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ABSTRACT
This thesis examines the significance of Dinosaur National Monument and the
100-year history in which the Monument’s evolving interpretation, protection, and use
have not only influenced, but in fact, constituted the story of the landscape. Dinosaur
is a 211,142-acre area on the border of Utah and Colorado. It comprises two distinct
units: a world-famous dinosaur quarry and the Green and Yampa River canyons. This
study demonstrates that the unusual nature of the 1915 proclamation establishing the
Monument – a reservation made to protect rights to resource extraction – as well as the
1938 enlargement of the Monument – an addition of over 200,000 acres of scenic
canyons containing no dinosaur fossils – have both ensured and complicated the
protection of Dinosaur’s landscape under the Antiquities Act. In considering
frameworks for comprehensive interpretation and preservation, the author proposes
that the frameworks of cultural landscape preservation and wilderness designation
offer appropriate theoretical guidance and practical protection.
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INTRODUCTION

A cursory study of the lands in Dinosaur National Monument suggests that the
Monument does not have all that much to do with dinosaurs. In 1909, paleontologist
Earl Douglass of the Carnegie Museum discovered the tailbones of a “Brontosaurus”
in the Uinta Basin region of Utah. In the six years that followed, the Carnegie
Museum continuously excavated and operated a quarry on that site. Then in 1915, the
80-acre area including and immediately surrounding the quarry was designated as
Dinosaur National Monument under the Antiquities Act of 1906. Thereafter, the
Carnegie was required to apply for permits to continue its quarrying activities, and
other scientific and educational institutions lined up to enter the quarry once the
Carnegie had completed its work. The Monument was created not to protect the land
from human intervention but to protect the optimal use of the land, as determined by
the Department of the Interior. In preparing the 1915 proclamation, a memorandum
written in the General Land Office questioned the use of the Antiquities Act for this
purpose: 1
The National Monument Act, while broad enough in its expression to
cover this case, was not intended to protect objects solely for the time it would
take to remove them. A fossil quarry can have no interest or value other than
that which attaches to the objects removed therefrom and when this removal is
accomplished there will remain no excuse for perpetuating the reserve.
In 1938, this excuse was provided when the Franklin Roosevelt administration
enlarged the original 80-acre site by 200,000 acres to include the adjacent Green and
Yampa River Canyons in Utah and Colorado. The addition of these lands was part of

1

Frank Bond, Chief Clerk, General Land Office, to Clay Tallman, Commissioner, GLO, August 21,
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“the national rescue operation to save eroded range lands and mined Dust Bowl fields
and endangered watersheds and half-spoiled wilderness areas from total ruin.”2 Thus,
the original mandate to protect paleontological resources was reinterpreted to include
scenic, natural, and archaeological resources. By the time the Carnegie Museum
vacated the quarry in 1922, the most valuable dinosaur fossils had been removed, and
with the addition of the canyon lands in 1938, the name “Dinosaur” became somewhat
of a misnomer.
Roosevelt’s proclamation provided that the reservation “shall not affect the
operation of the Federal Water Power Act of June 10, 1920… and the administration
of the monument shall be subject to the Reclamation Withdrawal of October 17, 1904,
for the Brown’s Park Reservoir Site in connection with the Green River project.”3 In
this proclamation lay the seeds of the controversy that would erupt in the 1950s, when
a plan to construct a dam at Echo Park in Dinosaur National Monument was included
as part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Colorado River Storage Project. From 1950 to
1956, a battle over the Echo Park Dam was fought on the national stage, engaging
organizations, publications, members of Congress, and laypeople. Further
exacerbating the debate over the dam was the name of “Dinosaur.” Given the location
of the dam in relation to the quarry, as well as the age of the rocks in the areas that
would be inundated, dinosaur fossils would not have been affected by the project.
Yet, the name of the Monument and the mystique of the site, as understood in popular
culture, supported the idea that dinosaur fossils would be destroyed. In 1956,
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Wallace Stegner, ed., This Is Dinosaur (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1955), 14.
Proclamation No. 2290 (53 Stat. 2454), July 14, 1938.
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conservation advocates achieved a landmark victory when the Echo Park Dam was
eliminated from the bill to approve the Colorado River Storage Project.
However, success in the dam controversy did not resolve the fundamental
ambiguity of purpose underlying the Monument. Sixty years later, questions of
identity, intent, and interpretation still need to be addressed if there is to be a valid
plan for Dinosaur’s future protection: What is its significance? Is it an historic site,
similar to a battleground? Is it a wilderness reservation? In the past century, the
significance of Dinosaur has been said to lie in its paleontological importance, its
spectacular scenic value, its archaeological resources, or its recreational offerings, and
often, these qualities have been interrelated.
The history of Dinosaur has occurred at the intersection of historic preservation
and natural resource conservation. It is useful, then, to consider the lens of cultural
landscape preservation in determining the significance of the Monument. The changes
in use, interpretation, and protection of the Monument have not only shaped, but in
fact, constituted the story of the landscape. In quoting environmental historian
William Cronon, Robert Melnick and Arnold Alanen proposed, “Despite our often
idealized conceptions of wilderness, the evidence reveals that nature is a ‘profoundly
human construction.’… Cronon argues that we need an environmental ethic that
informs us ‘as much about using nature as about not using it.’”4
In the early twentieth century, the burgeoning conservation movement was of
two mindsets: that of John Muir, who stood against all commercial activity in
America’s rapidly dwindling primeval landscapes, and that of Gifford Pinchot, first
4

Arnold R. Alanen and Robert Z. Melnick, eds., Preserving Cultural Landscapes in America
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000), 21.
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Forester (i.e. Chief) of the Forest Service, who supported conservation for use. Half a
century later, in The Quiet Crisis, Stewart Udall, former Secretary of the Interior,
characterized the conflict between the two approaches:5
On the one hand, Pinchot looked on the public lands as a workshop to
be managed for many purposes under a plan of balanced use. Muir… gave
first priority to preserving the finest landscapes of the public domain as
temples unspoiled and intact. Drawing a line between the workshop and the
temple was, and still is today, the most sensitive assignment for conservation
planners.
Wallace Stegner made a similar statement, but more bluntly: “Admittedly it
would be idiotic to preach conservation of such a wilderness in perpetuity, just to keep
it safe from all human use.”6
More than 50 years after Udall wrote The Quiet Crisis, preservationists and
conservationists continue to search for a collaborative approach. In 2010, Jeffrey
Chusid wrote:7
To many of those engaged in sustainable design, historic preservation is
seen as archaic both in focus and technique, fixated on the past. I would argue
that historic preservation is more accurately described as planning for and
managing socially valued and constructed cultural and (increasingly) natural
resources. While these resources derive their meaning from historical and
contemporary usage and associations, the purpose of preservation is to move
these resources into the future, making them useful and meaningful to new
generations while protecting their essential character and embedded narratives.
In the case of Dinosaur, how do we reconcile the original intention of the
Monument designation with its later expansion? While once a resource of scientific
value, the Monument is now, most notably, a scenic park, but more broadly, it is a
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constructed cultural and natural resource. As in the preservation of an historic
building, the interpretation of a landscape as one of cultural significance raises the
questions: Who decides what to preserve? Whose history is preserved, and to whom is
it significant? At Dinosaur, the “who” has included those excavating on the site and
those advocating for its protection in Washington and other eastern cities; while the
“who” has at times included local people, these same people were flatly defeated when
the proposal to harness the power of the Monument’s water threatened to spoil the
wilderness. They believed that the Colorado River Storage Project and the Echo Park
Dam component would create jobs, provide water to semi-arid lands, and offer new
recreational opportunities that would attract tourists. In A Symbol of Wilderness, Mark
Harvey characterized the local sentiment as it might have seemed in 1954: “Supporters
of the Echo Park Dam… clearly disliked having the monument redefined as a great
wilderness preserve… It seemed remarkable to them that such an isolated and poorly
funded national monument could achieve such an exalted reputation overnight…”8
Immediately following the elimination of the Echo Park Dam from the
Colorado River Storage Project, the Quarry Visitor Center, a piece of the National
Park Service’s Mission 66 campaign, was built to enclose the Carnegie Quarry. In a
display unlike any exhibit found in natural history museums, fossils were displayed in
relief within the quarry wall to illustrate the arrangement of the remains as they had
rested for many millions of years. This “in-situ” museum, first proposed by Earl
Douglass in the early twentieth century, was the product of many years of advocacy on
the part of those nearest and most committed to the site. Though scarcely mentioned
8
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in most histories of the Monument, this museum was also the product of a New Deal
relief camp based in Dinosaur two decades earlier, in which Federal Emergency Relief
Administration (F.E.R.A.) workers completed projects entailing quarry overburden
removal, installation of rudimentary facilities for workers and visitors, and
construction of the first “museum” on the site – a shed-like building where classes
were given and fossils were stored and protected. The new museum building,
completed in 1958, allowed visitors to witness continuous excavation of the quarry.
Architectural historian Sarah Allaback said of the building, “The ‘ultra-modern’
[building] had become a model of the Mission 66 design and achievement. Its glass
and steel observation deck, concrete ramp, and cylindrical ‘tower’ suggested scientific
inquiry and sheltered working paleontologists.”9 Given the timing of its completion –
three years after the victory of the conservation movement in the battle over Echo Park
– the Quarry Visitor Center embodied a feeling of optimism for the future of the
Monument.
At the same time that the Quarry Visitor Center was being built, and persisting
through the 1990s, unsuccessful campaigns were waged to elevate the Monument to
National Park status. In the same period, the passage of legislation for preservation –
the Wilderness Act (1964), National Historic Preservation Act (1966), the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (1979), and the Native American Graves
Repatriation Act (1990) – influenced the museum and general management plans
governing resource protection and interpretation within the Monument. Outside of the

