditions, especially the deep snows
found at higher elevations, by raising the foundations of rustic-style build-
ings several feet above grade. Simple gable roof forms, strongly reinforced,

were meant to cleanly shed heavy snow, which fell away from the building
because of the deep overhangs. Many porches had large areas adjacent to
and protective roofs over the entries.3

The use of wood as a construction material was perhaps the ultimate
expression of Forest Service values, and designers took every opportunity to
use it. Wood was cheap, readily available, and reflected the pioneer archi-
tectural traditions of Rocky Mountain architecture. Rustic style was espe-
cially appropriate for the mountains, where wood shakes, native stone, and
logs were available.

The rustic tradition made use of modern technologies and covered them
with materials that appeared handcrafted and traditional. Rustic design
utilized stone veneer over unreinforced poured concrete foundations; milled
log cabin siding imitated the appearance of real logs.
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One focus of construction by the CCC was recreation facilities; these
included toflets, bathhouses, campground tables, stoves, and shelters.

Regional Forester S.B. Show authorized the hiring of a private firm of
professional architects, Norman Blanchard and Edward J. Maher, to form
the Region 5 architectural unit. These were the first professional architects
in the Region, and they produced all the buildings constructed until 1938.

In the California Ranger dated June 16, 1933, Chief of Lands L.A. Barrett
said that the new architects would bring a renaissance in Forest Service
ranger station architecture:

The firm has been engaged for the purpose to create an ‘All-American’
style. Old World influences are barred and Uncle Sam’s new ranger
stations will represent only the best of the U.S.A. Not only will the lines
of our ranger stations be revamped, but the color scheme will be
improved. The green roof will be retained, but the French-battleship
gray paint ... will be changed to a brown stain to blend appropriately
with the colors of the forest.

Blanchard and Maher described what their architectural style was to be: a
“Mother Lode™ style influenced by William Wurster's vernacular building
designs, later known as “California Ranch House style.”

In 1935, the $2,500 building limitation was in effect. However, no contrib-
uted labor was allowed except for the CCC crews, which were used prima-
rily for rough labor such as constructing basements, rough framing, roofing,
and building rock walls. Blanchard and Maher noted that:

In order to keep all buildings, large and small, within such a compara-
tive unit cost, methods rather unusual at the time were necessary to
effect such economy.5

The team developed similar designs for 13 separate categories of buildings:
dwellings, lookouts, fire barracks, offices, garages, warehouses, and barns.
The first year it was estimated that 450 structures were constructed at
elevations from sea level to over 8,000 feet. To overcome the problems of
climate variability, a standard structural design was used throughout all
buildings, with specific design requirements for severe snow and extreme
heat and cold.®

Where other areas of the United States were experimenting with prefabrica-
tion, Blanchard and Maher decided that this system had little to offer on
the West Coast. Rather than prefabrication, they adopted a “ready cut”
design. The ready-cut system of bullding was adapted to home and commer-
cial building construction shortly after 1900. This was similar to the auto-
mobile industry’s system for mass production. During the 1920’s, the
growing home market had created a demand for inexpensive housing, in
particular for suburban tract housing. The depression of the 1930’s only
increased the demand for affordable housing and designs such as the
ready-cut house.

The ready-cut system used pre-cut lumber rather than preassembled
components. It allowed for field innovation and reduced the shipping vol-
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ume. Bulilders in California preferred the system to prefab and felt it pro-
vided a better more aesthetic finished bulilding.

Wood was the preferred material in California, and administrative buildings
were finished with wood both inside and out. The architects explained:

The outside finish was clear, all heart redwood or western cedar. This
was installed over building paper and shiplapped diagonal sheathing.
On the inside, clear Douglas-fir or ponderosa pine was used to panel
the interior.”

Region 5’s mass ordering and ready-cut materials distribution benefited
both the lumber industry and local communities. The majority of the build-
ings begun in 1933 were completed before winter with the help of the CCC
crews. The Regional Engineer wrote:

Reports are all in and tabulated on the status of our ready-cut building
and warehouse program as of November 15. By unanimous agreement of
reviewing officers, first prize goes to the San Bernardino, with the
Stanislaus, Lassen, Mono Modoc and Santa Barbara recetving honor-
able mention. [California Ranger, December 1933]

Between 1933 and 1936, some 1,200 buildings were constructed in Califor-
nia. In addition to supervisor's headquarters, ranger and guard stations,
and experimental station facilities, fire lookouts were erected in large
numbers—45 in one contract.?

Blanchard and Maher’s work for the Forest Service reflects several of the
major themes that ran through American architecture of the 1930's. Their
use of the ready-cut construction system was one of many experiments with
unconventional building techniques, which can be seen as an effort on the
part of the architectural community to contribute to solving the Nation's
pressing economic problems. Use of what they called the Mother Lode style
of building was part of a larger effort on the part of American architects to
develop architectural styles that were seen as being appropriate to regional
historic and environmental conditions. Even in their use of the Colonial
Revival mode, they were responding to the national vogue for that type of
design, which in the mid-1930’s was the most popular architectural image
in the country for domestic design.®

In Region 6, once the forests provided pertinent data regarding site orienta-
tion and topography, the Regional Office architect, Tim Turner, was able to
design individual buildings that were appropriate, attractive, and practical.
Design of elevations was to some extent limited by the use of a restricted
number of materials native to the area for exterior construction. Climatic
conditions, environment, and economy also imposed certain limitations.
The sizes, shapes, and finished surfaces of the various forms of wood used
in the exterior walls of frame buildings were the attributes that largely
determined their design. Only mass, line, proportion, window and door
design, and color remained unrestricted.

The administrative structures of Region 6 are not highly stylized log and

stone buildings reminiscent of pioneer technologies, but are still distinctly
rustic (figure 1-30). More refined, they are at the same time decorative and
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Figure 1-33. The distinctive pine tree logo was a common elemertt th most of
the buildings constructed by the Civilian Conservation Corps

As end products of an important Federal response to the Depression, CCC
constructions are associated with events that are significant in the Nation’s
history. Because they embody the distinctive characteristics of a period and
type of construction, the rustic buildings on national forest lands are
significant in American architecture; many exhibit excellence of design and
possess high artistic values. Figures 1-35 through 1-41 show additional
examples of the buildings built during this era.
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Notes

In 1940, Ellis Groben, in Architectural Trends of Future Forest Service Build-
ings, attacked what he felt was “the inappropriate practice of designing
buildings which did not work well in [floor] plan, but were accepted and
even praised because their exteriors blended well with the environment.”
Though not abandoning his stance on the appropriateness of regionally
responsive design, Groben called for more creativity in formulating, where
appropriate, a style uniquely representative of the Forest Service.

When the declaration of war was issued in late 1941, the CCC crews were
quickly inducted into the armed services. The program soon became history
as the need for a make-work program diminished and the full focus of the
Nation was put toward defeating the Germans and Japanese.

Shortly after the United States entered the war, it became apparent that
much more natural rubber would be needed than might be available.
Because of the demonstrated ability of the Forest Service to organize and
handle emergency procedures, the Forest Service was selected to handle
the guayule rubber project in the Southwest. Guayule, resembling sage-
brush, was a natural shrub in this area, containing up to 20 percent
natural rubber.!!

A major part of this project was the design and construction of labor camps,
and a large number of nurseries were set up to grow the guayule plants
from seed to seedlings. Jim Byrne, then Regional Engineer in California,
was named chief engineer for the project. He called together architects from
Regions 1, 5, 6, and 9. Clyde Fickes from Region 1 was in charge with Harry
Coughlan, also from Region 1, Keplar Johnson from Region 5, Gif Gifford
from Region 6, and Nels Orne from Region 9 along with many support people
who produced the plans and supervised the construction. Until the end of
the war, when the project was disbanded, much of the focus of the Forest
Service architects was designing and constructing the infrastructure for
growing guayule plants. At the end of the war, two rubber extraction plants
were operating, and plans were on the table for four more extraction plants.
Approximately 6 million pounds of rubber were dispatched to rubber pro-
cessing plants by the war’s end.

At the end of the war, all of the architects named above returned to their
previous positions as architects in the Regions. All but Harry Coughlan
were Regional Architects. Harry became Regional Architect in Region 1
shortly after the end of the war.

1. Throop, Utterly Visionary and Chimerical: A Federal Response to the
Depression—An Examination of Civilian Conservation Corps Construction
on National Forest System Lands in the Pacific Northwest, p. 7.

Schneck and Hartlzy, Administrating the National Forests of Colorado,
p. 60.

Ibid., p. 72.

Ibid., p. 88.
Supernowicz, p. 15.
Ibid.

Ibid.
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1946-Present: The Modern Period

Regional Architects

After the war, there were many changes in the focus and organization of the
Forest Service. One was an increase in recreational use of national forest
land, which led to a renewed emphasis on facilities construction, including
campgrounds, restrooms, boat ramps, and trails. In 1947, 25 percent of the
maintenance and improvement dollars were authorized for recreation
improvements. The architects who had been working on the guayule project
returned to their regional positions and started hiring new, younger gradu-
ate architects.

The era of handcrafted construction ended with the disbandment of the
CCC. Attention shifted toward postwar plans for expansion. Projects in
progress before 1942 were completed, but construction of new improve-
ments had been halted by the war. Shifts in the use of the forests resulted
in changes in administrative methods; some permanent ranger stations
became “work centers,” a new term coined to replace the outdated “guard
station,” which had acquired the wrong connotation during the war.

The following paragraphs provide a brief outline of individuals who served
as Regional Architects during this period. See Chapter 3, People, for more
detailed information on the design styles of contributing architects.

At the start of 1946, Regions 2, 3, 7, and 8 did not have Regional Architects.
This void remained in some Regions until the end of the 1950’s or later.

In Region 1, Clyde Fickes left the Forest Service before the end of the war,
and Harry Coughlan took over the position of Regional Architect. Most of the
work just after the war was custodial, bringing the many buildings and
stations that had been neglected back to standard and correcting safety
hazards. The need for additional staff did not occur until the early 1950's,
when Congress enacted legislation to provide improved and additional
recreational facilities. Art Anderson was the first professional hired in
Region 1 after the war, and he took over as Reglonal Architect when
Coughlan retired in 1965. In 1972, Bob LeCain became Regional Architect
and Anderson took over as administrative and planning leader. When
LeCain retired in 1985, Dave Dodson took over the position and remained
until 1990. Josiah Kim was the Regional Architect from 1990 to 1997.

In Region 2, W. Earle Jackson departed sometime in 1942 and the Regional
Architect’s position was not fllled until Wes Wilkison was hired in 1958.
When Wilkison retired in 1981, Dave Faulk became Regional Architect.

Region 3 did not have a Regional Architect of record until George Kirkham
was hired in the mid 1960's. George Nichols did building designs for

the Region from Ogden during the CCC era. After Kirkham left, Lou
Archambault took over the position. Soon after, Hal Miller transferred from
Portland to become Regional Architect. In the early 1990’s, Kurt Kretvix
became Regional Architect.
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George Nichols in Region 4 was not part of the guayule project. There are no
records during the war years to indicate whether he went into the military
or just continued working for the Forest Service. In 1946, he was listed as
the Regional Architect. Willlam Turner was hired in 1958 to assist in the
design work and took over as Regional Architect when Nichols retired.

When Turner retired, Wilden Moffett took over the post of Regional Archi-
tect.

Keplar Johnson returned to his position as Regional Architect in Region 5
after the guayule project. Like most American architects, he was increas-
ingly influenced by the modern movement in architecture after World

War 1. In several of his postwar buildings, Johnson continued the design
themes that had marked the Region's building program of the 1930's. But
even in these structures, Johnson was influenced by the ideas of the
modern movement. Johnson revised many of Blanchard and Maher's plans
and designed a number of new plans for specific sites within the Region.

After Johnson's retirement in 1962, Harry Kevich was named Regional
Architect. Kevich increased the architectural staff by hiring young archi-
tects just out of college. He played a more managerial role and delegated
most of the design work to this staff. They developed a more contemporary,
modern style building for the California Region. Bob Sandusky became
Regional Architect upon Kevich's retirement in 1985.

Tim Turner continued as Regional Architect in Region 6 during the war
years, and he continued to work until a heart attack caused an untimely
death in 1951. A.P. “Benny” DiBenedetto was hired to replace him from the
Army Corps of Engineers. When DiBenedetto took over as Research Archi-
tect for the Pacific Northwest Station, Ken Reynolds was named Regional
Architect. When Reynolds left, Joe Mastrandrea served as Regional Archi-
tect. JoAnn Simpson was Mastrandrea's successor.

Region 8 was without a Regional Architect from 1942, when DeFord Smith
departed, until 1968, when Willam Speer was hired. Because there was no
lead architect in Atlanta, Speer went to San Francisco to serve an appren-
ticeship under Harry Kevich and John Grosvenor. Speer spent a year
working in Region 5, doing the designs for Region 8, before returning to
Region 8 to continue as Reglonal Architect.

Nels Orne returned from the guayule project in 1945 and continued as
Regional Architect in Region 9, where he worked until his appointment to
Branch Chief for Facilities in 1965. His successor was Jim Calvery from
Region 5. Upon Calvery's retirement, Dave Dercks was named Regional
Architect.

Shortly before World War 11, Linn Forrest transferred to Juneau to serve as
the first Reglonal Architect for Region 10. His tenure did not last very long,
as he and his son opened a private practice in Juneau in 1952. After
Forrest left, George Danner, a technician, provided leadership in the design
and maintenance of buildings until his retirement. At this time, there is no
professional architect in Region 10.
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fornia, for example, went from five centers to none). As of this date, there
are still six centers in Region 8 as well as centers in Regions 1, 2, and 6.

Forest Service Research relied on the Regions to provide the design and
maintenance of the buildings on the experimental forest and station head-
quarters and laboratories. A.P. “Benny” DiBenedetto was the first profes-
sional architect hired on staff to do the designs for the Pacific Northwest
Experiment Station in 1961. Bob Sandusky was hired by the Pacific South-
west Station in 1965. The other research stations continued to rely on the
Regions or private architectural firms for their building designs. The North
Central Station is the only research station that still has an architect on
staff.

Beginning in the 1960's, the architectural staffs in the Forest Service took
on a more philosophical design approach rather than concentrating on
specific styles or themes. Contrary to Groben's dictates of the 1930's,
architects produced designs that fused the modern with the vernacular of
the past, seeking designs appropriate for the forest environment and com-
parable with the existing buildings on the sites.

Some of the new, innovative programs and projects like the Job Corps,
accelerated public works, the Clean Water Act, and visitor centers have
allowed the Regions to hire additional architectural staff. In addition,
cooperative work with other agencies has allowed additional use of recently
graduated architects.
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Administrative Buildings

Offices

The category of Forest Service buildings with the greatest number and most
diverse types is administrative buildings. These cover all areas of work and
living needs. Lookout towers are part of this group, but will be covered
separately. Administrative buildings include offices, dwellings, barracks,
messhalls, bunkhouses, warehouses, shops, fueling stations, and nursery
buildings. Architectural styles tend to fall into eras, location within the
Nation, and local trends and materials available. There is more consistency
within each site, at least regarding materials.

In the earlier eras, the plan layout for buildings was limited by availability
of designers and the buildings' functions. Most of the 1938 “Acceptable
Plans” book covered administrative buildings, giving many floor plans and
various elevation styles. As the first Service-wide compilation of this type,
most of the Regions used it only as a starting point for their designs and did
not copy the individual buildings.

There is more continuity within the various Forest Service Regions through-
out the eras than there is between Regions during an era. Traced to cli-
mate, local materials available, and overlap of personnel between the eras,
this can be seen in the regional plans and elevations shown in the 1938
“Acceptable Plans” book. Another difference between Regions is the year the
first architect was brought on staff.

Through the various eras, the need for and the size of office buildings has
changed tremendously. At the start, Forest Service contact with the public
was limited and a small room rented in the nearest town was sufficient. It
was not until the 1930's that buildings with the primary use of office space
and public contact were required and constructed. Even then they were one
to four rooms located in the nearest town to the forest land being managed.
After World War Il until the 1970's, the largest district offices had only 5 to
15 rooms, but with a better public contact area. Supervisors’ offices during
the 1930’s and 1940’s were smaller than district offices in the 1980’s.

The design and styles of offices follow the regional styles and eras described
in chapter 1. Not until the modern era were the differences between Regions
dependent upon who was the design architect rather than the direction of
the agency. Once the “Acceptable Plans™ book went out of favor and there
was no architect in the Washington Office, the Regions began to establish
their own design style (sometimes even within a Region there were State
styles). There was still a predominant use of wood with pitched rather than
flat roofs, but as we approach the present day, more and more of the mate-
rials conform to the regional standards. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 and the
photos and drawings on pages 68 through 80 show these variations in
design and style.
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Lookouts

The Lookout
‘Way above the forests, that are in my care,
Watching for the curling smoke ~ looking everywhere,
Tied onto the world below by a telephone.
High, and sometimes lonesome - living here alone,
Snow peaks on the skyline, woods and rocky ground,
The green of Alpine meadows circle me around,
Waves of mountain ranges like billows of the sea -
Seems like in the whole wide world there’s not a soul but me.
Peering thru the drift of smoke, sighting thru the haze,
Blinking at the lightning on the stormy days,
Here to guard the forests from the Red Wolf's tongue
I stay until they take me down, when the fall snows come.
— Robin Adair
California District Newsletter, April 1927}

The detection and control of fires in remote wildlands has posed a special
problem to the Forest Service throughout its history. Federal involvement in
fire control began with the National Park Service and was later introduced
into the forest reserves. The need for fire detection and prevention in-
creased as more land was set aside by the Federal Government and as
destructive fires increased.

During the early 1900's, the General Land Office carried out extensive
surveys to properly place monuments to mark forest boundaries. Mapping
was done on each forest, and it was probably during this time that specific
mountaintops were considered for detection locations.

The greatest single motivator for fire protection within the Forest Service
was its Chief, Gifford Pinchot. Part of Pinchot’s plan was to convince the
public that the Forest Service mission included fire detection and preven-
tion. Pinchot and many of his followers believed that wildland fires should
be prevented whenever posstible or, if that failed, that fires be suppressed.
Pinchot’s vision would shape the future Forest Service, but lack of funding
restricted the development of fire control until the second and third decades
of the 20th century.2

In a paper written in 1910, Henry Graves stated:

The mere fact that a tract is carefully watched makes it safer, because
campers, hunters, and others crossing it are less careless on that
account. By an efficient supervision most of the unnecessary fires can
be prevented, such as those arising from carelessness in clearing land,
leaving campfires, and smoking; from improperly equipped sawmiils,
locomotives, donkey engines; etc.

One of the fundamental principles in fire protection is to detect and
attack fires in their incipiency. In an unwatched forest a fire may burn
for a long time and gain great headway before being discovered. In a
forest under proper protection there is some one man or corps of men
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responstble for detecting fires and for attacking them before they have
time to do much damage or to develop beyond control.

The earliest lookouts were high peaks with an unobstructed view, with
tents as shelters and short mapboard stands for pinpointing the smoke on
maps. After 1905, tall trees, crude observation-only towers (figure 2-64),
platforms, and small log cabins began to be used.3

By 1911, cabins and cupolas (figure 2-65) were being constructed on
mountaintops. In 1914, Aeromotor Company observation-only towers with
7- x 7-foot wood or metal cabs were approved in several Regions. A com-
monly bulilt lookout tower design was the timber tower, which was used as
early as 1914. Its design borrowed from similar designs used for years by
the oil industry.

In 1914, Coert DuBois in Systematic Fire Protection in the California Forests
wrote:

The lookout man's dwelling, office and workroom should be centered in
one house, on one floor, and in one room. The room can not be less
than 12 feet square, and must be so constructed that at any moment of
the day, with the turn of the head, he can see his whole fleld. He must
be fixed so that while he is cooking, eating, reading, writing, dressing,
washing his clothes, walking about, or sitting down, he can not help
but be in the best position to see.*

Forests in Region 1 began to experiment with lookout construction as early
as 1915. The first lookout tower in Region 1 was erected in 1916; it com-
prised a small cab mounted on a windmill tower. Two of the earliest look-
outs in the Region were bullt according to the standard District 6 design.
The so-called D-6 lookout was a 12- x 12-foot frame structure with an
observation cupola centrally located on the gable roof. A third lookout of
this vintage was the Cedar Mountain Lookout on the St. Joe National
Forest. This two-story frame structure followed an improvised plan and is
apparently unique.5

Some lookout points required a tower to obtain a view over the treetops.
This type of structure had to be durable against extreme weather condi-
tions, high winds, and lightning strikes. In the late 1920’s, Clyde Fickes
designed a prefabricated lookout cab that was used extensively throughout
Reglon 1. It was said that the cab did not become rigid until the windows
were installed.® Lookout construction in Region 1 received high priority in
the 1920's; between 1921 and 1925, 61 structures were completed. Between
1926 and 1930, an additional 130 were bullt. By the end of the decade, the
total number of occupied points reached approximately 800.7

In the Rocky Mountain Regjon, despite the acknowledged need for fire
detection facilities, no official funding was allocated for construction of fire
cabins or towers until the early 1910's. As a result, cabins and towers built
during this era were typically constructed by rangers using scrap materials
or materials that could be found on site. Even this, however, was a step up
from the tents that had been previously used to shelter lookouts. There
were few standardized designs in Region 2 through the 1950's.8

The Leon Peak Lookout on the Grand Mesa National Forest in Region 2
(figure 2-66) is believed to have been constructed in 1911 and 1912 by Clay
Withersteen with the help of Rosco Bloss, a local seasonal Forest Service
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Recreation Buildings

The category of buildings with the second greatest number and diversity of
types is recreation buildings. In a 1940 supplement to the “Acceptable
Plans” book, Groben writes:

All recreation structures should be designed to serve their intended
purpose, be of architectural and engineering soundness, and harmonize
with the forest environment of recreation areas as much as possible,
consistent with utility, good structural design, and reasonable cost of
construction and maintenance.

The very fact that recreation structures should harmonize with the
environment precludes definite standardization of design. Functional
requirements also vary somewhat with locality and are likewise difficult
to standardize in definite pattern.!

Foresters became aware of the demand for recreation well before the cre-
ation of the National Park Service in 1916. The 1913 annual report stated,
“Recreation use of the Forest is growing very rapidly, especially on Forests
near cities of considerable size.” The creation of the National Park Service
in 1916 touched off an interagency land struggle that spurred limited
Forest Service development of a variety of recreational sites and buildings,
including campgrounds, trails, shelters, and toilets, as well as encourage-
ment of summer home sites and structures, throughout the 1920’s. Ameri-
cans visited the national forests in record numbers, due in part to greater
access to automobiles and the development of roads within the forests. In
1925, somewhat more than 5 percent of the amount spent on new bulldings
supported campground development.

One writer summarized the influence of roads on the growth of recreational
use in the national forests:

Although it was not their original purpose, the ‘fire roads’ did much to
open the forests to recreational use by hunters and hikers who still
gratefully use them today. The development, especially after World

War 11, of four-wheel-drive vehicles such as jeeps made these trails even
more popular. CCC men also built trails for hiking, especially short
ones to spots of particular natural beauty of interest, often providing
bridges and steps for visitors also.

Since road building and automobile ownership were making the forests
accessible for recreation, the Forest Service put some of the CCC boys
to work building campgrounds. A campground might include shelters,
toilet facilities, picnic tables, fireplaces, parking lots, and water supply
systems. ... Bathhouses were built at some good swimming areas.3

The Forest Service had good reasons for welcoming recreation use of the
forests. One reason was to obtain broad-based political support for the
development of the forests. Public demand for access to the forests trans-
lated into Federal dollars for road construction, which in turn increased the
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forests. Today the national forests are the public’s number one recreational
destination point.

The “Campground Improvement Manual” from Region 5, dated March 1,
1933, states: “The most important feature on a campground, both from the
viewpoint of the camper and sanitation, is the latrine."® This manual
includes six latrine types as regional standards (for example, figure 2-76
shows the design for localities of heavy snowfall). These designs were
developed over a 10-year period. The manual includes a bill of materials for
all designs. Flush toilets were rare during this time.

In the Improvements section of the Region 6 Recreation Handbook, dated
February 23, 1935, under Registry Booths, it states: “... suggested types of
special registry booths ... used at class A camps ... should be places near
natural gathering places.”” The designs are quite rustic (figure 2-77).
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Figure 2-76. Double latrine design from Region 5 Campground Improvement
Manual (1933)
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In a foreword to a report in 1936 by consulting landscape architect A.D.
Taylor, Acting Chief of the Forest Service C.M. Granger noted:

... that the increasing social use of our National Forests places a great
responsibility on us to preserve the natural aspects of the forests, and
at the same time to provide areas and accompanying facilities for the
many kinds of recreation activities for which so many millions of people
enter the National Forests each year.®

In the 1960's, Congress passed a bill funding construction of campgrounds
at new and existing reservoirs and lakes in the Nation; these had a consid-
erable impact on the Forest Service recreation design and construction
program. This increased funding started a trend toward campgrounds with
larger capacity in the more urban forests.

Almost all Regions publish a catalog of standard recreation structures that
is edited at least every 5 years. The most prevalent single type of building
for the recreation public is the toilet structure. These range from screened
backcountry (wilderness) toilets to one-hole pit toilets for remote camp-
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Figure 2-78. Design for a comfort station from the Eastern Region’s Recreation Handbook (1933)
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Notes

grounds to the flush comfort station for urban-type campgrounds. Because
most new architects start out with a toilet design or redesign, there are as
many different designs as there are designers. See figures 2-79 through
2-92 for additional examples of toilet buildings, including modern vault
and flush toilets.

A continuing concern with vault and pit toilet buildings was, and still is,
the venting of the holding tank for the human waste. Odor and insects have
made these structures less attractive to the national forest recreational
visitor. Over the years, the designs of toilet buildings with holding tanks or
pits have employed any number of inventive solutions; these have included
fans, solar heaters, wind diverters, and other devices to increase the flow of
air upward out of the vault to decrease odors in the building. Briar Cook, a
research engineer at the Forest Service's San Dimas Equipment Develop-
ment Center in California, spent the last years of his career attempting to
devise a “sweet smelling toilet.” One year he spent many hours down in the
tanks doing an inventory of all items deposited there (his list was several
pages long). His final “gift” to the agency was a series of toilet buildings with
technical innovations to properly vent the vaults to keep unwanted odors
and insects out of the interiors of these buildings. These were shown to
perform well in laboratory tests, but if the buildings were constructed in the
wrong location or orientation in the field, the venting did not work.

Looking at the styles of the various recreation structures of the Forest
Service shows that the predominate character of these buildings in the
rural areas is rustic—labor intensive with logs. wood shakes or shingles,
rough planks, and stone. In urban areas, the buildings are more finished,
with plywood siding or concrete blocks and flat roofs, and are more visible to
the public. The variety of building types and design styles can be seen in
figures 2-93 through 2-102 on pages 119 to 124.

In the early 1990's, recreation became the number one use of the national
forests as well as the greatest money maker for the U.S. Treasury from
receipts. Since the mid 1990’s, more and more programs have focused on
the recreational needs within the national forests, including refurbishing,
rebuilding, and adding to the recreational structures.

USDA Forest Service, “Recreation Structures,” Acceptable Plans, p. 2.

2. USDA Forest Service, “A History of Outdoor Recreation Development in
National Forests, 1891-1942," p. 2.

3. USDA Forest Service, Mountains and Rangers: A History of Federal
Forest Management in the Southern Appalachians, 1900-91, p. 78.

USDA Forest Service, “A History of Outdoor Recreation,” p. 3.
Ibid., p. 4.

USDA Forest Service, Campground Improvement Manual, p. 9.
USDA Forest Service, Recreation Plans—North Pacific Region

Taylor, Problems in Landscape Architecture in the National Forests,
Foreword.
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Figure 2-90. Combination flush toilet, Region 6
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Visitor Centers

Recreation in the national forests has been seen as one of the primary
multiple-use categories since the concept was first articulated by Gifford
Pinchot in the early 1900’s. Camping, hiking, hunting, and other outdoor
recreational activities have taken place on national forests since they were
formed.

Although the Park Service developed and implemented the concept of visitor
information centers early in its history, the concept is still fairly new to the
Forest Service. Most visitor contact points have been, and still are, made in
the ranger district headquarters, where the public receives maps and
directions from the clerk in the reception area. However, facilities designed
to offer visitor information services are a way to help the public not only to
enjoy the national forests but to understand the nature of the resources
and their management.

For the design architects, visitor center buildings became a vehicle for their
most creative expressions. Many of these structures were designed by
Forest Service architects. Even when the designs were given to private
architectural firms, the prospectuses and preliminary plans and styles
were dictated by Forest Service architectural staffs. The styles of the build-
ings reflected more contemporary architectural elements than most of the
other building types. The structures were built in areas of the national
forests that were unique in their settings and that attracted a large number
of visitors.

Just as the tollet building was the "bane” of the designer, the visitor center
was the “joy.” The high point in many a Forest Service architect's career

was the assignment to participate in the development, design, and produc-
tion of plans for new visitor centers. The buildings produced both by Forest
Service architects and private firms are a positive reflection on the agency.

The first building designed and constructed as a visitor information center
was the Mendenhall Glacier Visitor Center, built in 1961 near Juneau,
Alaska. Conceptual ideas and sketch plans were developed by the Regional
Office recreation staff. The proposal and plan for the observatory arose from
a need for a comfort station (public toilet facility) at this already popular
attraction, which for public convenience included a trail, viewing area, and
sign. Linn Forrest Architects of Anchorage, Alaska, was contracted to
prepare the construction documents. Forrest was one of the architects on
the Timberline Lodge design team during the 1930’s. The simple needs of
the first concepts grew to include an observatory with a coffee shop, conces-
sionaire apartment, office, and storage space (figure 2-108).

In 1991, it was time to bring the building up to the present needs and codes
(especially the Americans with Disabilities Act). During the years 1995,
1996, and 1997, funding was provided to make the changes designed by a
private architectural firm out of Seattle, Washington.
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Table 2~1. National Forest Visitor Centers

Region/Forest Name Bullt Region/Forest Name Built
1-Gallatin Quake Lake 1966 5-Angeles Chilao 1980
1-Clearwater Lolo Pass 5-Inyo Mono Lake 1990
1-Flathead Hungry Horse 5-Angeles Grassy Hollow 1996
2-Arapaho/Roosevelt Idaho Springs 1964 5-Inyo Shulman Grove 1997
2-Black Hills Pactola 1969 5-San Bernardino Big Bear 1997
2-Nebraska National Grasslands 1991 5-Sequoia Lake Isabella 1997
2-Bighorn Burgess Junction 1992 6-Sfuslaw Cape Perpetua 1967
2-Nebraska Prehistoric Prairies Proposed 6-Deschutes Lava Lands 1975
3-Coronado Sabino Canyon 1963 6-Gifford Pinchot Mount St. Helens 1986
3-Gila Gila CUff Dwellings 1967 (Silver Lake)
3-Apache-Sitgreaves Big Lake 1967 6-Gifford Pinchot Mount St. Helens 1993
3-Carson Ghost Ranch 1970 (Coldwater)
3-Coronado Palisades 1970 6-Gifford Pinchot 33::;;:{ gﬂ;:)s 1996
3-Kaibab No. Kaibab 1991 6-Mt. Hood Multnomah Falls
3-Coronado Columbine 1992 6-Wallowa-Whitman Hells Canyon
3-Coronado Portal 1993 8-Chattahoochee Brasstown Bald 1963
3-Apache-Sitgraves  Mogollon 1993 8-North Carolina Cradle of Forestry 1964
3-Tonto Roosevelt Lake 1994 {(destroyed by fire)
3-Kaibab Willlams Depot 1994 8-North Carolina Cradle of Forestry 1984
3-Lincoln Sun Spot Solar 8-Ozark-St. Francis Blanchard Caverns 1969
Observatory 1997 8-Chattahoochee Anna Ruby Falls 1988
4-Sawtooth Red Fish Lake 1963 8Caribbean El Portal del Yunque 1996
4-Ashley Flaming Gorge 1965 8-George Washington Massanutten
4-Ashley Red Canyon 1966 8-Jefferson Mt. Rogers 1972
4-Sawtooth Sawtooth NRA 1977 8~Jefferson Natural Bridge
4-Uinta Strawberry 1983 9-Superior Voyagers 1963
4-Briger-Teton Briger-Teton 1991 9-Monongahela Cranberry Mtn. 1963
5-Eldorado Lake Tahoe 1964 9-Ottawa Watersmeet 1968
5-Shasta-Trinity Trinity Lake 1964 9-Monongahela Seneca Rocks 1972
(destroyed by fire)
5-Eldorado Stream Profile 10-Tongass-Stikine  Mendenhall Glacier 1961
Chamber 1967 10-Chugach Portage Glacier 1986
5-Inyo Mammoth Lakes 1967 10-Tongass-Ketchikan Ketchikan 1994
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Research Buildings

When the Forest Service was created in 1905, it was recognized that
research was needed to guide the new agency’s efforts. European experi-
ence, which provided the best example of forestry at the time, was not an
adequate basis for American forestry because of the different species,
climates, and social and economic conditions prevailing in the United
States. At that time, field studies were conducted throughout the United
States, but all of the investigators were headquartered in Washington, DC.!

A significant change in the research organization occurred in 1908 with the
establishment of a system of forest experiment stations. The first station
was established at Fort Valley on the Coconino National Forest in Arizona,
with similar stations built in Colorado, Idaho, California, Washington, and
Utah.2

These “stations,” however, were rather small and localized—more like what
were later called “field centers” or “work centers” or even “experimental
forests.” In 1915, research in the Forest Service was consolidated within the
newly established Branch of Research. The first regional forest experiment
stations were the Appalachian and Southern Forest Experiment Stations,
which were established in 1921. In 1923, the Lake States and Northeastern
Forest Experiment Stations were established, followed in 1924 by the Pacific
Northwest Station and in 1925 by the Allegheny, Central States, and
Northern Rocky Mountain Stations. The California Station (1926), the
Intermountain and Southwestern Stations (1930), and the Rocky Mountain
Station (1935) completed coverage of the forested regions of the continental
United States.

In 1909, forest products research was centrally located at the University of
Wisconsin at Madison. This Forest Products Laboratory building (figure
2-139) was built by the University for the Forest Service and was dedicated
in 1910.

Early in its history, the Forest Service established experimental forest
reserves, areas set aside from normal day-to-day operations to study vari-
ous ecosystems through scientific controls. The first buildings were similar
to those constructed for the forest management buildings, using the same
style and materials. When the first stations were created, they were all
associated with universities; the buildings were either college buildings on
campus or rented facilities just off campus.

In the 1930’s, as with administration buildings, there was a boom in con-
struction for research. Many of the scientific research facilities were built
by the CCC. Groben's 1938 “Acceptable Plans™ book included a research
facility (figure 2-140).

In California, three notable complexes of buildings were constructed, as was
a unique structure at an experimental forest. The complex of buildings at
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Figure 2-148. Tubular Home of Wood: This unusual home offers attractive
living space within its curved walls. It is intended for sloping sites in rural
areas. This home provides 1,000 square feet of floor area.
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Figure 2-149. A Round House of Wood: This unique design provides a three-
bedroom home with 1,134 square feet of living area. It is designed for a flat site.
A smualler version provides three bedrooms and a total area of 804 square feet.
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The Forest Service Architects

Current Architects
(1999)

Retired Architects
(1999)

Rudy Brown

Bruce Crockett

Daryl Dean

Lee Deeds

Dave Dercks, Region 9*
Ken Duce

Dave Faulk, Region 2*
Nancy Freeman

Dana Henderson
Maurice Hoelting
Josiah Kim, Washington Office
Jane Kipp

Arthur F. Anderson, Region 1*

S.A. Axtens, Region 2*

Jim A. Calvery, Region 9*

Harry W. Coughlan, Region 1*

Don Critchlow

A.P. “Benny” DiBenedetto, FAIA,
Region 6*

Clyde P. Fickes, Region 1*

Bill Fox, Region 1*

W. Ellis Groben, Washington Office*

John R. Grosvenor, Region 5*

Glenn Hacker

Alton Hooten, Region 6*

W. Earle Jackson, Region 2*

Keplar B. Johnson, Region 5*

Harry Kevich, Region 5*

*Denotes Regional Architects
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Jeff Klas

Kurt Kretvix, Region 3*
Keith Lee

Gil Levesque

Hal Miller

Oswaldo Mino

Wilden Moffett, Region 4*
Thad Schroeder

Jo Ann Simpson, Region 6*
Kathie Snodgrass

William A. Speer, Jr., Region 8*
Adele Tsunemori

Joe Lazaro

Bob LeCain, Region 1*
Joe Mastrandrea, Region 6*
Allan Mitchell

Dick Modee

George Nichols, Region 4*
Nels Orne, Region 9*

A.E. Oviatt (Research)

Ken Reynolds, Region 6*
Bob Sandusky, Region 5*
William Turner, Region 4*
Art Ulvestad

Wes Wilkison, Region 2*
Jim Wilson

Harold Zorning (Research)






Architects Who Left
the Forest Service

Lou Archenbault, Region 3*
Tom Baltzell

Albert Biggerstaff
Jerome Brewster

Bill Bruner

Pam Chang

Byron Cochran

Dave Dodson, Region 1*
Ann Dunn

Mari Ellingson

Ward Ellis

Roy Ettinger

Dale Farr

Linn Argile Forrest, Region 10*

Dave Frese
Howard Gifford
Dave Hall
Gunnard Hans

(Forest Products Laboratory)

Bill Headley
Jerry Heyers
Bill Hohnstein

*Denotes Regional Architects
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Duane Hoochins

Charles Jaka

George Kirkham, Region 3*

Arthur Longfellow

Dick Lundy

Mike Madias

Tom Morland

Harold Nelson

Bill Peterson

George Raach

Neal Sands

Deford Smith, Region 8¢

Cal Spaun

Si Stanich

Allan Tucker

William Irving “Tim" Turner,
Region 6*

Fred Wagoner

Bill Wells

R.M. Williams

Judy Winfrey

Dean Wright

Ron Wylie



Regional Architects

Region 1

Arthur F. Anderson
Harry W. Coughlan

Dave Dodson
Clyde P. Fickes
Bill Fox

Josiah Kim
Bob LeCain

Region 2

S.A. Axtens

Dave Faulk

W. Earle Jackson
Wes Wilkison

Region 3

Lou Archambault
George Kirkham
Kurt Kretvix

Hal Miller
George Nichols*

Region 4
Wilden Moffett
George Nichols
William Turner

Region 5

John R. Grosvenor
Keplar B. Johnson
Harry Kevich
Keith Lee

Bob Sandusky

Region 6

A.P. “Benny” DiBenedetto, FAIA
Alton Hooten

Joe Mastrandrea

Ken Reynolds

Jo Ann Simpson

William Irving “Tim” Turner

Region 8
Deford Smith
William A. Speer, Jr.

Region 9

Jim A. Calvery
Dave Dercks
Nels Orne

Region 10
Linn Argile Forrest

Washington Office

A.P. “Benny” DiBenedetto, FAIA
(Research)

W. Ellis Groben

*George Nichols served both Region 3 and Region 4 from Ogden.












Almost all we know of Groben's architectural philosophy comes from three
major documents he signed. The first of these and the most extensive is
“Acceptable Plans for Forest Service Buildings,” dated 1938. This is a large
collection of plans and elevations selected by Groben from all of the various
Regions of the Forest Service and other Federal land management agencies.
He states in the Preface: “The majority of plans and elevations have been
reproduced in their entirety, as prepared by the respective regional offices;
others have been slightly modified to correct or improve minor details
without changing their general scheme.”

The second document, written in 1940, is “Architectural Trend of Future
Forest Service Buildings." In the first paragraph, Groben states: “The
external design of Forest Service buildings calls for a greater display of
imagination and inventive genius than heretofore, in order to give them
sufficient individual character to definitely express their purpose and the
particular Federal agency to which they belong.”