9
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Monument, the introduction of these protections raised new objections to the
regulation of paleontological collecting under preservation legislation.
In a 1987 report, the Committee on Guidelines for Paleontological Collecting
argued for a new approach to the regulation of fossil collecting:10
[Federal] agencies have important and valid land management
responsibilities but in some cases they have interpreted existing laws as
requiring them to “protect and preserve” fossils in a manner similar to the
conventional treatment of human artifacts… We challenge the archaeologypaleontology link and urge a different approach.
By the time this report was published, quarry operations and active collecting
had ceased at Dinosaur National Monument; instead, and through the present,
stewardship and interpretation of its resources have been at the fore of the
Monument’s mission. However, nationwide disagreement over the protection of
paleontological resources, which most recently manifested in the passage of the
Paleontological Resources Preservation Act of 2009, presents an opportunity to revisit
the history of Dinosaur National Monument – a history in which a vast landscape has
been protected for more than a century under an act to protect “antiquities.”
Planning for the protection of Dinosaur National Monument has not been
simple because the Monument’s significance cannot be simply stated. In This is
Dinosaur, Stegner began by asking, “What shall we say of it?” and answered his
question in a grand fourteen-page essay. The essay opened with the following:11
Dinosaur National Monument is one of the last almost “unspoiled”
wildernesses – which means it is relatively unmarked by man. Yet it is
already, despite being one of the latest-explored parts of the continent, a
palimpsest of human history, speculation, rumor, fantasy, ambition, science,
10
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controversy, and conflicting plans for use, and these human records so
condition our responses to the place that they contain a good part of the
Dinosaur’s meaning.
This thesis will tell that story – the human history of a “wilderness” landscape.
In sum, it will aim to answer the question: How has the legislated purpose of
Dinosaur National Monument shaped the significance of its resources? In answering
this question, the author made site visits, performed primary and secondary research,
and conducted phone and email interviews.
The author visited Dinosaur National Monument in January and March of
2016. These visits were most valuable in gaining familiarity with the resources and
geology of the Monument, appreciating the relative remoteness and, in many areas,
inaccessibility, of the landscape, and contextualizing the Monument in relation to
nearby localities such as Vernal, Utah. Several photographs provided in the body of
this study were taken during the second of these visits.
Primary research constituted the most significant share of work completed in
the preparation of this thesis. The personal papers of Earl Douglass, perhaps the most
important individual in the history of Dinosaur, were left in the possession of the
University of Utah at Salt Lake City. The author’s account of the first three decades
of Dinosaur’s history heavily relied on the correspondences and journals included in
this collection. Personal papers of G. Ernest Untermann, a scientist who was involved
with Dinosaur and the Utah Field House of Natural History in nearby Vernal during
the mid-twentieth century, are also held in the University’s records, as are a small
collection of general files documenting the past fifty years at Dinosaur. At the
National Archives in College Park, Maryland, the records of the National Park Service

9

hold much of the material that was needed in order to write the chapters of this thesis
spanning the 1930s through the 1960s. Local newspapers, particularly the Vernal
Express, closely followed the goings-on at Dinosaur beginning in the early twentieth
century, and the author used these records to understand the regional context in which
the Monument’s developments were appreciated. The Denver Service Center of the
National Park Service generously provided dozens of digitized records to aid in this
study. Finally, Dinosaur National Monument’s recently launched “Digital Quarry
Project” website, found at www.carnegiequarry.com, features interactive resources
related to the dinosaur quarry, and most usefully, includes an archival photograph
collection.
Secondary resources informed the theoretical and historical foundation
underlying this thesis. Administrative histories, including R. G. Beidelman’s
unpublished early history of Dinosaur National Monument, Our National Park
Service: A Critical History, by John Ise, and America’s National Monuments: The
Politics of Preservation, by Hal Rothman, supported the author’s historical
framework. The works of the author’s committee members, Jeffrey Chusid and
Michael Tomlan, and of others, including Roderick Nash and Stewart Udall,
contributed to the theoretical framework of this thesis.
From January to March of 2016, the author conducted interviews with several
representatives who were geographically positioned to provide firsthand accounts of
various topics of interest in this study. Most helpfully, Dan Chure, Paleontologist and
Collections Manager at Dinosaur, provided documents and information at the outset of
this research. The author prepared short lists of questions for phone interviews, and of

10

particular value were those conducted with Christopher Hansen, Historic Preservation
Planner at the Utah State Historic Preservation Office, and Betsy Chapoose, NAGPRA
Representative of the Ute people of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation.
Chapter One of this thesis will introduce the national trends that led to the
creation of the Antiquities Act and the National Park Service, generated interest in
dinosaur discoveries beginning in the late nineteenth century, and formed the cultural
context in which Dinosaur National Monument was established. Chapter Two will
span more than two decades of the early history of Dinosaur, in which the quarry was
continuously excavated by a handful of scientific institutions, a highly productive
federal relief camp developed the site through excavation and construction projects,
and national awareness grew with increased accessibility and attempts to create a
museum at the Monument. This chapter will also examine the 1938 proclamation that
enlarged the Monument from 80 to 203,885 acres, appending to the dinosaur quarry a
vast landscape of unsurveyed canyon country. Chapter Three will center on the power
and reclamation plans that aimed to harvest the flow of the Colorado River and its
tributaries, and that threatened to irreversibly alter the natural landscape of the
Monument’s scenic canyons. The outcome of this episode in Dinosaur’s history
dramatically transformed the Monument’s popular identity signaled a new chapter in
the national conservation movement. Chapter Four will tell the story of the
construction of the Quarry Visitor Center at Dinosaur in the 1950s. In Chapter Five,
the author will describe several means by which the resources within Dinosaur have
been protected in the second half of its history, and in doing so, will discuss the
passage of federal legislation providing for the preservation of historical,

11

archaeological, cultural, and paleontological resources. In this chapter, the author will
illustrate how the significance that the Monument had accrued in its first fifty years
has been interpreted for its protection. Finally, in the Conclusion, the author will
grapple with the difficulty of protecting Dinosaur National Monument – a fascinating
landscape, but an anomalous unit of the National Park Service – and will discuss how
the legislated purpose of the Monument has shaped its significance.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT

Figure 1.1. Region Map of Dinosaur National Monument, 1986 (Image credit: “Dinosaur National
Monument General Management Plan,” (Washington D.C.: National Park Service, 1986), 2)
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Figure 1.2. Map of Dinosaur National Monument, 2016 (Image credit: National Park Service,
www.nps.gov).
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Introduction
Of the 260 National Park Service units that manage fossils within their
boundaries, only thirteen were created with the express purpose of protecting
paleontological resources, and Dinosaur National Monument was the first.12
Dinosaur’s 1915 designation under the Antiquities Act of 1906 was the consequence
of more than half a century of exciting dinosaur discoveries, settlement and
exploration of the West, publicly and privately funded archaeological expeditions, and
an evolving legal framework for the management of public lands. The use of the
Antiquities Act for the protection of a fossil quarry – a site from which resources will
be extracted rather than preserved – was unprecedented, and was not accomplished
without important doubts expressed within the Department of the Interior. The
Carnegie Museum in Pittsburgh, the original operators of the quarry, understood that
the designation was meant to protect the fossil quarry from unscientific uses, including
mining and power development. However, as will be seen in later chapters, the
determination of which entities should profit from a public land reservation, and which
uses of the land were appropriate given the Monument’s enabling legislation, would
be repeatedly questioned.