He was upset by the eclectic trends of the architectural profession of this
time. He said: “The almost universal practice, now commonly in vogue in a
number of Regions, of always employing the conventional urban styles of
architecture for Forest Service buildings generally, could be discontinued
advantageously for styles which are more expressive of the Forest Service
itself, and, at the same time, more appropriate to the diverse conditions,
respective locations and particular environments in which they are to be
erected.” He goes on to say: “No one architectural style can serve univer-
sally to adequately represent any particular Federal agency because the
country itself is too vast in extent and too varied in character to permit of it
with any degree of success. For example, the Colonial style is incongruous
in regions where, due to traditional usage, it has been found that the
Mexican, Spanish, or Ranch types are appropriate and practical. The
contrary is equally true. As in most of his documents, he follows up with
plans to explain.

He concludes this document with: “Engineering, Washington Office, wel-
comes the opportunity of reviewing any sketches which may be submitted
for its special consideration, comments and suggestions, etc., in advance of
actual construction in order to assist insofar as possible, in improving
matters of architectural design.”

The last of the three documents, the “Improvement Handbook,” focuses on
the construction and maintenance of Forest Service buildings. George
Nichols, Regional Architect, Region 4, prepared most of the text from review-
ing handbooks and bulletins from the various Regions. Groben states in the
Preface: “The purpose of this handbook is to make available the methods
and standards recognized as good practice in building structural improve-
ments on the national forests to Forest Service engineers, architects, and
men engaged in construction.”

All three of these documents provided strong leadership to the new archi-
tects emerging in all of the Forest Service Regions. As stated in chapter 1,
Eras, there is no record of a Forest Service architect prior to the 1930's.
Ellis Groben established an effective standard from his position as National
Consulting Architect of the agency. Without his voice from Washington, DC,
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Notes

the course of the history of Forest Service architecture could have been as
diverse as the many forests in this Nation. Groben put his skills as both
designer and public administrator to work guiding the Forest Service as it
worked to create its own style of architecture.

In the summer of 1944, Groben made his first visit to a forest west of the
Mississippl; he went to Montana on a monitoring trip, meeting with Clyde
Fickes. Fickes thought some of his reactions to western conditions and
practices were most interesting, and at times very amusing. Groben re-
marked time and again as they drove through the forests about the amount
of dead timber lying on the ground. Groben asked why it wasn't being
gathered up and being put to some use. As a student in France and Ger-
many, he had observed how the ground or floor of the forests was kept clean
and free of debris. Fickes found it difficult to convince him that we were not
overlooking a productive phase of forest management.2

Groben had one bad habit that was disliked by the architects in the various
Reglons. When the architects sent him copies of preliminary plans and
sketches for his review and recommendations, he would make his com-
ments and corrections in red pencil on the original documents. These
included fully rendered color drawings that were ruined by Groben's addi-
tions and comments. This was the way professors in architecture schools in
Europe and the United States dealt with their students.

Groben was not only an outstanding architect who designed many public
buildings, but he was also an artist of real ability. He prepared plaques for
Gifford Pinchot, to commemorate his 80th birthday. and Evan Kelly, upon
his retirement. Some of his artwork is illustrated on the following pages
{figures 3—4 through 3-6).

1. USDA Forest Service, The History of Engineering in the Forest Service,
p. 362

2. Fickes, Recollections.
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Clyde P. Fickes

Regional Architect, Region 1 (1929-1944)

Clyde Fickes was born in Nelson, Nebraska, in 1884. He grew up in Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania, spending summers on a farm in Bedford County with
his maternal grandmother. He attended Ohio Northern University, majoring
in engineering. After graduation, he went to Kalispell, Montana, where he
lived with an uncle.

Fickes was appointed a Forest Guard on July 6, 1907. He furnished a
saddle and packhorse and was assigned to work with D.C. Harrison, a
topographer, to survey and plat administrative site withdrawals.

For the next 17 years he worked on several forests in Region 1 and was
assigned duties in various aspects of forest management. When Clyde
transferred to the Madison National Forest, one of his first tasks was to
learn how to drive the Government-owned Model T Ford. “On a forest like
the Madison,” Clyde said, “good transportation was a necessity. Any place
one wanted to go was 20 to 40 miles, so it was not a very good saddlehorse
chance. Four miles an hour against 40, and a Ford could be driven cross-
country on at least half of the forest, especially if the Ford was equipped
with a Ruckstell axle.”

After Clyde had worked on the Madison for a period of time, the following
announcement was posted in the Sheridan Office:

Fickes Family Departs for Sandpoint—C.P. Fickes, of the local Forest
Office, who has been transferred to the Pend Orelille National Forest
with headquarters at Sandpoint, Idaho, expects to leave today or
tomorrow for his new station. Mr. Fickes was transferred to the Madi-
son Forest from the Nezperce on March 5, 1924, and has since that
time occupied the position of Assistant Supervisor on the Madison
Forest.

“In due time 1 reported to Forest Supervisor Ermest T. Wolf at the Pend
Oreille National Forest in Sandpoint, Idaho, and met Assistant Supervisor
L.F. “Duff” Jefferson, Forest Assistant George M. DeJarnette, and Chief
Clerk Walter W. Schwartz. The office was in a storeroom on the ground-floor
level, with a private office partitioned off for the Supervisor. The forest was
in need of improvements of all kinds, and my first job was to acquaint
myself with what we had and then help to prepare overall plans for future
development of the forest. We had a very light fire season in 1927, so | was
able to visit all the ranger districts and visit with rangers about their
improvement problems. The Port Hill District was allotted money for a
lookout house on Smith Peak for which we did not have any construction
plans.

“My father was a carpenter and builder, and I virtually grew up among
carpenter shop shavings and small building construction. I drew up some
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detailed plans for a 12- x 12-foot building of frame construction with a

6- x 6-foot cupola, and ordered some lumber and hardware. Frank Casler
hauled it up to the Smith Creek Ranger Station. At that time there were
only half a dozen or so satisfactory, improved fire lookouts on the Idaho
forests of Region 1. At that time the Region did not have any kind of struc-
tural plans and specifications for a lookout structure. Region 6, at Portland,
Oregon, had a plan for a 12- x 12-foot building with an observation cupola
on top, which was developed for that Region by some architectural engineer.
The estimated cost of that building was from $1,200 to $2,000 to construct.
I had prepared plans for a ready-cut lookout, and the cost of materials was
less than $100. When | returned to the office after this chore, I was
informed that the Regional Office wanted me to come in on a detall to
design a lookout house for the Region. Joe Halm, a draftsman in Engineer-
ing, did all the tracing for the ready-cuts.

“Then it was decided that I should become a part of the Regional Office staff
in the Office of Operations. In May 1929, | moved my family from Sandpoint
to Missoula. | became the person supervising the design and construction
of all improvements (trails, telephone lines, buildings, campground layouts,
and later radio communications).

“In order to take care of the volume of work generated by the new emergency
appropriations and the CCC's, it was necessary to set up an architectural
section for the design and planning of major improvements. William J. (Bill)
Fox came to us via Butte and the University of Washington at Seattle as a
professional architect. Bill eventually supervised a staff of six or seven
architectural draftsmen under my general supervision. His first major job
was developing the plans for development of the Remount Depot layout.

“Early in my assignment to the Regional Office, it became apparent to me,
from my contact with the rangers in the field, that they needed some sort of
manual or handbook to which they could refer for information of all sorts on
improvement, construction, and maintenance work. I set to work gathering
all kinds of illustrations showing how to frame a building wall, how to cut a
rafter, what kind of nails to use, how to mix concrete, how to bulild a brick
chimney, what kind of hardware to use and how to order from the dealer,
how to build concrete forms, a chapter on log building construction, and the
most practical way to string telephone wire and install telephones. This
developed into a letter-sized mimeographed volume about 1% inches thick,
which we called the Improvement Handbook. This became the rangers’
construction and maintenance bible. The manual also contained a section
on log bulilding construction, which I eventually developed into the Log
Construction Handbook. It was printed by the Bureau of Government Print-
ing and sold over 100,000 copies. Along about 1968, the University of
Alaska issued a reprint of my Log Construction Handbook without giving me
any credit. Of course, Government publications are not copyrighted.

“In 1936, we were bodily transferred to the Office of Engineering under Fred
Theime. We also took over the direct supervision of ranger station construc-
tion.

“The winter of 1936-37, I attended, with several others from Region 1, a
conference of Forest Service engineers and architects at the Forest Prod-
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Notes

ucts Laboratory in Madison, Wisconsin. The first day we had lunch at the
cafeteria; while standing in line, I was introduced to the man next to me.
The man in front of him turned around and looked at me and said, ‘Are you
the Clyde Fickes who was at Ohio Northern University in 19037’ It was Jim
Brownlee, Regional Engineer at Denver. He was a graduate of Ohio
Northern's Engineering School; he and I had been together in a campus
fracas in which engineers, pharmacists, and lawyers took on the rest of the
campus in a graduation fracas.

“Ted Norcross, Chief of Engineering in the Washington Office, was there,
and he had some concerns over the revision of the Trail Manual and the
new Telephone Handbook that were about ready for printing. Since I had
made some constructive, not to mention critical, comments and suggestions
about the makeup of both of them, he arranged for me to go back to Wash-
ington with him and help get the job done, which 1 did."!

Fickes was named by Jim Byrne as the lead engineer for the construction of
the facilities for the Guayule Rubber Project in 1942 (where he worked from
February until November). Major Kelly, his supervisor, wrote: “Clyde Fickes
has quit the project for good. He has done a great service here. All whom he
has served may not realize the obstacles under which he worked; however,
he made for the project a lot of progress that would not have been achieved
had it not been for his practicality and drive.”

Fickes returned to the Missoula Regional Office, where he completed his
Forest Service career. In June 1944, he was offered a promotion to a job
with the Treasury procurement organization with a substantial increase in
salary that he could not turn down. He retired from Government service on
June 30, 1947.

1. Excerpts from Clyde P. Fickes, Forest Ranger Emeritus, Recollections,
1972.
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William Irving “Tim” Turner
Forest Service Architect (1933-1951)

William Irving Turner, called “Tim,"” was born in Oregon in 1890 and at-
tended junior high school and high school in Portland. His training in
architecture began in the architectural firm of David C. Lewis in Portland,
where he worked from August 1912 to July 1916. Turner was also studying
during that time in Portland in a “Beaux Arts Atelier” in design. This school
was a design studio affiliated with the Society of Beaux Arts Architects that
offered Oregon’s first formal classes for would-be architects. From May
1917 until May 1919, Turner spent 2 years in the military, stationed in
Belgium. After the war, Turner returned to Portland and worked for D.L.
Williams, a firm specializing in industrial buildings, and DeYoung and
Roald, a firm specializing in church and school design, from January 1922
until March 1925.

In 1925, Turner moved to Los Angeles to work for Schultze & Weaver and
supervised the architectural work for the major structures (banks, clubs,
hotels, and office buildings) that the firm was building. In 1928, Turner
returned to the Northwest and worked for Victor W. Voorhies, an architec-
tural firm in Seattle. One of the major structures designed by Voorhies that
Turner worked on was the Vance Building in Seattle in 1929. Turner's next
move was to Phoenix, Arizona, where he spent 2 years, from September
1931 until August 1933, as the fleld representative for E. Heitschmidt, a Los
Angeles architectural firm, directing construction work on the Arizona
Biltmore Hotel, a million-dollar project of William Wrigley's, designed by
Albert Chase McArthur and built by the Arizona Biltmore Corporation.

Turner returned to Oregon in the fall of 1933 because of the Depression’s
devastating effect on the architectural and building trades. He spent a
month working for the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads in Portland as an
assistant engineer. He accepted his first temporary appointment as “fore-
man"” (architect) with the Forest Service on December 24, 1933. His ser-
vices were needed in the Regional Office, for a period not to exceed

3 months, to assist in the construction of a new Forest Service warehouse
in Portland.!

In 1934, Regional Engineer Jim Frankland set up an architectural section
headed by Tim Turner. This unit developed standard plans for offices,
warehouses, guard stations, shops, residences, and other buildings in a
distinctive “Cascadian” architectural style for construction by CCC work-
forces. Turner supervised 8 to 10 architects and draftsmen.2

Turner provided leadership to the Architectural Section during the full CCC
period and through World War II. Turner died in 1950. One of his most
notable designs is the Timberline Lodge (see the section on Timberline
Lodge in Chapter 2).
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Linn Argile Forrest
Regional Architect, Region 10 (1934-1952)

Linn Forrest was born on August 8, 1905, in Bucyrus, Ohio. He attended
Franklin High School in Portland and the University of Oregon. Although he
did not complete his degree, his major subject was architecture. In addition
to attending school, Forrest supervised construction of the First Baptist
Church of Eugene and worked for F. Mason White, architect.

After leaving the University of Oregon in 1927, Forrest worked as chief
draftsman for architect Hugh Thompson in Bend, Oregon, until 1928, when
he enrolled at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) to study
architectural and structural design. His decision to attend MIT was per-
haps influenced by the example of Ellis F. Lawrence, founder and dean of
the School of Architecture at the University of Oregon, a desire for an
analytical study of the past as the best guide to the future, and for training
in the French academic tradition, including Beaux Arts design methods, a
training received by Lawrence and by three of Portland’s most influential
architects: lon Lewis, William M. Whidden, and Morris H. Whitehouse, all
MIT graduates.

After his return to Portland, Forrest worked as architectural draftsman with
architect Roi L. Morin until 1929. The types of work there included commer-
cial buildings, residences, theaters, and schools; design of furniture suites,
ornamental bronzes, and cast stone; and planning the proposed layout for
Morningside Hospital.

Forrest entered the firm of Whitehouse, Stanton & Church in 1929 and was
responsible for all phases of architectural work: preliminary sketches,
perspective scale, and full-size drawings and supervision in the shops and
on the job. The types of work included schools, hospitals, large residences,
a U.S. Federal Courthouse building, and commercial buildings.

The quality of Forrest’s work must have been thought exceptional among
members of the architectural community, for on June 23, 1931, he was
awarded the first lon Lewis Traveling Fellowship. lon Lewlis, FAIA, retired
architect of Portland, who with his partner, the late William H. Whidden,
was responsible for much of the best work in Portland during the 40 years
of thelr practice as a firm, established the grant in 1930. Forrest was one of
three candidates for the award, which was open to Oregon architects
between 20 and 30 years of age who were graduates of schools of architec-
ture or had at least 6 years of architectural experience. It was to be an
annual award by the University of Oregon, with the Dean of the School of
Architecture and two members of the Oregon Chapter of the American
Institute of Architects as trustees.

After spending a year traveling in Europe, Forrest returned to Portland in
June 1932 at the depth of the Depression. He was eager to share his
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observations on the periods of architecture he had studied and planned an
exhibition of his sketches.

In light of the reality of the economic situation, he noted, “We did anything
in those days just to survive™ and found work on a relief project for the city
of Portland. It was there he met Tim Turner and worked with him in compil-
ing data on underground services in downtown Portland. They also were in
charge of a group collecting data and making measured drawings prepara-
tory to redesigning several blocks of buildings facing on a proposed
waterfront esplanade. It was during this period that Forrest obtained his
Oregon State architect’s license.

In June 1934, Forrest was working with the War Department's Bonneville
Dam project as a draftsman. He left the Bonneville Dam project in February
to take a position with the Forest Service.

In his first Forest Service position, he compiled a handbook of acceptable
building designs for Region-wide use. He also designed recreation facilities
such as ski resorts, bathing facilities, and related structures.!

When Tim Tumner, Gif Gifford, and he were assigned to work on the Timber-
line Lodge project, Forrest was the youngest member. Although the three of
them were given a very small space to work in, they discussed things pro
and con without argument and worked very well together. Forrest developed
floor plans and elevations, including the general layout of the headhouse.
Working drawings of the plans and elevations of the lodge were signed
“L.A.F." (see figure 2-103 on page 125). 2

Turner left the office to be the field representative during the construction
of the lodge. Gifford and Forrest were left in Portland to design other build-
ings for the CCC program (figure 3-8 shows one example). Until the CCC
program was disbanded in 1942, many administration and recreation
buildings were designed and constructed.

In 1946, Forrest was transferred to Alaska to become Regional Architect
and to develop buildings similar to but smaller than those in Region 6. The
Forest Service work was not challenging architecturally, so Forrest left the
agency in the late 1940's.3 In 1952, he opened a private office in Juneau,
Alaska. In 1960, his firm, which then included his son, Linn, Jr., was
selected to design the visitor center for the Mendenhall Glacier, just outside
of Juneau (see figure 2-108 on page 132), and the restroom facility for the
Portage Glacier, just outside of Anchorage on the Chugach National Forest.

A.P. DiBenedetto sponsored Forrest's election to the College of Fellows of the
American Institute of Architects in 1979 for his design work on Timberline
Lodge and the Mendenhall Glacier Visitor Center. Forrest died in June 1987
at the age of 81.

1. AnnWood, pp. 19-24.

2. Ibid., pp. 47-48.

3. Dick Forrest, “A Tribute to my Father, Linn Argile Forrest,” p. 3.
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Keplar B. Johnson
Regional Architect Region 5 (1937-1962)

Keplar Johnson was born and raised in northern California. After high
school, he attended the University of California at Berkeley, majoring in
architecture. He was a classmate of Wiliam Wurster and Julia Morgan, and
he admired and respected the work of both. After graduation, he worked in
various small architectural offices in San Francisco. In 1937, times were
extremely hard for private architects and Johnson applied for a newly
established Forest Service position in San Francisco. He started working in
the Engineering Department located in the Ferry Bullding at the foot of
Market Street. He was a registered architect in the State of California.

Johnson took over the legacy left by the private architects Blanchard and
Maher. They had produced many designs for all types of buildings to be
constructed by the CCC program in California. The program was still in full
swing when Johnson started, and his main tasks were to modify

these designs for specific sites throughout California. As the workload
increased, he hired two architectural draftsmen to assist in the production
work. R.M. Williams and Arthur G. Longfellow both were young graduate
architects who also did some design work as well as most of the drafting of
the buildings Keplar designed. Art Longfellow moved on to Region 2 in
Denver, Colorado, where he produced several designs.

Between 1937 and 1942, the San Francisco design office produced many
modifications to the Blanchard and Maher designs as well as new designs
for site-specific buildings. One unique design for a supervisor's office in
Nevada City had an Art Deco feeling (figure 3-9). Other designs of the
period included adobe buildings for a research station just north of Fresno
and office and laboratory buildings with a New England character at the
Institute of Forest Genetics in Placerville. The CCC program started to
decline in 1940 as the war in Europe escalated, and by 1942 no more new
construction projects were begun.

In early 1942, Jim Byrne, the Forest Service Regional Engineer in San
Francisco, was called by Major Evan Kelley, then Regional Forester in
Region 1, to be the head engineer for the guayule rubber project (see

page 44). The project headquarters was set up in Salinas, California. Clyde
Fickes, Regional Architect from Region 1, was the head of the construction
team. Keplar was one of four Forest Service architects called to assist the
project in providing the buildings needed for this important war effort. The
war in the Pacific ended in August 1945, and the guayule project was
abandoned later in that year.

When Johnson returned to San Francisco, he found he had a new supervi-
sor. Willlam Minaker, the Forest Service bridge engineer, had been pro-
moted to Assistant Regional Engineer. Johnson returned to an empty office
in the Ferry Building. There were very few construction dollars. His
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dollars to the Forest Service to build new fire stations. Special funding was
also allocated for construction of employee dwellings, barracks, dormito-
ries, and mess halls. The staff of two was no longer able to keep up with
the workload. Johnson hired another draftsperson, Beatrice Hadsell, and
eventually two young architectural students, Joe Lazaro and Douglas
Rodgers. Johnson, being the only registered architect in the office, oversaw
all of the design work.

Johnson's designs started taking on a new character because of the south-
ern California semi-desert environment. He started using concrete blocks,
flat roofs with large overhangs, and metal windows. These new designs
contrasted greatly with the Blanchard and Meher California Ranch theme
and his own early 1940 experiments. One reason for the change was
economic: there was a dollar limit on buildings set by Congress in a reac-
tion to some Department of Defense construction projects after the war.

Perhaps the most notable of Johnson's work was the design for the new
supervisor's office for the Tahoe National Forest, which was completed in
November 1945 but never constructed (figure 3-9). In any case, Johnson's
designs for the Reglon’s buildings in the period from 1940 to 1960 showed
a much greater range in terms of style and material than those of the
1930’s. This is in part a result of Johnson being charged primarily with
designing site-specific structures as opposed to the mass-produced build-
ings of the 1930's. It may also be seen as a reflection of the dramatic
change in postwar American architecture.