The Nature and Early History of Dinosaur (from the Mesozoic Era to 1900 A.D.)
Dinosaur National Monument comprises 211,142 acres and straddles the
border of Utah and Colorado. It is situated in two counties – Uintah County in
northeast Utah and Moffat County in northwest Colorado – on the eastern portion of
12
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the east-west trending Uinta Mountain range. Two major streams – the Green River
from the north and the Yampa River from the east – cross the Monument. Bordering
these rivers are the Lodore, Whirlpool, and Split Mountain canyons along the Green
and the Yampa Canyon along the Yampa. Most of the Monument’s rock formations
date from the Precambrian to Cretaceous Eras, but the Browns Park Formation of the
Tertiary period is found at higher elevations. The Monument’s elevation ranges from
4,750 to 9,006 feet.13
The head of the Green River is in the Wind River Mountains of Wyoming.
The River flows south until it reaches the Uinta Range, at which point it flows along
the north of Daggett County, Utah, and runs parallel to the Uintas toward the
northeast-northwest Utah-Colorado border. It then abruptly turns south, traverses the
Uinta Mountains, and flows through Lodore Canyon, by which it enters the
Monument. Within the Monument, the Green runs from northeast to southwest. The
Yampa River is the largest tributary of the Green and begins in Garfield County,
Colorado. It flows westward and enters Dinosaur at Deerlodge Park, which is at the
head of Yampa Canyon. The Green and Yampa Rivers combine at Echo Park.

Figure 1.3. Green River near Split Mountain, 2016 (Image credit: Author’s photograph, March 2016)

13

G.E. Untermann and B.R. Untermann, A Popular Guide to the Geology of Dinosaur National
Monument (Dinosaur National Monument Utah-Colorado: Dinosaur Nature Association, 1969).
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Figure 1.4. Green River and campground near Split Mountain, 2016 (Image credit: Author’s
photograph, March 2016)

The terrain of Dinosaur National Monument took shape over tens of millions
of years. The critical geological era of Dinosaur was the Mesozoic, which spanned
from 245 to 65 million years ago. The dinosaur fossils from which the Monument
derives its significance date to the Jurassic period. The next major event in the area’s
geologic history was the formation of the Rocky Mountains during the Tertiary Period
of the Cenozoic Era. The most recent geologic changes, which created the canyons
and mountains found at Dinosaur today, stemmed from wind and water erosion of the
region’s sedimentary deposits. There are several major mountains within the
Monument – Douglas, Diamond, Blue, Split, and Wild Mountains – as well as several
minor peaks. Parks, flats, and basins are distributed throughout the terrain; these
include Echo, Rainbow, and Pearl Parks; East and West Cactus Flats; and Yampa

17
Plateau.14 Brown’s Park, a place that “maintain[s] a mystical quality for historians and
followers of the American West,” lies in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming and borders
the northernmost extension of Dinosaur National Monument. The climate of Dinosaur
is semiarid with exceedingly hot summers and cold winters.
Evidence of four pre-Columbian cultures – petroglyphs, pictographs, former
dwellings, human remains, artifacts, and burial sites – has been identified within the
Monument. Of primary importance to the history of the region are Ute people. The
Utes inhabited the region as early as 700 A.D. and were present in the early 20th
century.15 The Fremont people, an outgrowth of the Basketmaker (Ancestral Puebloan)
people, occupied areas of the region from 800 to 1276 A.D. Sites associated with
Fremont culture, as well as artifacts including pottery shards, and baskets, were the
focus of The Archaeology of Castle Park Dinosaur National Monument, a study
conducted by the University of Utah in 1948.16
The first white contact with the Monument area was recorded in 1776. In this
year, the Spanish government commissioned two friars, Dominguez and Escalante, to
explore the country between New Mexico and California in order to find an overland
route connecting Santa Fe with Spanish settlements in California. Their expedition
marked the beginning of a century of exploration within the region of Dinosaur
National Monument. The next party arrived in 1825, when William Ashley led an
expedition down Green River in search of hunting grounds and sites for fur trading.

14
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The Fremont expedition followed in 1843-44. In 1849, a group in search of gold
traversed the region of Dinosaur in boats on the way to California. From 1820
through the early 1840s, fur trade dominated the Dinosaur area. Fort Davy Crockett, a
trading post, was established immediately north of the Monument and was in business
from 1834 to 1840.17
In 1849, following the close of the fur trade era in the Dinosaur region, “Uncle
Sam” Bassett established his homestead on Willow Creek. He was the first of many
Bassetts to settle on Dinosaur lands. During this period, cattle were first introduced in
Brown’s Park. A few other settlers, largely ranchers, came into the northernmost part
of the Dinosaur area, near Brown’s Park. Development halted during the years of the
Civil War and was set into motion again when John Wesley Powell led an expedition
down Green River in 1869. Powell led a second expedition through the Dinosaur area
two years later. By this time, settlers and ranchers from Wyoming had begun to
spread into northwestern Colorado. The last of the notable federal explorations of the
region, the Hayden Surveys, took place at Brown’s Park and the Ashley Valley, by
which time cattle ranchers were widely found. During this period, and through 1900,
the Browns Park area became known as a place to “avoid legal entanglements;” the
growth of ranching and the remoteness of the area created an environment in which
rustling and horse theft prevailed.18
In 1879, the first sheep were introduced as part of the Edwards Brothers’
ranching operation. By 1900, cattlemen, largely from Colorado, and sheepmen,
primarily from Utah, were in fierce competition for range land. At the end of the 19th
17
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century, farming also spread throughout the region, but by the 1920s, many of these
farming establishments had become ranching operations. A third influence in the
region at the end of the 19th century was that of federal involvement in natural
resource management, incited by the passage of General Revision Act of 1891 and the
Newlands Act of 1902. Early water resource development began in Dinosaur lands
with Bureau of Reclamation fieldwork around the Brown’s Park area; this work was
abandoned before 1915, the year in which the Monument was established.19 In 1906,
the Antiquities Act was passed, and in 1909, Earl Douglass discovered fossil
specimens in what would become the Carnegie Quarry.

Dinosaurs in America
A brief history of fossil discoveries in the United States is needed in order to
contextualize the American public’s reception of Douglass’ 1909 discovery. Nearly
150 years before this discovery, French naturalist George Louis Leclerc, the Comte de
Buffon, espoused a theory of “American Degeneracy,” according to which the natural
landscape of North America was inferior to that of Europe and consequently limited
the flourishing of impressive forms of life. In his 1787 Notes on Virginia, Thomas
Jefferson discredited this theory. The discovery of mastodon fossils definitively laid
this theory to rest. Charles Willson Peale, painter, scientist, and naturalist, who had
founded his Philadelphia Museum of natural history in 1786, discovered a mastodon
skeleton, which became the world’s first fully articulated prehistoric skeleton, near
Montgomery, New York, in 1801. Peale then immortalized the discovery in his
painting entitled The Exhumation of the Mastodon, completed between 1806 and 1808.
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The mastodon was heralded as an American species and a testament to the virility of
America’s natural environment. Instead of looking to the archaeological riches of
Europe, Americans could take pride in their country’s pristine wilderness and
uncharted Western lands.20
The first discovery of dinosaur fossils followed many years later, in 1858, in
Haddonfield, New Jersey. In the next three decades, dinosaurs would increasingly
capture the public’s imagination during the “dinosaur gold rush” of the West.21 Much
of this attention resulted from the highly publicized rivalry between two scientists –
Othniel C. Marsh of the Peabody Museum at Yale and the U.S. Geological Survey and
Edward Drinker Cope of the Academy of Natural Sciences in Philadelphia. Beginning
in the 1870s, the Marsh and Cope fought often and publicly in scientific journals and
privately in heated correspondences. Before 1877, no significant dinosaur fossils had
been found in either America or Europe, but in that year, the spectacular fossil fields
of Como Bluff, Wyoming, were discovered. The two men led competing quarry
operations at Como Bluff, and their teams engaged in acts of vandalism to sabotage
each other’s excavations. Outside of this drama, the American Museum of Natural
History waded into the field of dinosaur collecting when it hired its first
paleontologist, Henry Fairfield Osborn, in 1891. Osborn’s prized dinosaur hunter,
Barnum Brown, also dug in Wyoming at the end the nineteenth century, but later,
moved throughout other areas of the American West. It was at this time, at the
beginning of the twentieth century, that the Carnegie Museum dispatched Earl
Douglass to dig in Utah.
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The Antiquities Act of 1906
Concurrently with the feverish escalation of dinosaur interest in the nineteenth
century, several trends in the United States – historic preservation actions in the East,
and to some extent, in the West, the early development of archaeology, exploration of
the West and discovery of ruins in the Southwest, and increasing government control
over public land – would set the stage for the passage of the Antiquities Act of 1906.22
Historic preservation began as an elite interest in the early to mid-nineteenth century
with actions such as Abraham and Judah Touro’s purchase of Thomas Jefferson’s
home at Monticello in 1836 and the chartering of the Mount Vernon Ladies
Association in 1856. In the wake of the Civil War, sentiments turned toward the
memorialization of significant figures on both the Union and Confederate sides. New
England became the center of preservation activities, channeling regional pride into
the protection of houses as museums. At the same time, advocates effected the
preservation of battlefields and other sites associated with the Revolutionary War in
the mid-Atlantic region, and the Association for the Preservation of Virginia
Antiquities was founded in 1888, supporting preservation efforts in the South. In the
same year, Los Angeles librarian Tessa L. Kelso founded the Association for the
Preservation of Missions in California. For years, California’s missions suffered from
neglect, only undergoing repairs necessary to make the spaces suitable for worship.
Appreciation for Southwest heritage arose, partly in response to the advocacy of
individuals, such as Helen Hunt Jackson, who raised awareness of Spanish heritage in
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her 1884 novel, Ramona, and Charles F. Lummis, who famously “tramped” across the
U.S., and whose monthly periodical, Land of Sunshine, promoted the preservation of
the missions.23
Museum sponsorship of archaeological investigations in the mid-nineteenth
century produced early natural history collections and resulted in significant written
works, such as Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley, the first publication of
the Smithsonian Institution. This archaeological survey, completed in 1848 by E. G.
Squier and E. H. Davis, studied Indian mounds and earthworks largely distributed
throughout Ohio but also scattered throughout the South and Midwest. Charles Eliot
Norton’s review of Ancient Monuments began a discussion of the protection of these
resources. Norton went on to become the first professor of Fine Arts in the U.S., at
Harvard in 1875, and to form the Archaeological Institute of America in 1879. His
work was significant in shaping the history of art and architecture, ultimately figuring
prominently in the future direction of preservation.24 Public sponsorship of
archaeology followed with the creation of the Bureau of American Ethnology (later
the Bureau of Ethnology) in 1879, thus furthering American interest in pre-European
history. The Bureau sponsored studies of the West and Southwest under the direction
of John Wesley Powell, who travelled down the Colorado River on a raft, and who is
credited as one of the first to explore the region of Dinosaur National Monument.
Meanwhile, wealthy individuals, such as Mary Hemenway of Boston, who provided
the funds to protect the Old South Meeting House, contributed to sponsored
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explorations of the West.25 In 1889, in response to a petition signed by preservationminded easterners, Congress appropriated funds for the repair and maintenance of the
Casa Grade Ruins in Arizona.
The 1890 census of the U.S. showed that westward expansion had been
completed (i.e. the West was “closed”).26 Following the success of the Homestead Act
of 1862; by which the government encouraged settlement of the West by granting 160
acres of land to those who paid a filing fee, improved the parcel, and lived on the
parcel for five years;27 the Forest Reserve Act, signed into law by President Harrison
in 1891 (as Section 24 of the General Revision Act of 1891), allowed the President to
exercise discretionary power to reserve forest lands in the public domain from private
claims.28 President Harrison reserved 13 million acres of forest lands in the remainder
of his term. President Cleveland followed with 5 million more, but when he
designated 20 million acres on George Washington’s birthdate in 1897, homesteaders
in the West, some of whom were located within the new reserves, argued for means to
exchange their claims for others in the public domain.29 The reaction of the
homesteaders, voiced by their representatives in Congress, signified a dichotomy
between the West and East that had already emerged in disagreement over government
management of public lands, and that would continue to complicate public land
management over the next century.
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Before the passage of the Antiquities Act in 1906, several parks had been
designated for administration under the Department of the Interior – Yellowstone,
Yosemite, Sequoia and General Grant (the “tree parks”), Mount Rainier, Crater Lake,
Wind Cave, Sullys Hill, and Platt.30 President Grant signed the Yellowstone Park Act
on March 1, 1872, setting aside over 2 million acres within a somewhat arbitrarily
drawn, perfectly rectangular area. The bill, which would become the example by
which subsequent reservations were made, assigned the park to the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of the Interior, who would publish rules and regulations to “provide for the
preservation, from injury or spoliation, of all timber, mineral deposits, natural
curiosities, or wonders within said park, and their retention in their natural condition.”
Additionally, “the Secretary may in his discretion, grant leases for building purposes
for terms not exceeding ten years, of small parcels of ground, at such places in said
park as shall require the erection of buildings for the accommodations of visitors” and
“shall provide against the wanton destruction of the fish and game found within said
park, and against their capture or destruction for the purposes of merchandise or profit.
He shall also cause all persons trespassing upon the same after the passage of this act
to be removed therefrom.”31 Unfortunately, the regulations promulgated under the Act
were not self-enforcing. Neither the budget nor the wisdom needed to protect against
vandals and hunters were available for the first decade; at one point, Wyoming
provided justices of the peace and constables with the authority to arrest those
violating the regulations, but these personnel were found to be not only inefficient but
30
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“terribly corrupt.”32 In 1886, Captain Moses Harris was appointed the Acting
Superintendent, and with him, came a troop cavalry assigned to the protection of the
park; this arrangement continued for thirty years.33 Funding limitations presented
issues for the provision of facilities as well; with the federal government unable to
support the construction of visitor amenities, private businesses entered 10-year leases
to do this, creating many management challenges for the Superintendent of the park.34
Yosemite was created in several stages, beginning in 1864, when Congress
turned Yosemite Valley over to the state of California, which would then “hold the
lands for public use, resort and recreation.” In 1890, a “forest reservation”
surrounding the state park was established, and from then until 1906, when the Valley
receded to the federal government, Yosemite was “a mountain national park
surrounding a badly managed state park.”35 Yosemite faced issues similar to those in
Yellowstone – difficulty in protecting against those violating regulations, management
of concessioners – and in addition, contained an array of patented lands, including
those claimed for homestead, timber, and mining purposes. In 1904, Hiram M
Chittenden, a prominent engineer, prepared a report on the private lands within the
Park, finding that these holdings represented a value of $4 million. His findings were
incorporated into a 1905 bill that affected a boundary adjustment eliminating private
lands.
From the early years of both Yosemite and Yellowstone, the practical
difficulties of controlling private actions within public lands became clear. Before the
32
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passage of the Antiquities Act, no federal law existed to govern the extraction of
cultural objects from public lands. The need for such legislation became acutely
apparent in 1904, when United States Army Captain George F. Hamilton, acting
superintendent of Sequoia and General Grant National Parks, reported that a man had
found a prehistoric stone dish in a then-unexplored section of Sequoia. Hamilton