By the middle 1950’s, Congress started appropriating funds for new con-
struction over and above the two special programs mentioned above. New
buildings were needed on the northern California forests for both manage-
ment of the land—with a particular emphasis on timber production and
harvest for the residential construction of the postwar period—and for
recreation use. Johnson realized that he needed additional professional
assistance in design and field construction engineering. He advertised for a
graduate architect, interviewed several, and selected Harry Kevich as his
second in command in 1958.

After Kevich's arrival, Johnson took on two tasks as his personal duties.
He did all of the structural design for the buildings designed in the office.
As the only registered architect in the office, he checked and signed each
drawing. Webb Kennedy had followed Jim Byme as Regional Engineer and
was providing leadership to the Region as it entered a new era of engineer-
ing activities.

The Regional Office was growing, and there was not enough space in the
new Federal Building on Sansome Street for all the employees. The archi-
tectural and bridge sections moved to an office on Market Street. This
translated to more space planning for Johnson and constant travel to
Sansome Street for meetings. Two more employees joined the architectural
staff: Bill Peterson came as a student trainee and John Grosvenor replaced
Lydia Thurnburg as a draftsperson. As the timber program increased, so
did the need for new buildings, both offices and barracks, as well as many
new recreation structures.
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Another new project that came up was a new fire air attack base in
Redding, California. Two of the major structures, an auto shop and fire
cache, were given to a private architectural-engineering firm in Redding.
All of the other buildings were to be designed in house. Johnson took
charge of moving a large surplus airplane hangar from Hanford, California,
to the Redding site. He and Joe Lazaro traveled south to look at and mea-
sure the building. The local forest engineering office in Redding worked on
the master site plan. Other buildings that were designed for the project
included barracks, a messhall, and family residences. This project took
most of the office’s time for 6 months to complete the architectural con-
tract drawings.

With the conclusion of these new major designs, Johnson started thinking
about retiring. He left the Forest Service in 1962.
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Arthur F. Anderson
Harry W. Coughlan
Regional Architects, Region 1 (c.1931-1935 and 1956-1978)

by Arthur F. Anderson

I was born in western Montana. Growing up, I came to realize that this was
exactly where [ wanted to live—in the mountains with their lakes, rivers,
forests, and all the creatures sharing that environment. To earn money for
college, I found work on summer fire crews. One fire camp operated from a
former CCC camp near the Northern Region (Region 1) Remount Depot. In
1941, I started architectural engineering studies at Montana State Univer-
sity in Bozeman. Then World War II erupted. I qualified for a Navy officer
training program that took me to the University of Michigan. That program
allowed students to continue their education along with Navy training.
Following a brief tour with the Navy, I was able to return to Michigan,
getting my bachelor’s degree in 1949.

Degree in hand, I began working for an architectural firm in my hometown
of Kalispell, Montana. With my wife, I began trekking around the State as
onsite representative for the firm. The work was on schools, elementary
through college. Structures included steel, reinforced concrete, brick, tile,
wood frame, and laminated wood. Water systems, plumbing, waste disposal,
heating systems, intercoms, and electrical work were all parts of each
project. Here I learned about contract construction: drawings, specifica-
tions, getting bids, making awards of contracts, and dealing with primary
and sub-contractors to get work done in accord with bidding documents.

Projects took me from one Montana town to another until we landed in
Missoula. Here I ran a branch office for the Kalispell firm along with over-
seeing their work for the University of Montana. By this time we had two
children with another on the way and were thinking of finding a way to
stay put for a while. In the spring of 1956 I passed the exams to become a
licensed architect in Montana. Missoula looked good. I became acquainted
with other architects and engineers around town, including Harry
Coughlan, architect for Region 1. Going into the winter of 1956, it ap-
peared we might have to close the Missoula branch office. Harry had an
opening for a GS-9 architect. I decided to apply for that position and see
what might happen. Just before Christmas, I learned the Region 1 job was
mine if [ wanted it. So began my Forest Service career with a really fine
gentleman, Harry Coughlan, as my boss.

Harry Coughlan was born in St. Joseph, Missouri, in 1905—the same year
the Forest Service became an agency with the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture. Somehow he found his way to the Northwest, went to schools in
Idaho, and got a degree in architecture from the University of Idaho in
1929. In the Depression year of 1931, Harry got a job with the Forest Ser-
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vice, got married, and moved to Missoula—though not necessarily in that
order.

About the time I began working with Harry Coughlan, there were some 100
or more new recruits coming on board for various jobs on ranger districts,
at supervisors’ offices, and in the Regional Office. We even had a new
lawyer for the Office of the General Counsel and a few Research people. We
all attended an orientation session at the Missoula Aerial Fire Depot (the
smokejumper center), which had been designed by Region 1 architects and
engineers, completed in 1954, and dedicated by President Eisenhower
before a crowd of some 30,000 people. Here we learned who was running
what in the Forest Service generally and in Region 1 particularly. We
learned what was expected of us and who would be our coworkers and
clients. Opportunities, needs, money sources (and problems), and other
restrictions were brought up. Longlasting friendships began. If I had to
look for a negative aspect of this initial meeting, it would be learning that
construction contracts were not administered by the designing architects
and engineers but by contracting officers who seemed to have a wide
variety of backgrounds and concepts of their authority.

Further orientation to the work of Forest Service architects and engineers
came from Service-wide meetings. The Forest Products Laboratory in
Madison hosted one of these sessions. We learned to use the Lab to get
information on the characteristics and proper usage of wood and many
other materials. Buckminster Fuller, seer of the future and creator of
geodesic domes, talked to us at one Service-wide meeting. Another speaker
asked a thought-provoking question: “Is there a substitute for imitation
wood?”

Harry Coughlan did a great job of exposing me to the history and tradition
of the Forest Service and the Northern Region. There is a log cabin at Alta
on the Bitterroot National Forest that was built in 1899 by H.C. Tuttle and
Than Wilkerson (see figure 1-1 on page 3). It is now on the National Register
of Historic Places as the first U.S. forest ranger station. This station was
bullt for the forest reserves; the Forest Service took over in 1905.

Region 1 has a rich legacy from the CCC days, 1933 to around 1942, when
hundreds of unemployed young men learned how to build. They built
recreation improvements, fences, roads, trails, telephone lines, lookouts,
and other buildings—at their own camps and at some ranger stations.
They were under Army supervision for pay and sustenance but under other
agencies for many of their work assignments. One huge CCC job, instigated
by Regional Forester Evan Kelly, a former U.S. Cavalry Officer, was the
Remount Depot, where the Forest Service bred, fed, and trained horses and
mules for riding and pack stock. The buildings were designed in Cape Cod
style (see figures 1-12 and 1-13 on page 16). Fenn Ranger Station, on the
Nezperce National Forest in Idaho (see figure 1-27 on page 35) and
Phillipsburg Ranger Station, on the Deerlodge National Forest in Montana
(see figure 2-44 on page 83) are other examples of CCC construction in
Region 1. All of these facilities are on the National Register of Historic
Places. Architect Bill Fox and engineer Clyde Fickes designed the buildings
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and grounds and guided construction. Fickes was the boss. Harry
Coughlan worked with them.

During World War 11, Fickes and Coughlan worked in California on the
guayule rubber project along with many other Forest Service architects
and engineers. When the rubber project ended, Fickes left Region 1. Bill
Fox went into private architectural practice. Harry Coughlan stayed with
Region 1. He joined the circle of Regional Architects that included Keplar
Johnson of Region 5 and Nels Orne of Region 9. Their Washington Office
direction came mainly from Tony Dean. Tony seemed to know everything
that was going on in all of the Reglons and Research Stations all of the
time—a most competent, levelheaded, fatherly but no-nonsense engineer.

The “custodial” period for the Forest Service ended as people recovered
from World War II and literally swarmed into their woods for recreation and
jobs; making use of the resources. We quickly developed “standard” de-
signs for every kind of building needed by district rangers to keep up with
pressure from forest users. We had office-warehouses, garage-shops,
barracks, cookhouses, lookouts, outhouses, and several kinds of dwellings.
Seldom did a “standard” plan fit a given situation without modification. We
tried to keep everybody happy and largely succeeded.

One thing that particularly tested our ingenuity was trying to meet limita-
tions placed on dwelling size and cost by the Appropriations Committee of
the U.S. House of Representatives. We couldn't exceed 1,200 square feet
nor the year’s assigned cost limit, guidelines probably reasonable for
typical urban situations where there were skilled builders and it wasn't a
2- to 4-hour trip from a ready-mix concrete plant to the building site.
Legislative limitations often forced us to do things like leave out basements
and scrimp on residents’ storage and dining space, which made life tough
for housekeepers in the backwoods.

Harry and I needed help and we got some good people from colleges and
the private sector. Some of our projects involved contracting with private
architects and engineers. We helped Research with their nurseries,
research centers, and a fire laboratory. We helped Information and Educa-
tion with visitor and interpretive centers. We designed restrooms,
pumphouses, and related items for recreation sites. We got into design and
analysis of fallout shelters. We did Job Corps Centers. In one instance we
got a standard plan for a Job Corps Center gym. It was a bit light in the
roof snow load design for our Region and we told the Chief's Office our
problem. We got back the terse advice: “Do not make modifications; have
the enrollees shovel the snow |f it gets too deep.”

Speaking of shovels, the primary summer and fall job for nearly every able
body in Reglon 1 was fire—on one or at a staging area where firefighters
passed from one fire to another. Given the short building season in the
Northern Reglon, this complicated getting building projects designed and
built in many tough fire years.

Two of our Job Corps Centers were housed in buildings we remodeled at
radar bases no longer in use. For another one, we contracted for design
and installation of prefabricated structures, which were hauled to the site
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in the same manner as house trailers and then linked together. Sometime
after this center closed, we learned that most of the structures had been
moved to a summer work center way out in the boondocks, where they were
eventually flattened by heavy snow during the off-season.

Prefabricated structures and house trailers often provided quick and easy
solutions to building needs. They could be acquired with year-end money
and without need for a design. They were obtained as personal property so
they didn’t appear on fire, administrative, and other building inventories.
These kinds of improvements often showed up only when we were called on
to help design shelters or storage structures to make up for their
deflciencies.

The Bureau of Reclamation made some of their buildings and sites available
to other agencies as dams were finished. We in Region 1 could hardly afford
to turn them down and so began a parade of mostly dwellings over the
highways and backwoods tracks of the Region. At Hungry Horse Dam on the
Flathead National Forest, a district took over the whole spread from the
Bureau. In another case, administrators of a forest decided to move an
office building from a dam site to a remote work center. The building had to
be cut into sections for moving. One of the pieces went into a Wild and
Scenic River as the mover came around a tight corner in the road. Very
quickly a lot of folks got together about the situation. It was some time
before the whole office got to the work center. Here again, we often didn't
have enough funds to afford basements. However, later on, possibly justified
as fallout shelters or by other logic, a few basements were added. Someone
remarked, “Well, that way we sure found out where the basement had to go.”

With passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964, the Forest Service launched a
determined effort to acquire private land and remove all structures from
established wilderness areas. This required owners of such properties to
come to the bargaining table. | had attended a 2-week session on real
estate appraisal in 1963. That course led me to a most interesting and sort
of poignant assignment: determining the value of improvements at a
wilderness ranch on a national forest. The ranch was originally home-
steaded from 1911 to 1947. In 1947 it began to be used mainly for recre-
ation. A landing strip was built. A diversion dam on a nearby stream
provided hydraulic power for a generator. A sawmill was installed. Soon
there were guest facilities for quite a sizeable party. Up to 1961, improve-
ments were still being added. An appraiser from Recreation and Lands and
I headed for the ranch in December 1965. My job was to assign a value to
the buildings and related improvements, his was to nail down what the
land was worth. We were flown in to a remote Forest Service ranger station
landing field. Here we loaded up with food and other gear for a few days'
stay at the ranch. We hiked a few miles to the site. The owners were just
leaving and showed us around. Hunting season was over, but fortunately
the winter had not yet set in on that neck of the woods. As we went about
our work and did necessary chores for our meals and night's comfort, we
were deeply impressed with the tranquility of the place. We watched elk
feed on the hillside off a hundred yards or so. It was a privilege to be there,
but it was a place that only a few very wealthy people would be able to visit
and enjoy as it existed. Eventually, the Forest Service did acquire that
ranch and I suppose it has reverted to a wilderness character, albeit
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somewhat less than pristine. In other cases, the Forest Service has not suc-
ceeded in ousting landowners from wilderness sites, but the efforts go on.

While Harry and | managed to recruit graduate architects, we ran into a
brick wall when these fellows tried to qualify for architectural registration.
The National Council of Architectural Registration Boards (NCARB) refused
to credit more than 2 years of work for any Government agency toward the
required 3 years of work under licensed architects practicing as principal
of a business. Both Harry and I were licensed and so were some others
working with us. Our Regional Engineer, Max Peterson (later Chief of the
Forest Service), challenged the NCARB head office about it—to no avail.
Some of our college recruits left to work with private firms. Somehow, Bob
LeCain was an exception and got his license while working for us. It is my
opinion that the usage of contracting officers by Government agencies
lends support to the hard-nosed NCARB position. Contracting officers take
on much of the interaction with contractors normally recognized as a legal
responsibility under private architects and engineers. Thus that part of
architectural practice would be unfamiliar ground to one who left a Gov-
ernment agency to become a private practitioner.

Specifications for construction projects were another part of our work that
we tried to standardize. I joined the Construction Specifications Institute.
We found their format very helpful. We sent copies to the Washington
Office, but there was no immediate response. At a Service-wide meeting of
architects and contracting people, I brought copies of the format for each
Region, and comments were mostly positive. Eventually, the Washington
Office got into gear, and standardized formats were adopted in 1967.

I think a Washington Office administrator got an award for getting this
done.

Harry Coughlan retired in the fall of 1965. He did some outstanding water-
color painting after retiring. Most of these grace walls in homes of his
immediate family, but there are also a few in the square dance halls where
Harry and his wife Doris spent many hours. Harry died in 1982 at the age
of 77.

I replaced Harry Coughlan in 1966. I retired in 1978. Before I retired, |
took business management courses at the University of Montana. After
several years of part-time classes, I earned a master’s degree in business
administration (MBA). That really didn't impress any of my coworkers too
much, nor did it lead to higher pay. But it gave me a good perspective of
management. It didn't take much insight to see how a lean and effective
outfit could drift into a condition where it was top-heavy in executives and
ineffective in operation. Corporations and agencies alike seemed to go that
way from 1960 to 1990. Then along came downsizing, where both good and
bad things have happened.

The Forest Service began the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation process,
called RARE, in the 1970’s. It is still going on, due to lack of final congres-
sional action needed to put it to rest. In 1972 and 1973, | was detailed to
the regional task force on RARE. At first we spent a lot of time getting map
data from forests as they located, defined, and refined areas that fit the
roadless criteria. During this period we helped whoever wanted it to have
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access to RARE information at whatever time was convenient to them. For
many people, RARE involved a lot of overtime and stressful activity. It was a
good experience for me, rubbing shoulders with foresters, ecologists, and
wildlife specialists as well as politicians and environmentalists. I got a fresh
appreciation for our national wilderness heritage.

From the Forest Service, my wife and | embarked on a 2-year tour with the
Peace Corps. Our assignment was to an island in the Caribbean. Paradise,
right? Well, if Paradise includes living through overthrow of the Govern-
ment for a few months, OK. But hurricanes? One each year like the island
had not had for 50 years? During the first one I watched in awe as 4- x 32-
inch pieces of glass in a jalousie-type window bowed in nearly 3 inches
from wind pressure before snapping. Then the roof blew off over our heads
in one flying piece. Luckily, we weren’t hurt, but we sure got drenched
before we got to other shelter. Both years the banana crop was ruined, so
there went the economy. Instead of working to maintain and improve the
island’s school facilities, my original task, I ended up assisting a very
competent Caribbean engineering firm in the design of buildings to replace
some that had been wiped out by the hurricanes. The Peace Corps was a
fine experience. We learned more than we taught and got more than we
gave.

Now here I am, exactly where | always wanted to live—in the mountains

with their lakes, rivers, and forests and all the creatures sharing that
environment. Lately, more of the creatures are human.

202



A.P. “Benny” DiBenedetto, FAIA

Regional Architect, Region 6 (1951-1961)
Station Architect, Pacific Northwest (1961-1979)
Washington Office Research Architect (1977-1979)

I was born in Portland, Oregon, in 1922. I attended school in Portland, at
Benson Polytechnic High School, where I majored in architecture and
building construction, graduating in 1940. In the fall of 1940, I accepted a
scholarship to the University of Oregon's School of Architecture.
[DiBenedetto’s father, Jack, who emigrated from Italy in 1906, was a

stone mason hired to work at Timberline Lodge. His father taught his son
the craft before sending him off to college to learn architecture.] During the
summers of 1941 and 1942, | worked as an architectural draftsman for the
Corps of Engineers, working on Army and Air Force bases in the North-
west.

In early 1943, I joined the Navy and served in the South Pacific and Middle
East. After the war, I returned to the University of Oregon to complete my
degree in architecture in 1947. Upon completing my college degree, I
returned to the Corps of Engineers, working on fish hatcheries and the
powerhouse and observation building on the Detroit Dam.

In early December 1950, I was interviewed by Mr. Frankland, Regional
Engineer, and Tim Turner, Regional Architect, to assist Mr. Turner in the
design of new ranger stations at Detroit, Oregon, and Lowell, Oregon. | was
to start work in February 1951. Two weeks after our interview, Mr. Turner
had a heart attack and passed away. Jim Frankland called me on January
3, 1951, and asked if I could come to work in 2 weeks. I said I could be-
cause | was just finishing up the observation building at the Detroit Dam.

From February 1951 to 1961, I worked with the following architects: Bill
Hummel, Dick Parker, Ken Grimes, Doug Parmenter, and Norm Krause.
We designed and built new ranger stations at Detroit and Lowell, Oregon,
and ski chalets at Mt. Baker and Mt. Bachelor, Oregon; and we did the
first restoration of Timberline Lodge in 1955. Later, Joe Mastrandrea, Perry
Carter, Ken Reynolds, Terry Young, and Tom Morland joined our staff. In
1958, we continued doing administration facilities; nursery buildings at
Wind River, Bend, and Medford, Oregon; and the first Olympia Laboratory.

In the summer of 1951, Ellis Groben came to Region 6 for a week to visit
and review his design philosophy for the Forest Service. He was impressed
with the Northwest Cascadian style of architecture that was started by Tim
Tumner, Linn Forrest, Dean Wright, and Howard Gifford on Timberline
Lodge and numerous CCC facilities in the Washington and Oregon area. |
recall one day when Groben and I were walking in town, he would cross a
street diagonally without looking and with no sense of auto traffic, causing
automobiles to honk their horns frantically. I found him to be a little
eccentric.
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Mike Madias, and Joe Mastrandrea, who have since gone into private
practice or retired.

Since retiring from the Forest Service in 1979, | have maintained an active
practice in architecture, doing visitor centers and housing and historical
restoration at Crater Lake National Park, Nezperce National Monument,
and Fort Clatsop. With our firm of DiBenedetto/Thompson, we have de-
signed a campus complex for Soloflex in Hillsboro, Oregon. In 1985, we did a
large Bio-Tech Laboratory for Pioneer Hi-Bred in Johnston, lowa, and
Portland, Oregon. We have been deeply involved in restoration of Catholic
churches at Mt. Angel, Oregon, the first Catholic church in the Northwest
Territory, built in 1846, and a 14-unit housing complex for retired clergy.

My career as an architect for the Forest Service was very fruitful and
rewarding. The group of architects working with me came from many
schools of architecture and appreciated the opportunity to be designing
structures in the natural environment. In two instances I was asked to
move to Washington, DC, as Forest Service Architect. That is the reason
I transferred to Research and subsequently it became a dual assignment
in my later career with my office in Portland.