sought guidance in the treatment of this and other objects that may be uncovered, and
the Department of the Interior gave the matter immediate attention. Acting Secretary
Thomas Ryan replied that the man, J. F. Seabright, should turn over the object to the
superintendent. Within a few days, Richard Rathbun, the acting director of the
Smithsonian Institution, asked for the dish to be sent to him for study. Thinking along
a similar vein, the acting commissioner of the Bureau of Ethnology, William Harris,
put forth his opinion that the dish was the rightful property of the National Museum.
W.A. Richards, commissioner of the General Land Office, went further to say that any
person who removes artifacts from public lands should be charged with trespassing.36
Recognizing his relative strength in the dispute, Seabright stated, in two
interviews with Forest Ranger Ernest Britten of the national parks in California, that
he would not comply with the Department of the Interior’s request unless the
government found means to compel him to relinquish the dish. Seabright’s successful
refusal – “the matter of the ‘stone dish’ taken from Sequoia Park” as it came to be
known by federal officials – forced the realization that no legal mechanism could
empower the Department of the Interior to take any action beyond ordering the return
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of the dish; while existing laws governed mineral and water rights, artifacts of cultural
importance lacked legal protection.
In 1882, more than twenty years before the passage of the Antiquities Act,
Senator Hoar of Massachusetts had presented a petition from the New England
Historic Genealogical Society asking that Congress take seriously the issue of looting
in the Southwest.37 Dr. Jesse Nusbaum, a former Superintendent of Mesa Verde Park
and an authority on archaeological ruins, described the “deplorable and destructive
looting” in the years leading up to the Antiquities Act; these acts had begun in the
mid-1880’s in the West and peaked at the turn of the twentieth century. In 1904,
Agent Holsinger of the General Land Office’s Phoenix, Arizona, office was instructed
to “investigate and terminate” the Hyde Expedition’s ongoing excavation at Chaco
Canyon in New Mexico. The Pueblo Bonito ruin, located within the unperfected
homestead of Richard Wetherill, the expedition’s leader, was the site of the
excavations. As a result of his investigation, Holsinger terminated further excavations
within Pueblo Bonito and went further by withdrawing the land around and containing
Pueblo Bonito from Wetherill’s homestead.38 Wetherill came to symbolize a threat
against which the Department of the Interior, professional archaeologists and
anthropologists, and members of Congress could unite to pass preservation legislation.
Further projecting these preservation issues to the fore was the advocacy of
the Records of the Past Exploration Society, founded in 1900 by Reverend Henry
Mason Baum, an amateur archaeologist who had excavated biblical sites in the Middle
East. Through the Society’s Records of the Past journal, Baum and his peers invoked
37
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both patriotic conviction and religious contemplation in arguing the urgent need to
protect ruins. In the winter of 1903-4, Baum and his peers penned a bill, under which
the Secretary of the Interior would be responsible for antiquities on public lands and
would be empowered to issue excavation permits to “incorporated” groups. They
approached Congressman William Rodenberg of Illinois, who introduced the bill in
the House of Representatives in March of 1904. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge
introduced the companion bill in the Senate Public Lands Committee.39 The
Rodenberg-Lodge bill received generally favorable responses, and in a hearing before
the subcommittee of the Senate Public Lands Committee, representatives of
educational and scientific institutions testified that the Rodenberg-Lodge bill was the
best bill to protect antiquities proposed thus far.40 That the bill fell out of favor might
be attributed to both the inherent weaknesses of the bill and to emerging
disagreements between preservation proponents. Baum’s elitist attitude, and at times,
political ineptitude, resulted in the alienation of many potential allies, while a separate
movement united behind Edgar L. Hewett, a westerner, archaeologist, and
ethnological assistant in the Bureau of American Ethnology with strong ties to
Commissioner Richards of the General Land Office and Representative John F. Lacey
of Iowa. Among Hewett’s criticisms of the Lodge-Rodenberg bill were that it would
have restricted excavations to only incorporated groups – museums, universities,
scientific and educational institutions – thus excluding even the Bureau of American
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Ethnology, and that it equated archaeology with vandalism by making excavations by
such unincorporated parties on public lands a misdemeanor.41
At a joint meeting of the American Anthropological Association and the
Archaeological Institute of America, held in Ithaca, New York, in December 1905,
Hewett presented his own bill, which was drafted in the office of Commissioner
Richards in partnership with Representative Lacey. Titled “An Act for the
Preservation of American Antiquities,” the bill avoided the administrative questions
introduced by the Rodenberg-Lodge bill by assigning departments to administer ruins
within lands inside their own jurisdictions. It also empowered the President to
designate national monuments. To assuage concerns over the latter provision,
Representative Lacey, who introduced the bill in the House, argued that the provision
did not grant the President new powers, but rather, extended an existing power – the
authority to create forest reserves under the Forest Reserve Act of 1891 – into a
different realm – that of objects of special interest in the Southwest. It was further
argued that the size of the areas to be set aside would be inherently much smaller than
those protected as forest reserves. Senator Thomas Patterson of Colorado introduced
the companion bill in the Senate. After passing both the Senate and House with little
objection, the Antiquities Act was approved by President Roosevelt on June 8, 1906.42
The Antiquities Act instituted a penalty of not more than $500 or ninety days
imprisonment for appropriating, excavating, injuring, or destroying “any historic or
prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity, situated on lands owned or
controlled by the government of the United States, without the permission of the
41
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Secretary of the Department of the Government having jurisdiction over the lands on
which the said antiquities are situated.” By Section 2, the President was authorized
“to declare by public proclamation historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric
structures, and other objects of historic or scientific interest that are situated upon the
lands owned or controlled by the Government of the United States to be national
monuments, and may reserve as a part thereof parcels of land, the limits of which in
all cases shall be confined to the smallest area compatible with proper care and
management of the objects to be protected: Provided, That when such objects are
situated upon a tract covered by a bona fide unperfected claim or held in private
ownership, the tract, or so much thereof as may be necessary for the proper care and
management of the object, may be relinquished to the Government, and the Secretary
of the Interior is hereby authorized to accept the relinquishment of such tracts in
behalf of the Government of the United States.” Section 3 established the authority of
the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and War to grant permits for examination,
excavation, and gathering of objects of antiquity within lands under their respective
jurisdictions to institutions or qualified persons, provided that the permitted action will
be for the benefit of “reputable museums, universities, colleges, or other recognized
scientific or educational institutions, with a view to increasing the knowledge of such
objects, and that the gatherings shall be made for permanent preservation in public
museums.” Section 4 instructed the Secretaries of the proper departments to publish
rules and regulations.43
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The Establishment of Dinosaur National Monument (1912-1915)
On February 12, 1912, William J. Holland, Director of the Carnegie Museum
in Pittsburgh, wrote to the Earl Douglass, the Museum’s fieldwork paleontologist, to
press Douglass to file a mining claim for their quarry site, located in what would
become Dinosaur National Monument. Before there was any discussion of creating a
Dinosaur National Monument, the Carnegie Museum had been free to dig without
applying for permits, save for one from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. In February of
1912, Douglass expressed concern over the implications of the Antiquities Act in his
return correspondence with Holland; he sent Holland a copy of the Act and questioned
whether they could move ahead with filing a claim “for the taking up of quarry-land.”
Holland somewhat angrily discarded the notion that the Act should affect them at all,
stating that, “The law… has no relevance whatever. I was perfectly cognizant of the
passing of this law and was one of the parties who labored to secure the passage of the
act. It was intended to preserve, as the law states, ‘ruins, monument, and historic or
prehistoric antiquities,’ and had special reference to the dwelling houses of the Indians
who occupied the mesas, and had nothing to do with fossils. The Government, the
Geological Surveyor, and nobody else ever imagined fossils in rock came under the
head of monuments or American antiquities.”44
In fact, this question had already been raised within two years of the passage of
the Act, when Secretary Fisher of the Department of the Interior submitted to
Secretary Wolcott of the Smithsonian Institution an application to collect vertebrate
fossils on an Indian reservation. Fisher was unsure whether the Act applied to this
44
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case, and Wolcott determined that whether or not it was the original intent, the Act
does govern fossil collecting because of the expensive and specialized work required
to prepare and mount fossil specimens. Thereafter, the Department of Interior would
issue permits for the collection of paleontological specimens on public lands.45
The Carnegie Museum had sent Earl Douglass to search for fossils in the Uinta
Basin in 1907. By Douglass’s account, the area was relatively unexplored before that
time. A scientific expedition under Marsh of the Peabody Museum had “hastily
explored” the north Uinta Basin in 1870, a group from Princeton collected mammal
fossils in the region in 1880, and O. A. Peterson of the American Museum of Natural
History in New York City managed to gather a few fossils there in 1893. Douglass
believed that the American Museum would soon send an expedition there, and that the
Carnegie Museum needed to act swiftly, for fear that “only one permit to enter the
Indian Reservation will be granted.”46 The Department of the Interior granted the
Carnegie Museum a permit to dig, and Douglass soon began collecting vertebrate
fossils near Dragon, Utah.
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Figure 1.5. Earl Douglass at the quarry, n.d. (Image credit: carnegiequarry.com).

Because the region was located within the Uinta and Uncompahgre Indian
Reservations, conditions of the permit were specified by the Commissioner of the
Office of Indian Affairs in the Department of the Interior. Chief among the
Commissioner’s stipulations were that the Museum must compensate any Indian on
whose land they retrieve fossils, and that the expedition could not bring liquors into
the reservation or give any alcohol to the Indians. By way of this permit, the party
was “the agent responsible for the good order of the reservations and the welfare of the
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Indians thereon.” Furthermore, the Commissioner encouraged them to employ the
Indian locals in preference to white laborers.47
In 1908, Holland joined Douglass in Utah, and the two extended their search
northwest of Douglass’s initial geography. At a location southeast of Split Mountain
gorge, Douglass and Holland began to find Jurassic fossils, including the exciting
discovery of a Diplodocus femur. The pair subsequently found that the Jurassic
deposit extended in the northwest direction. After an apparent break from the site,
Douglass returned to the Uinta Basin in 1909, and in August of that year, made his
most important discovery yet – eight tail bones of a “Brontosaurus.”48 (These were
later identified as belonging to an Apatosaurus.)49 The Vernal Express reported that a
dinosaur “sixty-five feet long, sixteen feet high,” an exaggeration, were found to the
north of the Green River, “one mile west of the Red Wash and about seven miles
above Jensen.” Douglass held off all excavation for more than a week so that local
people could view the remains.50 The discovery of the “Brontosaurus” marked the
beginning of local interest in the dinosaur quarry. Through August and September,
small groups of visitors made the trek out to the quarry to watch Douglass at work.
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Holland believed that the Brontosaurus specimen, if in fact it were what it seemed and
in nearly complete condition, would be “epoch-making in the development of our
knowledge of the Sauropoda of the Jurassic period.”51 By mid-November, Vernal
Express called the excavation site a “regular nest of the animals,” relating Douglass’s
discovery of another dinosaur imbedded under the first.52 In the next month, Holland
was convinced that they were involved with “a matter which is of the very highest
importance from the standpoint of the paleontologist.”53
Through 1909 and 1910, Douglass worked in the quarry and operated with a
budget of $15,000, granted from Andrew Carnegie’s “own pocket.” The work
involved the removal of overburden, accomplished using charges of “giant powder,”
careful chiseling around bones, removal of the bones in large blocks of rock, which
were then preserved by wrapping the rocks in strips of burlap dipped in flour paste
(later, plaster of Paris). Then, the rocks were lowered “onto a mule drawn skid” and
transported to a wagon road. After boxing, the rocks would travel 55 miles to Watson,
where they were transferred onto Uinta Railway cars, and later, transferred to Denver
and Rio Grande railroad lines, by which they would arrive in Pittsburgh.54 Douglass
was repeatedly instructed to “keep [his] mouth closed about fossils” and instead, state
that the boxes contained “uncut stone;” this was to be done so that the charge for rail
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transportation would be cheaper, and so that neighborhood gossip could be kept at a
minimum.55