[In a 1989 article in the Daily Journal of Commerce, DiBenedetto was
described as the “Italian Godfather,” a mentor to many top Oregon archi-
tects. This nickname was bestowed on him by numerous young architects
he had trained over the past 40 years. Benny always had a clever comment
and positive criticism; “An architect could not be a better godfather,” said
Portland architect Dale Farr. DiBenedetto directed many of his students at
the Forest Service office, designing ranger stations and research labs. More
recent apprentices have been trained in his Portland private practice. “1
still enjoy having young people around,” explained DiBenedetto during a
recent interview. “It gives me a lift as to what changes the design profes-
sion is going through. I still haven't been able to absorb post-modernism,”
he said.]

I am indebted to Tony Dean and Jim Bryne, Chiefs of Engineering; Dr.
George Jamison, Chief of Research; Directors Robert Cowlin, Phil Briegieb,
Robert Harris, Robert Callaham, Robert Buchman, and Robert Tarrant;
and Administrators Charles Petersen, Jim Sowder, and Sam Kessler for the
opportunity to design research facilities to fulfill the needs of the Forest
Service’s research nationwide.

—"Benny” DiBenedetto (1997)
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William Turner
Regional Architect, Region 4 (1956-1981)

I was born in Provo, Utah, in 1918. I spent my summers in Heber City,
Utah, with my grandparents, where I learned to work and take responsibil-
ity and also got acquainted with rural life.

During my senior year at Provo High School, I was busy for a few days
deciding what vocation to pursue. I was torn between forestry and engi-
neering. I loved the mountains and outdoors so much that I thought about
forestry, but finally decided on civil engineering because of my great love
for math and science and building work. I studied 2 years at Brigham
Young University in Provo, but then had to transfer to Utah University
because that was all they offered in engineering then. I finished my studies
and graduated with a B.E. in civil engineering in 1941.

After graduation, I was hired by Columbia Steel and sent to work in Tor-
rance, California, just south of Los Angeles and later transferred to Provo.
When the new Geneva Steel Works opened, I went to work for them and
stayed until they closed the plant at the end of the war in 1945. I then
went to work for the Bureau of Reclamation in Grand Junction, Colorado. I
had heard about Colorado’s mountains and fishing and wanted a taste of
them myself. After 11 months, | was transferred back to Spanish Forks,
Utah.

I left the Bureau of Reclamation and went to work for the city of Provo,
helping to build a large addition to the city powerplant. Next, I worked for a
combined lumber yard, cabinet shop, ready-mix concrete, and home build-
ing company in Pleasant Grove, Utah. When the need for new housing
lessened, I went to work at the Army Desert Chemical Depot southwest of
Toole, Utah, and stayed for about 3 years. That was a good all-around
engineering job.

When that job finished, I went to work at Hill Field, just outside Ogden.
After 2 years, I learned that the Forest Service employed engineers. 1
inquired at the Regional Office Division of Engineering, but they didn't
have anything to offer at that time. Nearly a year later, I went back again
and took a set of house plans that I had prepared. I was told that the
regional architectural engineer was retiring and was asked if I would like
that job. I readily accepted it, even though it meant a reduction in grade
and pay.

I just thoroughly enjoyed my work. The Forest Service is a good outfit;
there is such a good feeling among the employees, almost like a family—as
it was often called. This combined my two interests: forestry and engineer-
ing. I got outdoors in beautiful country. George Nichols, my predecessor,
had left before I was hired, although I did consult with him quite often. He
surely produced a lot of plans for many different kinds of buildings which
were bulilt during his tenure.
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I started the job there in July 1956. The architectural staff at that time was
Cal Spaun. He was a splendid and talented architectural draftsman. He
had worked for a prominent local architect named McClenahan, who
designed the Regional Office in Ogden as well as the City and County
Building and the high school. | remember that Ogden High School had
been built during the 1930's at a cost of approximately $1 million. It was
unimaginable back then for anything to cost a million dollars.

When I started, the Division of Operations controlled the building program
money and therefore the building program, so I was somewhat under the
supervision of Tom Van Meter and his assistant Tomn Matthews. Van, as he
was called, was very talented. He liked to be in the middle of everything
and often liked to stir up a fuss. There was never a dull moment when Van
was around.

When I started, we were way behind and I had to work evenings and
weekends to catch up. Tom Matthews was in charge and informed me that
in addition to plans and specs for a new dwelling, they wanted a complete
list of materials—the contract would be for labor only, the Forest Service
would furnish the materials. That caused a lot of discussion, but he was
insistent, so I went ahead with it—a big job to determine all the lumber,
nails, plumbing, heating, electrical, and other supplies to construct the
dwelling. However, just before I finished it, he informed me that they
wouldn't need it; they would let the contract for labor and materials after
all. Thank goodness!

We were constructing mostly dwellings when I started. We had some
garages and some campground latrines. We did have a few office buildings.
During the mid-1960’s, we received quite a bit of money with fiscal year
deadlines from Congress for the accelerated public works program, and we
had so much work that we let some of our architectural work out to private
firms, mainly to revise some of our plans to better fit the sites where they
were to be bulilt. I remember making an inspection on the Bear River
Office, up in the mountains, while it was under construction. The building
was almost completely framed; I got to looking at it and realized something
was wrong. The roof structure was not strong enough for the local condi-
tions. The designers had not taken that into account, and we had not
caught it during our brief review of the plans. We had to get busy and
make changes in order to strengthen the roof.

Another thing that comes to mind. We have a lot of summer homes in the
Region. One time a couple of the permittees out of Logan, Utah, had pur-
chased summer home plans from a private firm and the Forest Service had
turned them down for construction because the designs were not strong
enough for the area. The national sales manager for the company called me
to find out what the problem was. I told them that the design for the snow
load was too light. He said, “They are designed for 50 pounds!” I said that
is about the minimum we use, design another for 100 pounds, and another
for 150 pounds, and sell the one they need. He said, “Oh no, that would
cost more money and be hard to sell.”

We sent him a letter explaining the Forest Service policy: we review the
plans to see that they are both aesthetically right and physically strong
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We planned and built quite a few diversified buildings: warehouses, a
nursery building complex near Utah State University in Logan, and a tree
nursery complex at the Lucky Peak site near Boise, Idaho. Two special
buildings were required there. One was a tree cold storage building where
trees would be stored after being taken from the ground in early spring for
sorting and packaging. The building was to be designed for a temperature
of 34 degrees Fahrenheit and 100 percent humidity! We hit it pretty close.
A second was a seed cold storage building, which was to be designed for
zero degrees Fahrenheit year round. After it was built, I was there in
August. The temperature outside was over 100, and inside it was minus 8
degrees—quite a difference. Another interesting butlding is the Stanley
Ranger District Office on the Sawtooth National Forest, not far from the
Redfish Lake Visitor Center. It is a rustic, early-day type of building with a
covered front porch and a main entryway and reception room, with a wing
to be built on each side of it. The south wing was designed and built
originally; the north wing has not been built.

I had two very fine helpers during my tenure: Al Saunders, who had con-
siderable experience drawing Forest Service maps, and Wilden Moffett, a
graduate architect, who is my successor as the Regional Architect.

I would like to be remembered as a good friend and a helper of the Forest
Service. I came to do a job and enjoyed the work and the people. It's good
to see the results of my efforts. I think this is a great outfit—one of the
best!

—Excerpts from interview done by John Grosvenor in May 1998.
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Harry Kevich
Regional Architect, Region 5 (1958-1985)

I was born in San Francisco in 1926. I attended public school in the City;
after graduation, I was drafted into the Army and served for 2 years (during
the Second World War). After I was discharged and returned to San Fran-
cisco, I was accepted at Stanford University, which 1 attended for 4 years.
After receiving my bachelor’'s degree in architecture, I went to Harvard
Graduate School of Design.

I then worked for private industry for 3 years. I terminated with the firm to
attend the World's Fair in Brussels, Belgium, in 1958. I came back to the
Bay Area without a job. I had just purchased a lot at Squaw Valley, where 1
planned to construct a wood cabin to be used by me for the 1960 Winter
Olympics and needed some timber design experience (my work experience
in private industry had been mostly in steel and concrete). As 1 was driving
back down old Highway 40, | saw the Big Bend Ranger Station of the
Forest Service and wondered if they had a design department.

The next day I phoned the Regional Headquarters in San Francisco and
spoke to the Personnel Department. I asked if they had an architectural
staff to design their buildings and if they ever had job openings. Their
answer was yes and that there was an opening at present. | was given the
Regional Architect’'s name and phone number. The very next day I went
into the office on Sansome Street to have an interview with Keplar
Johnson. We spoke for about 2 hours, going over the scope of the work in
the office and my qualifications. Kep offered me the job then and there;

I accepted, and that started my Forest Service career. I never thought it
would last 27 years.

In thinking about my career during the years I was Keplar Johnson's
assistant, working with the forest personnel was a good experience. But,
after Kep retired and I became Regional Architect, the best times started.

I realized I was getting a lot of support from the forest supervisors and
engineers. They were aware we were capable of doing the projects and they
were anxious to receive this product. By the same token our work in-
creased with the demands, which was very gratifying. This allowed us to
increase our staff and gave us the opportunity to select what I think were
very talented people. And it created a stimulating environment for all of us
in which to produce exciting architecture in the Region. And in the same
way this was also reflected in the fleld, with a lot of encouragement and
support from the forest personnel with their interaction in the design of
buildings—which was challenging and called upon our creative energies to
do the best architecture possible.

The bad times were the years when Charlie Connaughton was Regjonal
Forester; he posed a great many restrictions, as I remember. For instance,
he insisted we provide asbestos siding on buildings, which we now know
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has a dangerous history, rather than forest products, which were our
preference. It was at this level that we didn't get sufficient support.

After Charlie Connaughton’s departure, new management gave us support
and recognition (specifically Jack Deinema and Doug Leisz), and this was
super for our efforts. It was at this time that we started to get some national
recognition of our capabilities and began performing work beyond our
Region because we had the talent and capabilities to do it. We started to
train young architects from other Regions where there were no mentors.

There was the time when Jim Byrne, Director of Engineering in the Wash-
ington Office, offered me the position of Chief Architect in the Washington
Office. 1 remember having a long conversation with Max Peterson, Reglon 5
Regional Engineer, regarding taking the position. 1 did give it considerable
thought, but 1 wrote a negative response to Jim and thanked him very
much. I did feel that as a professional, I did not know of a principal in any
architectural organization, be it private or Government, where the head
architect was separated from a functional office, which would have been the
case had I gone back to Washington. Professionally, as an architect, I do not
think it would have helped the organization to be so separated. It would
have been a managerial position with serlous restrictions. Maintaining
direct interaction with other architects and keeping abreast of trends in the
profession can only be done in a functioning office.

The California office did a lot of work nationally for the Forest Service,
especially for those Regions that did not have an architectural staff. It was
very flattering. I remember being on the commission doing the study of the
Cradle of Forestry in North Carolina; that was a very interesting project
and there was an excellent group of people to work with.

I also remember when we were working with the Bureau of Reclamation on
the Job Corps replacement bulildings. There were two phases: one, the
design of the center buildings and the other, the panelized buildings to be
bullt by the corpsmen. The interesting thing was that of the group who
worked with the Bureau people on proposals for the center buildings; each
of the groups developed a different system. Naturally we each felt our
concepts were the best for the intended use. We had come to an impasse
because each staff felt so strongly about their solution. The head of the
Bureau called a meeting in Denver in his office; both sides presented their
ideas and he selected the Forest Service proposal of the pole-type struc-
tures (figures 2-9 and 2-10 on pages 63 and 64), which we felt would be
most adaptable to varying sites and topographies throughout the country.
After the decision, the two groups worked well together to complete the
plans. I don't know how the buildings have stood up over the years, but
there was no problem adapting them in the Southeast, Midwest, and North-
west. The bulildings went up with so few problems (figures 3-13 and 3-14)
that [the architects were given Certificates of Merit by Chief Ed CIiff for
their work (figure 3-15)].

The Environmental Management Conference, which was held in San Diego
in 1971, was very gratifying. There was an opportunity to select the kind of
people, other than Forest Service, from the private sector and general
public to invite to a meeting of this sort. [Maynard Munger, Sierra Club
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Table 3-1. Architects Who Worked for Harry Kevich

Name School Present Status

Bill Bruner Stanford University Private firm in San Francisco area

Jim Calvery University of California Retired Regional Architect, Region 9

Don Crichlow University of Florida Retired Forest Service Architect,

Region 8

Roy Ettinger Syracuse University Private firm in Portland, Oregon, area

John Grosvenor University of California Retired Regional Architect, Region 5

Dave Hall California Polytechnic Institute, Head Architect, U.S. Coast Guard,
San Luis Obispo Juneau, Alaska

Keith Lee University of California Forest Service Architect, Region 5

Dick Modee Rhode Island School of Design Retired Land Management Planner,

Harold Nelson

PhD, University of California

Angeles National Forest

Director of Whole Systems Design
Graduate Program, Anitoch University,
Seattle, Washington

Bill Peterson University of California Private firm in San Francisco area

Bob Sandusky University of Colorado Retired Regional Architect, Region 5

Bill Speer University of Florida Present Regional Architect, Region 8

Bill Wells University of California Architect, California Department of
Transportation

Ron Wylie California Polytechnic Institute, Private practice in San Diego area

San Luis Obispo

awards. The work was not undertaken merely for recognition, as I felt that
this is what we were hired to do. I was called to speak for the Forest Service
at the Forest Products Conference in New Orleans based on the work of my
staff.

In looking back at my 27 plus years with the Forest Service, I think it was
the correct decision. I was a little dubious of Government service because
of the image of bureaucrats. Over and above the architecture, it was the
wonderful people, particularly the field personnel, who were the reason I
stayed with the agency. It was very gratifying to perform for them; they were
so appreciative of the designs. They were totally devoted to their jobs; they
weren’t bureaucrats, they were really doing something. It was a great
experience during the “golden age” of architecture in the Forest Service to
work with talented and stimulating people.

—Excerpts from interview by John Grosvenor in October 1996.
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Joseph J. Mastrandrea

Architect, Region 6 (1958-1983)
Regional Architect (1983-1995)

I was born in Portland, Oregon, in 1922 and lived there until I was 13. At
that time I went to California, where I completed my secondary education
and attended Los Angeles City College for a year.

The Second World War had begun and I started working at the Lockheed
Aircraft plant. 1 worked on numerous models of aircraft, such as the
Hudson, Ventura, B-17 “Flying Fortress,” and P-38. Since I was in an
essential industry, I received a deferment from the military. I was finally
allowed to volunteer into the Army Air Force when Lockheed inadvertently
allowed my deferment to expire. I was inducted before they could reinstate
my deferment.

I passed the tests for flight officer training and entered the Army. During
basic training in Amarillo, Texas, I took the Air Force psychomotor tests for
air crew training and qualified for pilot training. My officer training began
in Springfield, Missourl, during my college training detachment. Next I went
to Williams Air Force Base, near Chandler, Arizona. Our flight group was
sent there due to a backlog of flight officers. Two of the three preflight
schools were closing down, and all of the cadets were required to go through
one school in San Antonio, Texas. We were trained as mechanics until our
time came to go through preflight school. After 15 months on the flight line,
I flew training flights as flight engineer on the B-24 and B-17 “Flying For-
tress” bombers. | was then transferred to Amarillo Air Force Base back in
Texas. The war was winding down and we were given the choice of contin-
ued training as B-29 flight engineers or honorable discharges. I chose the
latter and was discharged on October 31, 1945.

I returned to work at Lockheed Aircraft, where I worked on commercial
airliners, and entered Los Angeles State College to pursue my architectural
degree.

Early in 1948, | returned to Portland, where I worked as an architectural
draftsman at the architectural firm of Annand and Kennedy and at the
Portland School District. In the fall of 1948, I entered the University of
Oregon’s College of Architecture and Allied Arts and majored in architec-
tural design. In the summer of 1950, | worked for the Wolf Phillips firm
(which 1s now ZGF). | married Shirley Ritchey later that summer; we had
met while working at the Portland School District. We had three sons, Jeff,
Steven, and Mark, between 1953 and 1958.

After [ graduated in 1953, I remained in Eugene, Oregon. long enough to
complete the designs for a new housing project. I worked for an architect for
a few months, but the projects played out and the economy was down, so |
returned to Portland.
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Bob LeCain

Regional Architect, Region 1 (1958-1985)

After 2 years of education in mechanical engineering, serving in the Army,
and working as a carpenter, | went back to the University of Idaho and
graduated with a Bachelor of Architecture degree in 1958. I was interviewed
and offered a job with the Forest Service in Region 1 in Missoula, Montana.
I had passed through Missoula several times, but was not familiar with the
town. I thought it would probably be an acceptable place to live for a few
years, but have now been here for almost 40 years.

The economy in 1958 was somewhat slow. I believe I was the only one of my
graduating class of around 12 who had a firm job offer at graduation, so I
was happy to accept. My goal at that time was to work for a few years,
obtain my architectural license, and go into private practice. One reason I
had taken up architecture originally was that it seemed like there were
good opportunities to be your own boss, which was my goal. 1 got around to
taking and passing my licensing exam in 1965. By then, my family had
grown and I had found that there were advantages to working for the Forest
Service: steady employment and fairly regular working hours as opposed to
the feast or famine of many private architects, and work that was mostly
interesting. I had my share of designing vault toilets, et cetera; however,
there was also work on visitor centers and major bufldings at Job Corps
centers (such as gymnasiums), along with the developments at ranger
stations and work centers.

Over the years, | found many people who assumed that an architect with
the Forest Service either was a landscape architect or designed toilets and
lookouts. I did both of those things, but they were minor. I also enjoyed
visiting ranger stations and work centers in beautiful areas of Montana and
Idaho and trips for meetings, training, and details from Alaska to South
Carolina and California to Pennsylvania.

When I reported for work at the Federal Building in Missoula, Harry
Coughlan was the Regional Architect, and had been the only architect from
after World War II until the mid 1950’s, when Art Anderson was hired. Art
Anderson was Harry's righthand man, and George Tuxbury was an engi-
neering draftsman working mostly in architecture but not exclusively.

My first job was to draw reverse-reading plans for a residence, which in
these days of CADD systems seems like a waste of time; however, it was
frequently done at that time.

Shortly after my employment, George Kirkham was hired, George Tuxbury
became a fulltime architectural draftsman, and with direction from Art
Anderson and with Harry Coughlan primarily taking care of administrative
work, we started cranking out a lot of construction documents, drawings,
and specifications. Our direction at that time was to use “standard plans”
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Creek and Anaconda, were closed after a relatively short time. However, the
two continued to be a big workload for the architects because of their
internal and external construction programs. One of my interesting projects
for Job Corps was designing some picnic pavilions at Sheepshead Camp-
ground, between Butte and Great Falls. The Anaconda Job Corps did an
excellent job on both the heavy timber construction and the stonework, the
type of construction we see from WPA and CCC projects of the 1930's but
only infrequently now because of high labor costs. Another interesting
project for Job Corps was a replacement gymnasium for the Anaconda
center, as the original Region 6 gym burned down. It appeared to have been
arson, but I don't believe it was ever proven. The new gym had, at that time,
the largest roof trusses ever designed and manufactured by the Truss-Joist
Corporation.

During the 1970’s, Art Anderson was assigned to other administrative and
planning jobs and I was acting Regional Architect and then assigned to the
job.

During the 1970’s and 1980's, the direction to use “standard plans”
changed as it became obvious that they did not always meet the require-
ments on the ground—partially, I believe, because ranger station workloads
and staffing became more diversified—and more unique and interesting
bulildings were designed and bullt.

During this time, along with the ongoing work of FA&O construction, Job
Corps, special programs such as Youth Conservation Corps, and assisting
forests with maintenance and force account construction, I had the oppor-
tunity for other special assignments. In 1980 and again in 1981, [ was
assigned to a team to assist the Alaska Region in preparing and implement-
ing long-range building programs for ranger stations, et cetera. Later on, I
went to Alaska to assist in planning for a new office building at a beautiful
site on the waterfront in Ketchikan, which was to house a district office and
headquarters for the Misty Fiords National Monument (see figure 2-39 on
page 80). [ sketched concepts in my motel room and was amazed to find out,
after I had retired, that they had bulilt the building quite similar to my
sketches, although they did leave out the sawtooth west wall, which I had
included to catch the scarce sun in the winter.

Another interesting assignment was being part of a team to visit the former
Pinchot estate, Grey Towers, in Milford, Pennsylvania, which houses the
Pinchot Institute for Conservation Studies. We were there to assist them in
planning for long-term maintenance and further development on the site. 1
don’t know how much our report assisted them; however, I still have pic-
tures of the buildings and grounds on the wall of my home office, as we
visited during the peak of the fall color display and the site and buildings
were beautiful.

I also visited the Washington Office for various reasons, sometimes on
assignments that allowed me to spend weekends seeing the sights in that
area. One assignment was for a week’s training on a CADD system that was
being considered for architectural and engineering use in the Forest Ser-
vice. This was in 1984, the infancy of CADD systems. The proposed system
was sophisticated and could do almost any kind of drafting; however, it was
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very complex to use and our (the Region 1 engineer and myself) recommen-
dation was to wait until systems that were easier to operate became avail-
able, which of course they did with Autocad, et cetera.

In 1984, the Region was encouraging reductions in staff through options for
early retirement for those who were interested. As noted, I had originally
gone into architecture assuming I would be self employed. This appeared to
be that opportunity.

It took a while, but finally 1t was worked out between Region 1 and Region 9
that Jim Calvery and I would both retire early in 1985. Jim, of course, did
go back to work, not, as I remember, as the Regional Architect, but doing
what he enjoyed more, architecture. I have since been self employed, doing
various kinds of architectural and related work. Some of this work was
again working for the Forest Service. After 3 years of retirement, I had
several contracts with the Lolo National Forest and also did work for the
National Forest Fire Laboratory.

Recently, | have been working closely with the National Forest Service
Museum Board to develop preliminary concepts and drawings for a major
museum ($12 to $15 million) to be built in Missoula and also have prepared
construction drawings for a small, temporary museum to build on the site,
just west of the Aerial Fire Depot, as the first phase of that development.
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Wes Wilkison
Regional Architect, Region 2 (1959-1981)

I was born in Kansas in 1932 and raised in western Kansas, near a little
town called Tribune. This is the flattest place in Kansas. I received my
education through high school there. I attended Fort Hays for one semester
and then transferred to Garden City Junior College. I then went to Kansas
State University for 1 year and into the military for 3 years. I graduated
from Kansas State in 1958 with a B.S. in architectural engineering.

After graduation, I worked for an engineering firm in Kansas City, Missourt,
doing detalil design for road bridges in both concrete and steel. I got tired of
doing these small details and decided to move on.

Just prior to graduation, 1 had talked to a couple of Forest Service recruit-
ers. | was interested in the Forest Service. I got an offer from the Bureau
of Reclamation in Denver and went there to talk to them. While | was in
Denver, 1 decided to go talk to the Forest Service also. 1 was interviewed by
Marian Lamb, and he offered me a job. Weighing the two, I selected the
Forest Service and started work in July 1959.

I worked for Bill Nelson; he had me as a “do it all” engineer. I inspected
dams and lookouts; 1 worked mostly on the structures side. This finally led
me into the architectural work. There had not been an architect in Region 2
since 1942. There was not a lot going on, and what buildings had been built
used standard designs from the 1930’s.

There was a draftsman doing most of the work, Joe Ottensceinder; he
worked for all of the engineering disciplines. We were just coming out of the
tent age because when we did a proposal for a small crew house the build-
ing committee thought it was gold plated with a toilet inside. Most of the
plans used in the Region came from Groben's "Acceptable Plans” book. Most
of the larger buildings in the Region after World War II were designed by
consultants.

I was also given the skilift inspection duties; I started this in about 1960.

I did this personally until Richard Kasel came in from the Rio Grande
National Forest when the Job Corps program started around 1966. He was
a civil engineer and handled the structures and skilift program.

Dave Faulk had just graduated from Colorado University. His parents knew
the Regional Engineer and Dave was hired part time. He became my only
professional architectural assistant. When he went to Vietnam I was with-
out professional help again. With the assistance of a landscape architect
and a draftsman, we did all the Job Corps work.

I had a lot of good experiences with the Job Corps program, even though it
was a big hassle. We had a lot of work in a short period of time, both in
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setting up the centers and then in fixing many of the cheap materials and
workmanship. I enjoyed the Job Corps program; it was an ongoing issue
until I retired.

I did enjoy the challenge of moving from the tent era to getting a few decent
bulildings for the Region. The regional leadership was satisfied with the
1930’s standards. We always seemed to have a congressional mandated
program like the water pollution abatement program, which gave $6 to

$8 million a year to construct modern tollets. I retired when I did because
the Forest Service lost its “do it™ attitude and moved into a future planning
mode. There was not any construction on the ground during this period.

When | started my career with the building program, most of the dollars
went to work on the ground. Near the end of my career, that did not seem to
be happening at all. 1 enjoyed my Forest Service career. I feel I made a
difference, especially since there had not been a professional architect in
the Region since 1942.

One of the first jobs I remember was working on the facilities to replace a
small work center that was to be flooded by Dillon Dam. The old buildings
were down in the bottom of the floodplain. We had to move the whole thing;
the bulldings were old and could not be relocated. We bullt on a new site up
on the hillside. Considering the time, constraints, and lack of money, this
job came out quite well.

Looking back at buildings I was involved with, I remember the Custer Office
on the Black Hills National Forest (see figure 2-24 on page 72) as an espe-
cially good project, even though I did not do the final design. I spent many
hours in the preplanning phase, working with the forest staff and GSA to
get the best possible office. It was nice to see it completed; it turned out to
be an extremely good structure.

I was given the task to inspect all of the lookouts in the Region. This was a
“hairy” experience with all the wind and lightning. The skilift inspections
were similar.

I think the construction of the Job Corps camps, with the time constraints
imposed on us, was one of my biggest challenges. We could not even start
until they said go; then we had 2 months to have the designs completed.

I traveled all over the country looking for manufacturers of mobile facilities;
we finally purchased the units for two centers from a company in Vicks-
burg, Mississippi. The units were very cheaply bulilt; the corpsmen tore
these up very soon. The direction from the Department of Labor was very
constraining. I enjoyed working on the additions and replacements for these
first bulldings. I had the lead in the total planning for the Region 2 centers.
We went out and found the locations for all the centers; then, working with
the civil engineers and landscape architects, we developed the total design
for each center (figure 3-21).

When I first started here, we had a building committee composed of the
Directors of Recreation and Lands, Engineering, and Operations. Howard
Lee, the Director of Operations, was the chairperson of the group. This
group was still in the “dark ages” and wondered why we wanted to build
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John R. Grosvenor

Architect (1960-1971)
Staff Engineer (1971-1994)
Regional Architect, Region 5 (1994-1998)

I was born in the San Gabriel Valley of Los Angeles, California, in 1935.

I attended elementary and high school in the city of Alhambra. When |
graduated, I traveled north to Berkeley, California, to attend the University
of California and major in architecture. I had decided in junior high school
that being an architect was just the right profession for me.

In June 1959, I was about to graduate from the University with a bachelor
of arts degree in architecture. Rather than going to my graduation cer-
emony, I chose to go to San Francisco to interview for a job (I had about
$150 in the bank and bills coming in). | had found out about a position with
the USDA Forest Service at the Career Center at the University; since there
was a slowdown in the economy, very few architectural jobs were available
in the private sector.

I rode the red Key train from Berkeley to downtown San Francisco, then
walked about six blocks into the financial district to the Appraiser’s Build-
ing and rode the elevator to the eighth floor. | was greeted by Keplar
Johnson, Regional Architect, in an open drafting room where several people
were working on drawings at drafting tables. Kep and I talked about my
education and background, the Forest Service, and the type of buildings
being worked on at that time. | was introduced to Harry Kevich (Johnson's
assistant), Joe Lazaro and Doug Rodgers (two young architects), Bea
Hadsell (the draftsperson), and Bill Peterson (a student trainee). The office
was similar to the private office where I had worked during the previous
summer in southern California.

A few days later I received a phone call from the personnel office of the
Forest Service, offering me a job as a draftsman in the San Francisco office.
I had also received offers from the U.S. Navy and United Airlines, but I liked
the Forest Service position better than the other two. I needed a job, so |
accepted with the intention of moving on to the private sector as soon as
the economy picked up.

Let me tell you a little about my career in the Regional Office of the Pacific
Southwest Region, where I have spent my whole professional career. As
with most new architects in the San Francisco office, my first project was
redesigning a vault toilet building. It became an in-house joke that the
initiation of all newly hired architects was the infamous “outhouse” start.
The toilet building I had the most enjoyment designing was a combination
hot tub, bath, and attendant studio apartment. This building was con-
structed at Mono Hot Springs on the Sierra National Forest to replace
condemned outdoor hot tubs (see figure 2-93 on page 119).
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Within 6 months [ was reclassified as an architect; even then, bureaucratic
red tape took quite a while to correct simple issues. I was assigned to work
on a large, complex building: the combination office and warehouse for the
new Coffee Creek administrative site on the Shasta-Trinity National Forest.

Keplar's job during this time was checking plans, discussing designs, and
brooding about what his career might have been had he not been called to
the guayule rubber project (see page 44). He was a chain smoker; he
smoked filter-tip cigarettes, and when he tasted the burning filter he lit the
next smoke from the previous one. He usually used two matches a day—one
in the morning and one after lunch. Many of my early drawings have holes
burned in them from ashes dropping off of the ever-present cigarette in
Kep’s mouth.

I was involved with the design of buildings until the end of 1962, when
Johnson retired and Harry Kevich was named as the new Regional Archi-
tect. I took over Harry's old job as assistant and started writing specifica-
tions and overseeing the construction of buildings. Harry started hiring
new architects, as the program of work was expanding; during the next
several years, two accelerated public works programs were passed by
Congress, and the Job Corps was founded—with five large centers con-
structed in California. During this period, the number of architects in the
San Francisco office expanded until there was a staff of 13. During my
time in the design section, I personally designed 30 to 40 buildings and
saw over 200 constructed, many of them the same building plan at many
sites. The last building was an addition to the Plumas Supervisor's Office in
1964; it was pictured on the cover of the Quincy, California, phone book
(see figure 2-25 on page 73).

In the summer of 1964, during inspections at Fallen Leaf Lake and Lake in
the Sky Visitors Center, I attended a meeting with Doug Leisz, Eldorado
National Forest Supervisor, and Bob Morris, District Interpretive Specialist.
Morris had an idea for a fish-viewing chamber for Taylor Creek, the spawn-
ing stream for the Kokanee salmon from Lake Tahoe. Morris had read
about a scientiflc research structure in Sweden and a University of Califor-
nia research structure near Lake Tahoe. These provided an area to study
fish habits at eye level by looking into a natural stream or pool of water. His
vision was for a 6-foot by 10-foot underground room reached by stairs with
a 4-foot by 2-foot window looking into the water at eye level. He thought we
could build such a structure for about $15,000 to $20,000. We were stand-
ing in the shade at the visitor center parking lot. Leisz thought it was a
great idea and felt it would enhance the public visitor experience at Lake
Tahoe. But he felt the size was too small for the many people that came to
Lake Tahoe and visited the center and amphitheater.

As we talked through the idea, I started sketching in the dirt area next to
the pavement. Two issues were bothering us: First, the disturbance of the
stream and second, the size of the room and the moving of people into the
chamber. Doug thought the stairs would be a barrier to moving people
smoothly into the viewing room and the small window would slow the
process down even further (this was years before accessibility for persons
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with disabilities). The dirt sketch increased the viewing glass and the size of
the chamber as well as added ramps in and out of the structure.

All three of us were excited by the ideas discussed. Doug gave Bob and me
the task of writing up a proposal to submit through the Regional Office
recreation staff to Washington for funding. Bob was to write the interpre-
tive plan and I was to develop the architectural prospectus. There were also
the environmental issues of the stream. Doug said he would work on that
with the Supervisor's Office staff. The goal was to have a finished docu-
ment by the end of the summer (see pages 132 through 135 for more of the
story.)

On October 3, 1997, I attended a rededication of the Stream Profile Cham-
ber. The Forest Service and private donors put over $600,000 into the
remodeling of this unique building. The windows into the pool were changed
from a flat plane to an articulated version, both into the stream and into
the room. All new exhibits were designed and installed in the viewing room.
The structure was made accessible to persons with disabilities. Finally, the
diverted stream and pool were modified to make the viewing of the fish more
pleasing.

I became a registered architect in the State of California in 1967; the first
since Johnson's departure. This was very important, since every architect
we interviewed for a job asked whether the office had one. The apprentice-
ship program leading to licensing in the State required work under a
registered architect for 3 years. Many young architects used me as their
mentor for registration.

In 1971, I was selected as the new Staff Engineer for Building Construc-
tion, Operation, and Maintenance, a position parallel to Harry Kevich's.

Basically I was out of the design loop and only occasionally did I do any

building design, usually privately or for other Government agencies, not
the Forest Service.

In 1980, I was included in a team along with Bob LeCain, Regional Archi-
tect from Region 1, to develop a 30-Year Facility Needs Report for the
Alaska Region. Together with a Civil Engineer (Team Leader), Landscape
Architect, Social Scientist, and District Ranger, the team was to produce a
report to the Regional Forester. Two issues created the need for this action.
First was the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, which gave almost
900,000 acres of land to native corporations. Second, on August 25, 1978,
seven Forest Service employees were killed in a float plane crash (which
brought the total lives claimed in a 4-year period to 15). This intensified
the need for a new approach to doing the on-the-ground work.

The report was signed by John Sandor, Regional Forester, shortly after it
was competed by the team. In 1981, Bob and I were called back to Juneau
to develop an implementation plan; this team included the Landscape
Architect and Civil Engineer from the original team plus a Forest Engineer
off an Alaska forest. We developed several prototype buildings, a prefabri-
cation process, and a proposal for a floating barracks for use with short-
term timber sales. This was a very fulfllling part of my career, reaching out
to aid another Region.
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In 1986, I became a part of a new group in the Region—the History Team
(better known as the “H-Team”). The H-Team saw the need to better manage
the historic buildings in Region 5. This group included archaeologists,
historians, landscape architects, and architects. The group was to be
advisory, diverse, and flexible. | knew | was becoming a senior when some of
the buildings I had designed were coming up in our visits to the forests.

In 1991, I signed up for a training session on the Sierra National Forest
titled “Log Cabin Stabilization.” | was one of 10 students paying $400 to
assist in the repair and stabilization of the Jesse Ross cabin, constructed
as a homestead in 1864. This 127-year-old structure had been moved one-
quarter mile from private land to National Forest System land. Harrison
Goodall, an architect specializing in restoration of historic butldings, was
the instructor. The 10 students, together with almost 100 volunteers from
the local forest, worked 10 hours a day for 6% days to restore the cabin to
be used as an information station for a scenic byway just south of Yosemite
National Park. By the end of the week I was totally exhausted, but had a
great sense of accomplishment. 1 will always remember that week.

In May of 1994, Bob Sandusky, the Regional Architect, took a congression-
ally approved $25,000 buyout, leaving me as the only GS-13 architect in
the Region. I became the leader of the three remaining working architects,
though I couldn't really call myself the Regional Architect because 1 had
not practiced architecture for almost 20 years. I inherited the position just
when dollars for new construction were at a 20-year low.

After 37 years of working for the Forest Service in San Francisco, I decided
to write a history of architecture in the agency, encouraged by the active
architects and the Regional Historlan. The document is based on my
acquaintance with some of the earlier architects; reading letters and
reports; reviewing plans; asking questions of fellow current Forest Service
architects, historlans, and engineers; and interviewing retired employees.
I wish I had started this research many years ago, but remember—I only
planned to work for a very few years in the Government sector.

-—John R. Grosvenor
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Bob Sandusky
Regional Architect, Region 5 (1985-1994)

Having been born and raised in the New Mexico mesalands, in the small
town of Tucumcarl, it was easy for me to adjust to the rural environments of
the Forest Service. | was familiar with the way architecture so close to the
land differed in many ways from buildings in an urban setting. But when |
came to San Francisco in August 1965 after my discharge from Fort Hood
(where I had been an ordinance officer with the First Armored Division),
rural architecture was really not on my mind. I graduated from the Univer-
sity of Colorado with a 5-year Bachelor of Architecture degree and when I
had finally completed my military obligation, all I really wanted to do was
serve my internship, become licensed, and start my own firm. But first, |
had to take care of my wife and young son, which meant getting a job
quickly—not a good prospect in San Francisco, where unemployed archi-
tects lined the streets! So when I responded to the Forest Service advertise-
ment, | was skeptical that the job hadn't already been taken.

When interviewed by Harry Kevich and John Grosvenor, I was pleasantly
surprised by the quality of work I saw being done, and | liked the attitude
and atmosphere. It was an easy but unexpected decision for me to accept
the job offered. That job was to be the Station Architect for the Pacific
Southwest Forest and Range Experiment Station in Berkeley. Although
their employee, 1 worked in the office with the other architects in San
Francisco. After being with PSW for 7 years, | transferred over to the Re-
gional Office in 1972, leaving PSW to my assistant, Keith Lee. I stayed with
the Region until 1994. When Harry Kevich retired as Regional Architect in
1985, I took over his position, where | remained until my retirement at age
55. I can best describe my career as roughly divided into three periods of
about a decade each.

The early perlod, from 1965 to 1975, was my professional development
period. My work, like many Forest Service architects, began by doing the
obligatory working drawings for pit toilets! But soon it progressed to design-
ing the Mammoth Visitor Center on the Inyo National Forest on the east
side of the Sierra Nevada range, completed in 1969 (figure 3-22). Jim
Calvery had done a nice design previously for the center, but it had suffered
the wrath of the Regional Forester, Charles Connaughton, who demanded a
redesign. During this time I gained experience toward becoming licensed in
California, which I achieved in 1973. Throughout the Region and the Sta-
tion, the diversity of projects and designed responses was challenging,
interesting, and stimulating to the staff. The quality of the work was high,
the attitude was enthusiastic and professional. The quantity of projects was
such that the architects and staff grew to 14 persons at one point in time.

In addition to the Station and Region projects in California, we were doing
projects throughout the United States for other Regions and other agencies
as well. The national standards for Job Corps facilities were jointly devel-
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codes and standards. Unwanted inspections and policing (called “monitor-
ing,” which one of our electricians looked up in the dictionary, defined as a
flesh-eating lizard) of compliance. Litigation also became a dominant factor
in some of our projects, and dealing with the minutia of claims and lawsuits
took up an increasing amount of our already scarce time and resources.
The agency was moving towards more and more bureaucracy.

By the early 1990's, despite the supportive leadership (people such as Bob
Harris, Dick Deleissegues, and Mike Alaux), Forest Service architecture as 1
had envisioned it was no longer possible. Economics of scale and the ad-
vantages of proven knowledge and talent were cast aside for the dogmatic
policy of downsizing. It became obvious to me that I no longer fit with the
agency to which I had devoted 29 years of my professional career. In order
to facilitate personnel reductions, early retirement became available, so I
bid farewell to the Forest Service and Smokey Bear in May 1994.
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James A. Calvery
Reglonal Architect, Region 9 (1965-1992)

After 4 years in the Navy during the Korean conflict, I put my training as
a weatherman to use at United Airlines. Shortly after that I attended the
University of California at Berkeley, and I graduated in 1962 with a Bach-
elor of Architecture degree.

As I had grown up in southern California, I returned there for employment
and worked for a private firm in Santa Ana. They hired me as their head
designer, which I found out later was a practice of many businesses to keep
up to date on what's happening in the profession. I gained a great deal of
experience in a short period of time. My memorable projects were two office
bulldings in Santa Ana, several medical facilities, a car dealership, a
manufacturing plant, and—my favorite—a residence for one of our major
clients in Palm Springs, California. One of my projects received an Ameri-
can Institute of Architects award in Orange County, which was the climax
of my private career.

In 1965, I had already become disenchanted with office work and yearned
for employment that would allow me time to spend outdoors and remain in
the design arena. The Forest Service in San Francisco had an opening and
seemed to be exactly what I was looking for; and what better city could one
wish to work in. After an interview with Harry Kevich and John Grosvenor, 1
was hired.

I didn’t realize it at the time, but we had a very good, although informal,
architectural team going. Harry provided me the freedom to travel and plan
projects with various forest supervisors, engineers, and landscape archi-
tects. We all worked together well and shared the same goals. During this
time, I often slept in the forest campgrounds and talked with the campers
around a campflre and discussed their needs and desires. I enjoyed my
work so much that it was hard to believe anyone would pay me to do it.