Figure 1.6. Wagons heading to the Watson Rail Station, transporting fossils en route to the Carnegie
Museum, n.d. (Image credit: Uintah County Library, digital scan at carnegiequarry.com).

In Holland’s letters to Douglass during these early years, the Director
emphasized the need for tangible results, reminding Douglass of the project’s source
of funding, and pressing him to send better documentation of the specimens
uncovered. It seems that Douglass’s and Holland’s opposite personalities had clashed
from the beginning; Douglass, who, when not working, often wrote poems and stories,
and who tended to speak in emotional terms, was criticized on more than one occasion
for sending Holland too many photographs “representing men eating their meals in the
quarry” and “groups of men with picks and shovels in their hand,” rather than
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photographs of the fossils.56 Holland, whose letters indicate that he constantly doubted
the fruitfulness of continued work in the quarry, expressed disappointment as early as
1911, when he observed that the quarry had “degenerated into a ‘general quarry’ in
which there is evidently a mix-up of all sorts of things.”57 Despite the Director’s
disillusionment, the Carnegie Museum would continue to operate the quarry until
1922.
In 1912, Douglass wrote to Andrew Carnegie to provide him an intimate view
of the work that his “pocket” money was supporting. By then, Douglass and his team
had discovered three nearly complete skeletons. Underneath the first “Brontosaurus,”
they found a second skeleton, smaller than the skeleton above, but possibly the “most
perfect skeleton of a great Dinosaur” found thus far. Douglass’s theory of the
deposit’s origin was that the carcasses were washed down a river until they were
stranded and buried in sand. The current of the water was evident in the positions of
the bones. Additionally, dinosaurs were not the only “interesting things in this weird
land of desolation.” In the Wasatch formation rocks, fossils of mammals several
million years more recent than those of the dinosaurs had been found; these were
mammals that might have been distant relatives of present-day animals, such as dogs
and horses.58
In his letter, Douglass also alluded to an institutional rivalry with the American
Museum of Natural History: “While we aspire to their splendid achievements, [we] are
stimulated by a friendly rivalry and are proud that in some things, we have already
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outstripped them. Dr. Holland has quoted Professor Osborn [of AMNH] as saying
that we ‘have the world skinned a mile in Miocene Mammals and Jurassic Dinosaurs.’
If that is true we now have it beaten at least two miles in the Dinosaur race.”59 At this
time, when nomenclature and identification of species were rapidly evolving,
paleontologists raced to be the first to publish on a given subject. The rivalry between
the two institutions was somewhat less “friendly” when discussed in confidence. A
few years later, Holland wrote to Douglass that the Carnegie Museum was “quite in
the habit of laughing at Osborn, and probably the most laughable thing that has yet
appeared is his latest book… It is a farrago of pseudo-philosophical sentences,
compiled with the evident object of impressing the unlearned with the profundity of
his mental operations.”60 Friendly or not, this rivalry seemed to dissolve after the
Carnegie Museum ended its work at the quarry in 1922; many years later, the
American Museum of Natural History would lend its expertise to the development of
an “in-situ” museum to house its fossil quarry.
Around the time that this letter was written, the Carnegie Museum was
planning to file a mining claim. Douglass filed the Carnegie Museum Placer Claim,
Mineral Entry No. 04764, Survey No. 6206, with the General Land Office on April 5,
1913.61 On July 24 of that year, Douglass received notification that the General Land
Office cancelled their mineral entry. Douglass appealed to the Secretary of the
Interior, but after two years, the Secretary upheld the decision of the General Land
Office. It was decided that fossil deposits were not subject to mining claims. Holland
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then instructed Douglass’s attorney in Vernal, Thomas O’Donnell, to prepare a motion
for re-hearing their case. O’Donnell’s argument including the following:62
The controlling factor herein in this case, and in determining the question of
whether or not this claim is such as to be subject to patent, is not whether the
mineral therein contained is within the ‘present’ meaning of mining laws, but
whether or not its mineral elements are such as to be susceptible of being
extracted and possessing an economic value for use in sciences (as found under
subdivision ‘C’ of the Secretary’s decision given)… [F]ossils of dinosaurs and
other prehistoric animals… are of mineral substance, and possess all of the
characteristics chemical and otherwise, sufficient to classify them as
minerals… [T]he said fossils are not being made the subject of barter and sale,
but are being mined, preserved and restored for the benefit and advantage of
science, and their usefulness and economic value comes clearly within the
premises set forth in subdivision ‘C’ of Section 98…”
Their motion for re-hearing was denied on November 16, 1915, just one month
after the proclamation creating Dinosaur National Monument was signed.
On August 6, 1915, the First Assistant Secretary of the Interior had sent a
letter to the General Land Office requesting that the Office prepare a proclamation to
create a National Monument at the dinosaur quarry. Frank Bond, Chief Clerk of the
General Land Office, sent the proclamation to Clay Tallman, Commissioner of the
Office, and wrote a memorandum to accompany the proclamation.63 Included in the
memorandum were important observations:
I think the National Monument Act, while broad enough in its
expression to cover this case, was not intended to protect objects solely for the
time it would take to remove them. A fossil quarry can have no interest or
value other than that which attaches to the objects removed therefrom and
when this removal is accomplished there will remain no excuse for
perpetuating the reserve. In all other National Monument Reservations, the
objects protected are not intended to be removed, but rather made accessible
for the benefit of science. With this end in view, the historic and prehistoric
ruins of several existing monuments are restored, or are to be restored by the
most competent authority, to their original condition as far as possible, thus
62
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making the reservation not only more attractive and profitable for study and
observation, but also permanent in the place where created.
As stated in the letter to the President, the lands included within this
monument are already covered by coal and phosphate withdrawals, so that
with the rejecting of mineral entries no other form of entry is possible therein
as long as these withdrawals stand and further only such excavations can
lawfully be made as may be authorized by departmental permits granted for the
purpose. If there is a possibility that the withdrawals for coal and phosphate
may be vacated, then the fossil deposit could be protected until its treasury
were removed under the Act of June 25, 1910, and it seems to me that this
withdrawal would be more fitting than the creation of a National Monument,
and equally protective.
There is one other consideration which should occupy our attention in
connection with the creation of National Monuments and that is the granting of
permits to unofficial persons or institutions to excavate and restore, or pull
down and cart away. The National Monuments should continue to be small
National Parks, administered for the education and enjoyment of the people
and to promote this end, I believe this Department can profitably confer, and I
hope, enter into formal agreements with other Departments and the
Smithsonian Institution, not to issue permits either for development or
destructive purposes within these reserves.
In his memorandum, Bond made explicit the difficulty of protecting
paleontological resources, or in this case, the land in which fossils were buried. His
questions arose not from doubt that fossils would be eligible for protection under the
Antiquities Act, but that the designation of a monument where the primary object of
value would be excavated and removed, not preserved or restored onsite, would seem
inappropriate. Given the existing coal and phosphate withdrawals, Bond suggested
that an alternative path to protection be explored, but of course, this recommendation
was not followed.
Tallman referred the memorandum and proclamation to the First Assistant
Secretary of the Interior. On August 25, 1915, Secretary of the Interior Franklin K.
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Lane signed the proclamation’s letter of transmittal to the president.64 The letter
included the following passage:
This reservation is created to prevent unauthorized excavation and
removal from the reefs of Juratrias rocks, here partially exposed, of the fossil
remains of Dinosaur and other early reptilian forms of great scientific value
and paleontological interest. These fossil beds have been partially exploited by
the Carnegie Museum, Pittsburgh, through a permit issued by this Department
on March 15, 1912. Recently an attempt to obtain title from the Government
through the medium of an entry under the mining laws was prevented by
cancellation of the entry and while other forms of entry are temporarily
prevented by the coal and phosphate withdrawals covering the tract, it is
deemed best to create a permanent reservation under the provisions of the act
referred to.
These tremendous fossil remains… should not be lost to science by the
haphazard and unauthorized excavations of speculators or vandals, nor should
the best of them, I think, be scattered among institution of learning the world
over, until this Government has in its great museum, a full representation of the
principal and most extraordinary types.
In this passage, Lane revealed the original purpose for creating the Monument
– the enrichment of the Smithsonian’s collection. However, when he stated that
valuable resources excavated from Dinosaur National Monument should first be added
to the collection of the National Museum of Natural History, rather than that of a
private institution, he did not anticipate that without funding to support this work, the
Carnegie Museum would continue to monopolize the quarry until 1922.
President Wilson signed proclamation No. 1313, creating Dinosaur National
Monument, on October 4, 1915. The text of the Proclamation, in its entirety, is as
follows:
Whereas, in section twenty-six, township four south, range twentythree east of the Salt Lake meridian, Utah, there is located an extraordinary
deposit of Dinosaurian and other gigantic reptilian remains of the Juratrias
period, which are of great scientific interest and value, and it appears that the
64
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public interest would be promoted by reserving these deposits as a National
Monument, together with as much land as may be needed for the protection
thereof.
Now, therefore, I, Woodrow Wilson, President of the United States of
America, by virtue of the power in me vested by Section two of the act of
Congress entitled, “An Act for the Preservation of American Antiquities,” the
unsurveyed northwest quarter of the southeast quarter and the northeast quarter
of the southwest quarter of section twenty-six, township four south, range
twenty-three east, Salt Lake meridian, Utah, as shown upon the diagram hereto
attached and made a part of this proclamation.
While it appears that the lands embraced within this proposed reserve
have heretofore been withdrawn as coal and phosphate lands, the creation of
this monument will prevent the use of the lands for the purposes for which said
withdrawals were made. Warning is hereby expressly given to all
unauthorized persons not to appropriate, excavate, injure or destroy any of the
fossil remains contained within the deposits hereby reserved and declared to be
a National Monument or to locate or settle upon any of the lands reserved and
made a part of this monument by this proclamation.
In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the seal
of the United States to be affixed.
Done at the city of Washington, this fourth day of October, in the year
of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and fifteen and the Independence of the
United States the one hundred and fortieth.