During the first 30 years of my life, our family spent most of their vacations
in the Mammoth Lakes region of the Inyo National Forest. My father and I
backpacked to many lakes in the area. In 1966, the Region decided to build
a combination ranger station and visitor center at Mammoth Lakes, and 1
was assigned the project. How much better could life get. I loved the area,
and knew it like the back of my hand. Everything I had went into the design
of that facility, and I still think of it as one of the highlights of my career.

Reality soon came to light when Harry presented my Mammoth Lakes
project to the Regional Forester, Charlie Connaughton. With one glance at
my model, the design went down the tubes, as did my career in San Fran-
cisco. Although I loved the mountains and the beaches of California,

I pursued greener pastures. Openings presented themselves in Atlanta
(Region 8) and Milwaukee (Region 9). Atlanta seemed the better place to
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My final project for the Forest Service was a log office building in LaCroix,
Minnesota. There seemed to be a conflict in philosophies when it came to
outfitting a log cabin with computer systems, but I gave it my best effort. As
the non-architects gained more control of design, and I turmed 60, it be-
came time once again to fade into retirement.

What I tried to do during my career was to give the taxpayers the most for

their dollars, something functional and aesthetically pleasing, but short of
a monument.
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Wilden Moffett
Regional Architect, Region 4 (1966—-Present)

1 was born and raised in southern Idaho, so I have never been very far from
my home. I was born in Burley, Idaho, and lived on a farm about 9 miles out
of town. When I graduated from high school, I spent 1 year of college at
Ricks College in Rexburg, Idaho, doing pre-engineering studies. From there,
I transferred to Idaho State College in Pocatello, which is now Idaho State
University. They had a 4-year architecture program, which I started in 1956
and graduated with my B.S. in architecture in 1960. How did I choose to
study architecture? I remember telling my dad that I wanted to be a carpen-
ter, but as I got into my later high-school years I decided that my choice was
not to drive the nails but to give direction to those who would. That is the
basis for my chosen profession.

While I was going to architecture school, I got married and we started
having our family. By the time I graduated we had one child and the second
was a month away. While going to school, I worked for a small home-plan-
ning firm that did all residential design. The owner of the company, Al
Gabrielsen, did not have an architectural license. He did all of the contact
work with the clients and prepared a preliminary plan and elevation, then
turned it over to the drafting staff to prepare the working drawings and
description of materials. We would then get half the fee for the project. I
earned about $0.25 per hour for my first project and eventually made up to
$1.50 per hour, which was a reasonable part-time salary for the late 1950's.
I worked my way through school with that job.

When I graduated, the company moved me to Ogden, Utah, to open a
branch office for the home-planning firm. After approximately a year, | was
enticed to go to work in a design office for a packaging plant that prefabri-
cated all of the components of a house. That lasted another year. It was
enjoyable work, but 1 was beginning to realize that if I was ever going to get
my license I was going to have to work for a licensed architect. So at that
point in time I went to work for architect Lawrence Olpin in Ogden. I worked
in that office for 3 years and became his chief draftsman (only because

I was the only draftsman at that time). I got some very good experience in
that office doing schools, churches, and fire stations.

Work in that office began to diminish, so I went back to work for Gabrielsen
for 3 or 4 months. Before going to work for him I had identified a job with
the Forest Service that would soon become vacant.

I came into the Regional Office to interview with Bill Turner and his boss,
who was Vern Despain, for the architect position with the Forest Service.
Vern had one question for me. I was a punk kid just 5 years out of college.
He turned to me and said, “Now can you design a building from beginning to
end with a complete construction package?" I reassured him that I could
handle that well.
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While I was in the office for the interview, I met the present architect, Cal
Spaun, who was completing a career with the Forest Service. Prior to that
he had worked for the local firm that designed the Art Deco style Regional
Office at 25th and Adams, bullt in the early 1930’s. Cal was retiring and

I would take his place if hired. Also in the architecture section was a tech-
nician, Al Saunders, who was extremely capable and was a better drafts-
man than I.

I was then offered a job in the Ogden Regional Office working for William
Turner as a GS-9 architect. I started work in February 1966.

Bill Turner was not a graduate architect, but was granted the rating by
OPM even though he was a civil engineer by training. In 1974, a meeting
was called to announce the reorganization of Engineering. When we got into
the meeting they uncovered an organization chart; I was listed as the
Regional Architect. I thought it was so interesting that they listed me in this
position without even asking me whether | had any interest in the job or
wanted the responsibility. Bill had gotten involved in skilift reviews and was
listed on the new organization as the tramway engineer.

Projects that I worked on were all relatively simple. The Intermountain
Region budget was always quite small (as building construction money
goes). | remember shortly after I started that one project was to be built by a
local Job Corps (not associated with the Forest Service). It was to be a
biological evaluation center to be constructed in the outskirts of Ogden.
Both Bill and Al were struggling with its outside appearance; the floor plan
had already been approved. I came into the office one day and asked them if
I could play with the problem. Bill said “Sure.” I sat down with some over-
lays and did some sketches. I came up with a scheme that was acceptable
to both Bill and Al. It was constructed as I had sketched it—this was good
strengthening experience for my self esteem.

I was given another little project; a toilet building with an attached visitor
information station. As I drive over to southern Idaho, now going to Sun
Valley, there sits the Galena overlook, still functioning 30 years later
(figure 3-29). Even though it was a small project, it had been a very
rewarding experience.

Probably one of the biggest challenges and the most rewarding projects |
have worked on during my career was the Smoke Jumper Training Base in
MccCall, Idaho, on the Payette National Forest (see figure 2-61 on page 92).
This was in the mid- 1980’s and was to replace the old facilities with a new,
state-of-the-art facility. We proposed, designed, and built a facility that
included offices, drying and repairing facilities for parachutes, meeting and
training rooms, and a dispatch area. We had gone through eras in our
Region using a lot of flat and low-sloped roofs with many water leakage
problems. In this design we tried very hard to eliminate these problems and
we were successful in using sloped wood shake-covered roofs. The exterior
walls were cedar shingles and native river rock treatment. This experience
was fun. Bruce Crockett {(an architect on the forest) and I teamed up to do
the original design. A value analysis done on the preliminary design recom-
mended a reduction of 4,000 square feet (from 21,000 to 17,000). We found

250






applied for the job and was accepted. I was again the Regional Architect for
Region 4.

Since returning to the Forest Service, I have had very little work on toilet
buildings and have had a better sense of myself as an architect, so the
experience has been good for my career. Shortly after returning, we were
asked to design an office for Escalante, Utah, on the Dixie National Forest.
The budget had been programmed, but when we started the preliminary
design we discovered that the dollars were based on 6,000 square feet and
now they needed an 8,000-square-foot building. (This is a big problem with
the agency; budgets do not always reflect the real needs for the buildings.)
We went to work to meet the real space needs despite a shortage of money.
We worked hard to stay within budget (we used economical materials and
simplified the heating and ventilating system and the plumbing systems).
The bids came within budget, but the constructed building’s heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning system did not function properly. This was
a very distasteful experience for me. We eventually spent more money than
it would have cost to do the design right the first time.

Another thing I have done in the course of my career was to work with our
leasing contracting staff. We decided that there was indeed a place for an
architect in the process. Together we generated a program to go out to the
fleld and meet with the users to determine the space and special needs so
that the leased building would best serve them. I felt that this was a very
valid use of my architectural training. This process has had a high impact
on providing better space for office buildings throughout our Region. Almost
half of the office buildings the agency uses are leased. I was even detailed
into the leasing team leader position for 90 days at one time.

I hope that in my career with the Forest Service I will be remembered as a
person who put forth every effort to help my fellow employees with my
professional services and who provided a helping hand. I am a quiet and
reserved person, but I do care.

—Excerpts from interview done by John Grosvenor in May 1998
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Dave Faulk
Regional Architect, Region 2 (1967-Present)

I was born in Gorden, Nebraska, although my parents were living on a
ranch just across the border in South Dakota at the time. I attended a one-
room country school for grades 1 to 8 until we moved to Lamar, Colorado,
when I was in the 6th grade. I graduated third out of a class of 319 from
Pueblo South High School.

I received a tuition scholarship to attend the University of Colorado in
Boulder in 1961. I intended to enroll in aeronautical engineering, but was
late getting registered and wound up enrolling in architecture and engi-
neering. Architecture was in the School of Engineering at the time and
became a separate accredited school after my freshman year. I planned to
get a degree in architecture, engineering, and business, but after 6 years of
struggling to survive, I decided I wanted to get out of college. My counselor
said I had enough units to graduate with an architectural engineering
degree.

While going to college, I worked as a seasonal employee for the Forest
Service in the land-line remonumentation program. I worked with Harry
Mahoney, searching for section corners along the forest boundary in Colo-
rado the first two summers. The last three summers, I guided the cadastral
surveyor from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM}, the only agency
authorized to reestablish section corners at that time, to the locations of
section corners. The BLM surveyor needed to authenticate the corner
before we could set a brass cap. The money I earned during the summer
paid for my first semester of the next year for college, and I would usually
have to work part time the second semester.

I did a variety of jobs all through school. The most gratifying was as a
foreman on the construction project of a two-story motel addition. I started
the job as a laborer and had worked for about a week when the project
manager and contractor were looking at the plans trying to figure out what
was needed for reinforcing in the concrete footing. I glanced at the details
and told them what was intended. The project manager looked at me and
asked {f I could understand the drawings and I told him I was an architec-
tural student. He made me the foreman in charge of the crew.

When | was within one course of graduation from the University of Colorado,
I was offered a job with the Forest Service, in January 1967. I completed the
course at night at the Denver Extension Center while working full time, and
I officially graduated in June 1967.

In September 1967, 1 was drafted into the Army and did my basic training
and first year in El Paso, Texas, at Ft. Bliss. I married my wife, Joyce, on
July 13, 1968. In September 1968, I received orders to report to Vietnam
and was assigned to the 173rd Airborne Brigade along the Demilitarized
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Zone (DMZ). When I got out in September 1969, | was reinstated as an
architect with the Forest Service, working for Wes Wilkison, the architec-
tural group leader.

Shortly after I started with the Forest Service, I was sent to Saquache,
Colorado, to investigate a complaint at an office building. This was an old
Southwest-style structure designed in the 1930's. The old heating system
had been replaced with a new boliler in the last couple of years and at first
there apparently were no problems with its operation. But the employees
began complaining that the boiler wasn't working properly and that they
were always cold. The facility engineer and I drove out to the district to see
if we could find the problem. The small office was overcrowded, and many
employees worked in the basement. You entered the back door of the office
on a landing with steps up to the main level and steps down to the base-
ment. Every time the back door was opened, cold air would rush into the
basement. As | was taking measurements to do a heat-loss analysis,

I noticed that the coffeepot had been recently moved to a shelf directly
below the thermostat, and the steam kept the thermostat from calling for
heat. I suggested that they relocate the coffeepot; once they did, the boiler
worked fine. *

When Wes retired in 1982, I applied for his job. Don Loff was the Regional
Engineer at that time. One day he called me into his office and said, “I have
some good news and some bad news. What do you want to hear first?”

I asked him to give me the good news first. He looked over at me and said

I had the job. I was grateful for this and asked what the bad news was.

He said, “Nobody else applied.” I thought this was ironic, but Don told me
that he had several inquiries about the job and that he told them he
already had a good candidate. I've been very fortunate to have been pro-
moted in place and to have had the confidence of all my supervisors.

I have enjoyed my career in the Forest Service; it has been very interesting,
with a variety of projects. Early in my career, | worked in the water pollution
abatement program, designing toilets to replace all of the leaking vault
toilets that were polluting the groundwater. During this period, when Joyce
and I would go somewhere, she would tell people that I was the “head”
architect for the Forest Service. I began to wonder if we would ever do
anything else. That time finally ended, and I began to work on other types
of buildings.

I was involved in the Job Corps program, designing replacement buildings
as well as additions and remodels. We not only did the architectural work,
but also the structural, mechanical, and electrical design work for each
building. I returned to school many times to become more proficient in these
other areas. I was also involved in the energy conservation and photovoltaic
programs. You never knew from month to month what you might get in-
volved in. It was a very challenging and interesting time.

During the energy conservation program, we got involved in doing many
inspections, analyses, and retrofits to save fossil fuels. I was asked to assist
the Rocky Mountain Research Station in analyzing their facility in
Bottineau, North Dakota. This one stands out in my memory, as the site is
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about 10 miles south of the Canadian border, and we did the site visit in
January; the highest recorded temperature that week was -35° F. The
facility was a very nice office and laboratory with attached greenhouses.
During the inspection, we discovered the entire complex was heated by one
large boiler, and they did not have individual shutoff valves for the green-
houses. They were heating the greenhouses (which were not used in the
winter). We recommended the installation of a $100 shutoff valve to isolate
the greenhouses during the winter months that would save approximately
$15,000 per year in fuel costs. Needless to say, this paid for our trip and
was a great fuel saver from that point on.

One humorous situation I recall occurred several years ago when we were
doing safety inspections of all the facilities at Shadow Mountain Village. The
site had been given to the Forest Service by the Park Service and had been
the construction camp for the building of the dam for Grandby Reservoir.
Most of the 50-plus two-bedroom cabins were of panelized construction and
temporary in nature when the dam was built in the late 1940’s and early
1950's. Anyway, I crawled under a cabin to inspect the foundation and the
floor joist system. The rest of the team went inside to look at the interior. As
I moved toward the center of the unit with a flashlight in hand, admiring
the beautiful, thick, orange mold that completely covered the underside of
the floor system. I heard a large splash of water to my right. As I pointed the
flashlight in the general area of the noise, I could see a small lake within
inches of where I was crouched, with ripples still splashing at the edge.
Someone had just flushed the toilet above. Would you believe the outlet had
never been connected to a sewer? Needless to say, we condemned that
cabin and several others, and they were removed a couple of weeks later.

Thinking back to the first facilities workshop that I attended, involving most
of the Forest Service architects, in Madison, Wisconsin, in late 1969 or
early 1970, I took part in the workshop tour of some of the more significant
buildings in the Madison area. The first stop was a church designed by
Frank Lloyd Wright, and I remember being so excited to finally see one of his
buildings in person. We were left pretty much on our own to look at the
building. I was busy looking in the various rooms and got separated from
the group. When I finally came out, nobody was around and the bus was
gone; here I was, stranded in a strange town, not knowing where 1 was.
Somehow, I managed to get back to the Forest Products Lab, but for the rest
of the day I had nothing to do. That evening, when we went out to dinner,
Benny, Joe, Wes, and some of the others had several laughs over my entice-
ment by a Wright-designed bullding. The Forest Service architects have
been a good group to work with, and we pass designs back and forth to
critique each others work as well as to share information. This group has
had a good camaraderie which I don’t think exists in most other agencies or
in the private sector.

When I became Regional Architect, I started to do designs on my own. This
included meeting with the rangers and staff to determine the needs for the
various buildings to be designed and developing the prospectus for the
project. One project stands out in my mind: the Holy Cross-Minturn Office
in West Vail (figure 3-30). This was a very gratifying project, working with
the local staff to develop the minimum requirements. Once the project was
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I never had a low point in my career; growing up on a ranch, going through
the military, working my way through school, all have given me a great
appreciation for the opportunity to work for the Forest Service. It's been fun
working for this organization as an architect. My wife often said that I was
the only person she knew who enjoyed going to work—and I have. Even
during the days when we were designing toilet structures, it was fun, and it
still is fun.

I would like to be remembered as a designer who fulfilled the needs of the
users—not necessarily through spectacular buildings, but ones that the
occupants enjoyed working and/or living in. To me, customer satisfaction
has always been the final judgement.

—Excerpts from interview done by John Grosvenor in May 1998
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William A. Speer, Jr.

Regional Architect, Region 8 (1968-Present)

I was born in 1944 in Washington, DC. I grew up in Georgia, Texas, and
South Carolina. My father is an architect and was in private practice from
the end of World War II until 1954, when he accepted a professorship to
teach architecture at Clemson College. In 1962, he became Dean of Archi-
tecture, Fine Arts, and Music at Auburn University. Growing up in this
academic atmosphere, 1 was greatly influenced by lectures of visiting archi-
tects, and in 1962 I enrolled in architecture at the University of Florida. At
school 1 became very design oriented and minored in city planning. My
junior year, 1 spent the summer in San Juan, Puerto Rico, on a university
exchange program, where I got my first introduction to historic preserva-
tion. My senior year I started putting out job feelers. I had the idea of
working for a couple of years and then going back to school to get a master’'s
degree in city planning at the University of Pennsylvania.

It was during this time that I filled out an application for Federal employ-
ment with the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). In
those days, when you fllled out an application and got a rating, they sent it
to all Federal agencies. As it turned out, HUD was not hiring. The economy
was in a slump, so private architectural firms were hiring only a few people.
The going rate of pay for young graduate architects was about $110 per
week, and things looked a bit grim. About 2 weeks before 1 graduated in the
spring of 1968, 1 received a letter from the Forest Service in Atlanta, saying
they were looking for an architect and that I had 2 weeks to reply. I was in
the middle of final exams. It was the only concrete job offer | had received. I
waited until the last day and sent the Forest Service a telegram telling them
I would accept the job. Thus began my career in the Forest Service.

In June 1968, I reported for work in the Division of Engineering in Atlanta,
at that time about 40 people. Kelly Heflner was Regional Engineer and
Grady Burnett was head of the facilities group. On my first day at work,
they gave me the grand tour, introducing me to everyone and explaining
what my job would entail. At the end of our discussion, they asked if I had
any questions. | asked when they were going to introduce me to the other
architects. Mr. Heffner said, “You are it. You are the new Regional Architect.
There aren't any other architects.” And so it began. My first project was the
design of a four-unit flush toilet for the Davidson River campground on the
Pisgah Ranger District in North Carolina.

1 received a lot of help and encouragement from the engineering staff in my
early years. Kelly Heffner, Grady Burnett, Jim Armfield, and many others
went out of their way to teach me how things worked and shared with me
their breadth of experience that extended back to the 1930's, when archi-
tecture in Region 8 began. This experience and the kindness shown me
formed my attitudes and established for me what the Forest Service and its
people are all about.
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Plan 1D From DuBois Improvement
Circular of 1917

234N N0, 1-D
ONE ROOK OFFICE
16t = 20°

Items preceded by the mcxk (*) ard stand-
ard znd are not subject to chonge or choisce. Cone
ditions of the local lumber mcrkets, and the isola-
tion of certain bdullding sites from markets carry-

a8 varied stock of lumber are fcotors which
will govern selsction of the type of outside and
insidé wall ocover, trim and sizes and kinds of
nails, ZElevation of the porticulsr building site
will determine the slope of roof to use and thd
dimensions of the roof frame material to order.
411 items mnbject to change or choloce are indicat-
ed by the mork (#). To prepare o campléte order
1list, select the items merked (#) which, wnder
the partiounlar ciroumstances, will be best adapted
for use at o given building site. Add such items
to those morked (*). To all items of lumber add
the specificiations shown under “Grade end Species”™,
and "Finish", For example, two pieces 4"x6"-16!
Bo. 1 Common, redwood, cedzy, Douglas fir or pine,
rough. To all items of hardware add only such de-
scriptive matter’'as is necessary to sdequatély de~
scribe each item, For example, 2 pounds 30d, com-
mon wire nails - 3 pounds 30d. fine galvanized
wire nzils., Do not show on ths order list the
pnrgéae for whioh the hardware items are to de
used.

Estimated cost of construction = laber
at $4.00 per day - § 112,00.
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uilderts List of Matexials..

R Purpose & Looatiom Grade and Species Finish  BAFES
8111s and Floor Joists.

- - : y > T,

e3 $3603s M Retyood,o0far o Douglas £ Repeh 0
*9 8x 6 ~16 Floor joisk No.2 Ulear,D.¥.,18t, Choice L 14
*2 3x6-16 End bridging sised, ]

: { : x : - i: rm:.ﬂoor Joiste No.10lear,W.F.RF.20d. i " g

x6 - gver Poxch lwgcﬂl praotio-

*1 ¢x6~-18 " . No.2 Olear, Y.P, 8rde- ™ able ss
*2 6x6 =12 Underpiming ‘Hoax$ oelder or redwood Rough ”
Bote:= The itenm mrplmﬂglimlml suffioient material shown in plan. The
actual amount ngeded depend upon the slope of the ground of esch pexr-

tioulsr site: Make Gue allowance. for this item in the "lumber

order. If split or found material is used this itenm may bde eliminated
from the lumber list.

Studding, Ylates, Girts, Bto.

-

*1 gx6-16 Zorch posts and ourmer No.1 Gommon,D.Fs,WoPe ,Re¥e,T.P. (Rough T}
- - ® : : or
3 2x4 -18 8tud No.l Common, any speoies 813
*6 2x4_10 Plates & floor plate 5 w v w % sised 48
"N 2 x4-16 v w. " . - . " if 17
*4 2x4 -6 Cirts " - » v 43
*4 £2x4 ~16 Window & door trimmers ¥ " " v practio- 43
*E 2x4 -18 Palse foundation frame w . bt ¢ble 53
*g 2x4 -12 Misocellaneous L v " " able 48
$#$6 1x6 -12 Diagonsl bdraces for btuilding subject to heavy snow load 48
Wall Cover (Outside) Below Water
{8tandaxd :oml%u o cover .’Em watexr table)
* 18- 1 x1% -'16 BSheeting foxr base 0.1 Ocomon, any speoies Rough or S18 400
* 280 Lin. Ft. 5/6 x 8 bottens " " ” " » w 848 70
. - for base
8 1x4 -16 Belt course . " " " w w 848 27
* 5 1x3 -16 Water Tuble ¥o.2 Olesr * " v » 352918 20
Bote:~ The first two items include suffioient eiding for duildings having
una.rxinning of the height chown on plan. The Acotual amount needed
will depsnd upon the sl of the building sitse. Make &us allowance
for this item in the i r orxder.
Choioe of -
# 450 B.F. 1x8 Sheeting, 6" to weather {obove watsr table)
oR ¥o. 1 Common, any speoies Rough 450
# 450 B.P. 6"or8" Rustio or dropsiding "O" Grads, Califcrnis, sny 450
{sbove water table) species or No. 3 Olear,
oR Oregon, D. P,
# 200 B.¥. 1x4  Bheeting for shinglss No.2 Common oies " 200
g:bg.t,:. (novoh-‘nt-r » S0 AP
o))"

#2500 - = Bhingles, 5" to weathexr Btar A Star, Red Cedar

(above water table)
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g:: Sise Purpose & Location Grade snd Species Finish BA.Ft.
Roof Frame snd Cover, 1/4 ritoh! 2t Raves and GablicProjections
- vations up (] ] -
11 2x 4 -~ 16 Oeiling joists Same as floor joists Rough phig
22 Bx 4 - )2 Rufters 2' 0.0. . = . - bt 178
8 1lx4& =18 Ridge pole No.l Oommon, any species ot -§
6 1x6-16 0o doams Seme 88 joists - -48
4 1x4 ~12 Rafter ties to Joint . w " " 18
nsar plate ) .
§282 B.¥. 1xé Shesting 8" 0.0, except No.8 Oomson, sny Species - 258
2! projection , .
00 - - les, 43" to weather Star A Star,'Red Cesdar
8 1x6 ~16 ‘boards No. 1 Oommon, any species » 24
6 1318 =18 Sheesting,2' rafter " w w Rough ox 513 96
- - yr.ojeo‘:ion
4 2x6 ~12 Barge boards . " . " b " 8948 48
4 1x8 ~13 Barge bdoard trim ¥ds 8 Clea> b . - "848 8
4 1x6 -1 JFriese boords No. 1 Commson, * - - " 548 24
8 1x6 ~12 BRBatter end friese . - L b . " 818 12
between rafters
3 2x06 -15 81i11s for Jouvre - ” " " =  wgis 2l
2 1x60 «1l5 Louvre jambs and slats b bt ” " " " 818 21
8 1x10 =12 aongntﬁ:to:‘gah‘po- - - - " " " 18 60
eotion
Note:- The preceding O items are listed rough or surfsced, ete., if rough wall
oover is used these will be- s 4f rustie or d&r auinc'nu cover 48

used, ordexr surfaged lumbexr as oated., If shingle wall oover is used,
ordinarily these items will be rough bHus occasions may crise whers prefer-
able to surface ss indicated. Substituts milled bed mould for -trin
when yustio wall oover is used and add 4 pieces 12! long of 1" 1/4 round
wmoulding for friese trim.

Roof Frame ond Oover, 1/4 ritohl 2' Baves and Uoble Projection - Oontinued
ons up Tee

lm [ 2
¢ B.Fe 1x0 sheoc-tg;‘.nm ends, No. 1 Common, any species Rough 100
OR - If rustioc or drdp siding‘'wall oover is used
§# 100 B.r. Bustioc or arop siGing No. 3 Clesr, any species 100
OR ~'1If shingle vall cover is tised
# 52B.F. 1x4 BSheeting,8" 0.0. for No. 2 Conmon, any speoies " 82

shingles

#1750 - -~  Shingles, 5" to weather Star A Star, Red Oedar
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;g:: Size Purpose & Location Crads and Species Pinish Ba. Pt

Roof Frame and Cover, 1/3 Pitoh, 18" Baves and Gabls Projections
vations bhe on - (1]
’

11 2x6 -
: a2 : ¢ - g con::.g ggigg' Same us floor joists Rough %zg
2 1x96 -12 Ridge pole No.l Common, ony species » 18
6§ 1x6 ~J)6 Collar beoms (° 8ame o8 flooxr joists " 48
4 1x6 ~14 Angle struts (o - % w » " 28
4 1x6 ~12 Xing struts (o " w w - b 24
4 1x6-18 nn::;: ;i;:‘ to joist YNo.l Coumon, ony species - z3
#270 B.?. 1 x 4 Sheoting (roof) 8" 0.0.No.2 * " » . 270
except 168" projection
#4760 - - mng%;: (roof) 43" to Staxr A Staxr, Bed Osdax
- - weather
: 6 1x6 -J6 Boddle bdards Mo.1l Common, ahy speciss " 24
6 1x12 - 16 Shnetingti.ﬂ" rafter - - " - Réugh or 518 96
- projection
4 2x 6 -12 Barge boords L4 - bt - - " 848 48
4 1x8 ~12 BPBorxge boaxd trim Boe8 Olear bt - " % 548 €
4 1x6 -12 Yrieze boards So.1l Common, " " " w 848 24
3 1x4-12 Rn:tr:g. frieze between - » " " " % 818 in
) - 8 .
1 2x8 -16 8ills for louvre - . - " » " 8438 2J.
2 1x6 «-16 Iouvrte jomba und slats * " » - = =" §]8 231
4 1x6 -12 80::11:1:!0: goble pro- e " " " " * 813 24
- ection
# 4 1x8 ~12 Boffit for goble pro- % " w w » = gis 82

Jection
ote:« The preceding 9 items are iisted rough or surfauced, eto., if h Iumber
¥ woll oover 101:500. these will be rough; 1f rustio or drop aidingr::il cover
is used order surfnoed lumber as indicated. I shingle woll oover is used
ordinarily these items will be rough, but ocoonsions moy arise where pretevr-

able to surfaoe 08 indicated. Subatitute milled ted mould for bgrge txim
whon vuntia wall covor is ugsed nnd 0dd 4 picaocn 1!'° long of 1" 1,4 round

Roof Frame_and cmr= 143 Pitch, 18" Baves and Gable Projections - Contimied
vavions on - {.]]

noulding for frieze trim.

# 120 B.F. 1x8 mwotingtgsbh ends 6" No.l Coomon, any species Rough 120
to weather
OR -~ If rustio or drop siding wall oover is used -
#1156 8. T. Rustic or drop eiding (No.3 Clear, Oregon D.F. or 118
{gable enids ("C" Gfade, California, any species
OR - If shingle will coweil.du’used -~
# 60B.F.1x4 aheettng. 8" 0. U, for No.2 Common, any species Rough 60
shinglee

# 1000 - - Shingles, 5 to weather Star A Staxr, Bed Cedar

(°) at olevationy whers snowfall is less than 2 feet the items after which
the mark (°) appears should not be ordered or used.
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TO . Bise

o Purpose and Looation Grade end Bpecies T ¥inish  Bd.¥
Outside Trim.
* 22 x4 - 18 DBrackets for gadbles +i.No. 1 Common, any species Rough ox. 848 43
* 1 2x4 -18 [ ] - ] [ ] ] L " ] ] - 8
* 2 1x6 ~14 Oorner boards " » » " - w = 14
* B 1 x 6 - .o | ] - L J  J ) - - - - zo
Hote:~ For rough lumber and shingle wall finish, order above 4 items rough smi

gurfaced for rustic or siding wall oover. Jour brackets on 1/4 ond 1/3

pitoh roof with louvzres both ends; six bracksts om 1/8 pitoh roof, no louvres.

Porch Matexial.
* 28 - ooring, wvertiocal Ho. 2 Clear; 2 & G, any species s
$5%2 1x4-14 8;111 &.shor{ alls I!oa 8 Olsar, T & O, gny speciss 149
= IZ rough lumber is umed -

? 1 « 14 Oeiling add ghoxrs walls JNo, 1 Common, atry speéies Rough or 818 126
£ 9 85 ~ 14 Battens (celling & short " hd - . w " 848 B2
* 4 1x6-14 PechhiPost Pinish fte. 1 Comson, R.W. Y.P, v w48 20
* 4 1x8 -14 Porch Post finlih . v w W w w 848 89
* 1 1x8 =12 Poroh friese » " " “ w 8gs 8
* 1 1x8 «-19 ] ] [ ] ] » ] [} w 848 12
* 2 1x08~-16 v  soffit » . » wp w v 848 21
* 2 1x4~18 " trimor skirt " . = w  w w 53 1
# 90 Iin. P$.}" thar&m moulding for T & @ finish (corher 2i11s)

§9 " *m corlzg.:nt.lcl 12 yough No.2 Olear, any species Rough or 848 8

* 3 2x6-18 Top hand Toil - porch Ho. ) Common,De¥e,R.We,X.Po ™ ¥ 843 18

* I 2x4-18 Bocgtnu:ul » . » ¢ " " w w v 343 12

* 6 1:?-14 Balusters ” » ” any speoies ” " 848 28

8te

: %L}ﬁg - g gom no:z c:.::n-. n._r. or !‘.' P, . g:g 1:

- 8 - g

= 3 3 22 & au’s’:;ou Mo XCm:-~, LI " v g8 -
- Flooring Ho.8 Cleax, Oregon-D. Fo OF -

20 B. ¥. 1 x Floor “vertical groin "C"Qralle,Califcrrin oles 320
Inside Walls méngin Qover = Ghoiod of - - BT e

#922 B.Y 'I'—l_r_l'rfﬁgxm: oxr oo; an ;gw!gn%ob 133”0%};3'{: %nyglposo- 920"
- [ ] » (] .

16 1 x12 -~ 16 Oeil . Ho. 1 Commeonm, oies R or 18 256

26 1712 -16'81&1% inside) . o 07,90 Tneh or K18 Sve

15 5/6x3 ~ 16 Battens (eceil ) . "  RJW.,0.-Y.P. h " 848 60

24 b5/86x3 ~ 16 " 8iding " » wow . * " 848 96

OR .
#900 B. ». 8" Shiplap "Q" Gtole, Oolifornia; ony speciss 900

or No.3 Clear, Oregon, D. ¥,
Note:- A44 . tc the lumber order your choioe of ahove wall ond ceiling cover®
ond specify rough ox suxfoced os indiccted. '

Ingide Prim,
#156 Lin. ¥E. 17 Quarter round moulding - cormsr fillers -(when surfaced wall
and osiling cover is umed)
#156 ~ " Ix1 8trips ~Cormsr fillers - Bo. 2 Clear Rough
* 3 1xe 16- B (wh;n rr?‘:gh ceiling and wall cover'is used)
- 0B@ Dboa: Ny .
« 3 3XE-18 B - no"zu:ur.r'r. g:g 8‘;
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Zos. Sise Purpose h Location Grade and Species Finish Dd.Jt

Window ond l:oor !'n.u! 0%1“., lnddi‘: m nn:‘o::‘ de W‘

$# 1 2x10 18 simrlgumc Nc. £ Olsaxr, D. ¥., Y. 2o, 2Y
l1 2x8 - 8ills for rustic, th L] *

4 - Jﬂ or drop siding’ g Cleer, "' ‘w og1s 21
- :,. - oY 0. [ op ..“

$ 4.12x8-18 hﬂ;:’:‘ 1x8 lapped ¥ lohu'!.! RaW. Cedar %518 43
. - - ®
4 1x6=~18 M.fo:mﬁolm °

! or drop esilding ¥o. l o:l.-u.!.!..!.'.,u- Oedar 9318 88
B 1lx4 =18 stoohulmeu (insfde) * * " 8
3 1x6 -6 Oasings (outside) w w - . ® °m 24
§ 1lx2 <12 Blind st bt bt bt bt bt . 86
6 $x1 -1 rmu:q( A :m g:

- o..’n" » . »

gi:xnt-g}: Door uﬂ."':::ﬂ.’ w o w " ® W °=:g 1

Mill der List - and 'i.nam

1 28" x 6'8" - li' Colonial, one light 24"x26", 21 os. glass, 5 oross pemel door -
_ (See Cut' Holi.BUMy-3)

1 33 x 6'8" - 14" Colonial, 5 orpes’ panel door

1 3tx 3 -1} Lip rail, 2 1ight, 21 os. glass winlows

2 8e" x.4%6" -1“' " ) 2 9w w w ] CJ

‘I2 mill or faotory-made osn be purchased, oxrder -

$ 1 Prame for B!8" x 6'8" - 13" outside door (with 8ill)Complete with insids snd ont;:.dc

4

1 " " 2ix 6'8" 14" ineide door (no eill) Oanploto rlth msuo and outrldc trm

1 = " gt x8 -J.i"-windo'— 11p roil (no weights) *

1 Double .¥rome for 2 ~ 2Ig". x 4'6" - f-‘ 11ip rail window (no nishtl) Oolphto with
insids and outside trim

Nate:- cify thiokness of walls for each do0r and window frame and submi$ with
5 oﬁ?i' ‘c blus print of Petail 6-D.

1":5" for cutside vas md 1"x4" for all h:na. casing.
100 cnb:ln « (800 Detail 6-0, Sheet 1)

LR X |

[ X B ]

a mt ntorul llo. 2 clou'.!.r..n.l‘..l.'.,or oom 848 80
iu: 12 - 8 848 1s
1 x 14 - 12 v - - " = b " " w 848 14
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Control of Vandalism—An Architectural
Design Approach

Talk given by John Grosvenor to a symposium in 1976.

In discussing the Forest Service architectural design approach to vandal-
ism in recreation structures, I will touch on three types of abuse. The most
obvious is overt human actions, such as defacing buildings and breaking
items. But there are also two additional types to consider. One is covert
human actions—unthinking destruction and mistreatment of the facilities,
such as flushing down toilets or drains objects that disrupt sewage septic
action or plug the waste lines, pouring gasoline or other volatile liquids into
vault toilets, or leaving doors or windows open to the elements, allowing the
facilities to be damaged by wind, rain, snow, or ice. The third type of vandal-
ism is nonhuman damage created by natural agents, including water in its
various forms, earthquakes, or various animals and birds.

The earliest Forest Service tollet structures were very primitive and simple,
with rough sawn wood, concrete block, or stone masonry exteriors. The
interiors were of similar character. Public use was low; therefore, vandalism
was slight. After the Second World War and into the 1960's, many more
people were using the national forest campgrounds, and with this increase
came more vandalism. The architectural designs became larger and more
sophisticated and the materials more finished, so the repair costs of van-
dalism increased greatly. Attempts were made to use materials and finishes
that might deter or limit abuse. These included plywood interior walls with
sealed flush joints and painted with a two-part epoxy paint. Extra blocking
and backing was added to toilet fixtures, toilet enclosures, doors, and
windows, and details were simplified to keep repair costs down. Floors were
treated with epoxy and exterior finishes were natural.

In the late 1960's, public usage was incresasing even more, so even larger
and more complicated buildings were designed and constructed. We were
still looking toward preventing overt vandalism through the designs and
materials, but at this time we also began to face the other two types of
vandalism. Oversized wastelines were put in to accommodate rocks, sani-
tary napkins, and plastic bags. The height and location of water closets and
urinals for use by children and the handicapped were considered. Larger
door closers were used to resist wind damage. Windows were eliminated and
skylights or clearstories were added to bring in natural light. To provide
heat to keep pipes from freezing in spring and fall, tamperproof electric
heaters were found. The type of glue used in the plywood, the wood species
of trim, and the type of roofing materials were considered in areas where
animal vandalism was prevalent (porcupines have eaten exterior plywood
and woodpeckers have ruined trim and roofs).

As we entered the 1970's, the cost of maintenance and the amount of
vandalism had again increased, together with the number of public users,
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to a point where new design approaches were needed. With the increased
construction costs, we found it necessary to reduce the size of the buildings
to stay within budget. About this time, we discovered that esthetics were a
factor in deterring vandalism; more pleasing buildings, lighter interiors,
and good quality materials seemed to keep the public from vandalizing our
structures. On the other hand, heavy, dark, dank spaces seemed to in-
crease public misuses. With the decrease in size of the building and to keep
the scale of the structure appropriate for the location, we tried turning the
axis of our roofs 45 degrees, giving us what we called the “handkerchief
roof.”

In 1972, the Forest Service began an extensive water-pollution abatement
program, during which hundreds of old toilet buildings were replaced with
modern sanitary structures. Again, construction and maintenance costs
were soaring much faster than money was becoming available. In order to
better utilize the funds available, the concept of men’'s and women's toilets
was dropped and the water closets assigned to a campground were placed
in separate cubicles, each with an exterior lockable door. Once more,
materials were carefully studied to give functional, attractive, easily main-
tained buildings. Split-faced concrete blocks with integral coloring selected
for the specific campground were used for the exteriors. Easily cleanable
interiors (factory applied epoxy finish or ceramic tile) were chosen. The need
for fragile toilet partitions was eliminated by the either-sex concept, and an
easily accessible pipe chase also held the electrical equipment and allowed
space for storage of supplies. Interior lights were also placed in the pipe
chase to keep public access down and reduce damage and theft. Exterior
lights were specially designed for our buildings to be vandal resistant.
Floors were drained into the pipe chase, with only one floor drain per
building. Natural light was brought in through the roof to keep the interior
of the building well illuminated. Ventilation was introduced at the top of the
block walls, with closure panels to be installed in the winter. The designs
were again moving toward the simple but rustic approach, with heavy flat
wood beam roofs and rough concrete block walls.

Up to this point, I have been talking about toilet buildings, but the Forest
Service has many other types of public-use recreational structures. Our
children’s play structures are simple, rugged, and very natural. Native
materials are used with natural finishes. The scale of these is designed for
the users. We have had very little vandalism. Footbridges in our camp-
grounds have been designed using low-maintenance, damage-resistant
materials; cor-ten steel open web joists, heavy natural redwood handrails
and decking, and exposed aggregate concrete abutments. Our designs for
drinking fountains, again, are simple and natural, using heavy timber or
stone pedestals and stainless steel bowls and bubblers.

A fairly recent addition to our campgrounds has been entrance stations.
With these buildings we have tried to establish an architectural style for
each campground or group of campgrounds. They have been in character;
therefore, we have used lexon-type plastic windows to deter vandalism, with
shutters for the winter season. The materials have been rugged (heavy
timber or concrete bock) with natural finishes. Another new addition has
been overlook structures along road systems and along reservoirs. These
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have been designed to invite people to use them, and have been open and
clean to reduce vandalism. Again, natural finishes and vandal-resistant
materials have been employed.

In our visitor centers, we have been aware of the possible effects of natural
elements as well as human vandalism. Native stone, concrete, and heavy
timber are used to create a building which is resistant to all three types of
vandalism. Materials and design concepts have been used to create struc-
tures which express a rustic bold character and invite the public to use
them. Hopefully, the new deigns will not only invite use, but vandalism-free
use.
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