Figure 1.7. Illustration of Dinosaur National Monument boundaries, Franklin K. Lane, Secretary,
General Land Office, and Clay Tallman, Commissioner, Proclamation No. 1313, 1915.
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One week later, the Vernal Express published a brief report of the
proclamation, titling the piece “Our Notoriety Becoming National” and proudly
stating, “That’s right, we deserve it, but that’s only one out of many important things
in which the Uintah basin leads the world.”65 In January of 1916, Dr. George Otis
Smith, Director of the U.S. Geological Survey, wrote to Stephen Mather, Assistant
Secretary of the Interior, to describe the geology of the Monument66:
…[T]he Survey has only casual or incidental information… however, it seems
probable that skeletons are comparatively rare in the formation and region and
that although, beneath the ridges and mesas far back from the outcrop, there
may lie other rich pockets, the particular pocket now under exploitation by the
Carnegie Museum is the only one known in which these remarkable monsters
are found not only in complete skeletons but in considerable numbers…
An examination of the map of Colorado seems to warrant the conclusion that
the so-called Moffett road is destined to be extended westward into Utah for
the commercial and agricultural development of that corner of the State. The
surveys for the project route are said to follow the Green River Valley, the line
for the roadbed being located within a quarter mile of the fossiliferous reef…
One can conceive of the impressiveness and constructiveness of seeing partly
uncovered, and in some cases, protruding from the surfaces and edges of the
strata the bones and skeletons of the monsters, lying where they were buried
many millions of years ago… There is, therefore, reason for the perpetuation
of the Dinosaur National Monument as a fact rather than a name.”
Meanwhile, the Carnegie Museum discussed the continuation of its quarry
activities given the new restrictions imposed by the Monument designation. On
January 12, 1916, Holland wrote to Douglass that he had received the needed permit
from the Secretary of the Interior to carry out their work for the year of 1916.
Regarding the designation of the Monument, Holland related that, “It has been
explained to me that all of these lands in that immediate vicinity have been withdrawn
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from occupation because they are supposed to contain coal and phosphate deposits,
and that the only way to protect us in our right was to withdraw the portion covered by
our mineral claim and set it apart as a national monument under the law of 1906.”67
This was, of course, only partly true. The designation was made to protect the fossil
quarry, and excavation of the quarry was only incidentally the “right” of the Carnegie
Museum at that time. As expressed in the Secretary of the Interior’s letter of August
1915, the best of these specimens were meant to furnish the halls of the National
Museum, rather than those of a private institution. That the Carnegie Museum would,
for so many years, profit from the exploitation of public lands would become a point
of contention in subsequent years.
The National Park Service
The word “monument” cannot neatly describe the collection of U.S. lands that
have been designated as monuments; natural features such as mountains and canyons,
built resources such as missions and homesteads, and commemorative spaces such as
battlefields and birthplaces of famous men are all protected as monuments. John Ise
collected quotations exemplifying various interpretations of national monuments, as
compared with national parks, in Our National Park Policy: By one interpretation,
parks are under development to become visitor resorts, whereas monuments are
merely protected from private interests; alternatively, Horace Albright, a future
Director of the National Park Service, called the two identical with the only difference
being that monuments are generally smaller; Frank Waugh, landscape architect, said
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that national monuments are distinct only in their “complete lack of consistency.”68 An
important advantage of the monument designation is its provision of protections
afforded through presidential proclamation alone; many national parks were first
established as national monuments in order to forestall private actions without
Congressional approval.
The National Park Service was created in 1916, in large part due to a need for a
central bureau and a clear set of principles to govern park management. Not only
were parks and monuments managed under different departments (monuments under
the department in which jurisdiction of the area originally fell), but also concessions
operated under highly varying regulations and sources of appropriation. The issue of
appropriations was most severe and “smacked too much of pork barrel,” as
demonstrated by the establishment of several parks unworthy of the status, and in
instances such as the refusal of Oklahoma representatives to turn over Platt to the
state, arguing that the park allowed them to get their share of federal appropriations.69
Probably the earliest attempt at introducing legislation to establish a central
bureau had been made by Representative Lacey of Iowa in 1900. In 1912, President
Taft urged Congress to establish a Bureau of National Parks, and in the next three
years, several unsuccessful proposals were made. Among the questions at issue were
those of the Director’s salary, grazing privileges, and jurisdiction over national
monuments. In the final bill signed by President Wilson on August 25, 1916, the
director’s salary would by $4,500; the Secretary of the Interior was given the authority
to grant grazing privileges; timber within national parks could be sold or disposed of
68
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for the purpose of conservation; wildlife protection was provided for through
population control of predators; and concession leases could be granted for up to 20
years.70 National monuments were to be managed under the National Park Service,
but exceptions were granted: monuments established in forest reserves remained under
the Department of Agriculture until 1933, and two monuments within War
Department lands remained under that department until 1933.
After the passage of the National Park Service Organic Act, Dinosaur National
Monument fell under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service. Discussion of
elevating the Monument to National Park Status would simmer for many years, with a
peak of activity in this spirit forming in the 1980s. Dinosaur National Monument is,
of course, still a monument. It was dramatically enlarged in 1938 to include areas of
the surrounding canyon country that contained no dinosaur fossils at all, both
muddying the interpretation of the resources protected in the Monument and
complicating the management challenges of the land within its boundaries. These
issues will be discussed in subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE QUARRY AND THE CANYONS

Introduction
Between 1915 and 1938, Dinosaur National Monument transformed and
expanded from a fossil quarry into a vast scenic canyon reservation. The Carnegie
Museum continued to monopolize the fossil quarry after the 1915 designation. After it
relinquished its claim in 1922, several institutions, including the University of Utah
and the U.S. National Museum, took turns excavating the quarry. It was also during
this period that interest coalesced in support of the construction of a museum at the
quarry site. Still, others felt that the quarry was nothing more than a “hole in the
ground,” unworthy of tourist attention. Despite this disagreement, a highly productive
New Deal relief camp was established at the Monument in 1933 and completed much
of the overburden removal work needed in order to continue quarrying of fossils, and
later, to construct an “in-situ" museum. Concurrently, the Park Service had begun to
show interest in designating the Green and Yampa River Canyons as a monument.
The agreement by which this would be accomplished would further obscure the
purpose of “Dinosaur National Monument” and lay the foundation for the battle over
reclamation projects within the Monument in the 1950s.

Carnegie Museum Period (1915-1922)
After Dinosaur National Monument was established in 1915, the Department
of the Interior asked the Carnegie Museum to submit an application for a permit to
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continue excavation, pursuant to Section 3 of the Antiquities Act, whereby the
Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, or War may grant permits for the removal of
objects of antiquity to “institutions or qualified persons… with a view to increasing
the knowledge of such objects.” Douglass and Holland promptly responded, with
Douglass urging Holland to take swift action, and Holland appealing to Charles D.
Walcott, Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, for support of their application in
Washington.71
On December 11, two months after the establishment of the Monument,
Stephen T. Mather, Assistant to the Secretary of the Interior, wrote to Walcott
requesting information on the Carnegie Museum’s quarry activities and on “the
general policy of granting permits to the individuals or organizations to collect on
Government ground fossils or other object that were of scientific rather than
commercial value.”72 After a meeting in which Walcott and Holland discussed the
Carnegie Museum’s application, Walcott informed Mather that “it would not only be
just but also desirable to permit the Carnegie Museum to continue the excavation
which would permit the removal of the bones already exposed and also to continue the
excavations under a permit having a time limit in it.”73 This recommendation proved
effective, and on January 8, 1916, Holland received notification that their permit
would be granted. Their permit was valid for the year 1916 and could be renewed at
the close of that year. All work would be conducted under the supervision of the
Director of the Museum, who was given the authority to appoint individuals with
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archaeological expertise to perform the excavation work. The Museum was required
to submit to the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution a list of the specimens
collected and work completed, accompanied by a plat showing the location from
which each specimen was taken.74 Holland immediately forwarded this information to
Douglass, who would be responsible for preparing the required documentation.75
In this way, the Museum continued to work in the quarry, renewing its permit
each year for the next seven years. Douglass continued to serve as the Museum’s
paleontologist in the field, but in addition to his previous duties, was made to account
more carefully for each specimen uncovered and expense made. As in years past,
Holland and Douglass’ personalities clashed over Douglass’s adherence to
requirements. Only a few months after the issuance of the first permit, Holland
pestered Douglass about focusing on quarrying, rather than road construction, a
preoccupation of Douglass’, and reminded him that their permission to carry out
excavation within the Monument depended on the quality and “vigor” of the work
performed.76
While local Utahns had begun visiting the quarry soon after its discovery in
1909, the designation of the Monument and the development of the surrounding
terrain with the laying of rail lines and roads invited unprecedented numbers of
visitors. Immediately after the establishment of the Monument, the Department of the
Interior began receiving requests for information and photographs, of which the
Department had embarrassingly little. Railroad companies, such as the Denver and
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Rio Grande Railroad Company and the Salt Lake Railroad Company, requested
information and images for use in publicity materials.77 William J. Hanna of the
General Land Office visited the Monument and described the means by which a
person could gain access: “The best routes to reach the monument are from Mack,
Colorado, and Helper, Utah, on the main line of the Denver and Rio Grande Railway,
thence by narrow gauge railroad and stage lines to Vernal… Within a year or two
there will be a railroad through the Uinta basin.”78 Always a gracious host, Douglass
maintained a register of visitors through 1924, counting 504 visitors in the first year
after the Monument designation.79 In 1921, the Vernal Express noted that “all readers
of the public press know that the Commissioner of National Parks is in favor of a Park
to Park Highway, connecting the National parks in one great highway for tourist
travel” and described the campaign of the supervisor of Ashley National Forest,
William M. Anderson, to place the highway close to Dinosaur.80 Anderson wrote to
Cammerer of the National Park Service, who then forwarded the letter to Holland. Of
the interest in increasing tourist access to the Monument, Holland replied:81
The inhabitants of the town of Vernal, located some twenty-five miles
distant from the place where we have been taking up fossil remains, ever since
we began our operations there, have been in the habit of making Sunday trips
to the quarry and have naturally been interested in the glimpses which they
have gotten of the fossil remains as they were being taken out and have been
much entertained no doubt by Douglass…
Mr. Anderson expresses the hope that something may be done to
“preserve these natural wonders”, and expresses the hope that “steps may be
taken to conserve the spot and make it a place of resort.”
77

Beidelman, op. cit., 105.
Hanna to Commissioner, General Land Office, March 26, 1916. Quoted in Beidelman, op. cit., 106.
79
Beidelman, op. cit., 107.
80
“Funds Sought to Preserve National Wonder,” Vernal Express, February 4, 1921, digitized by the
University of Utah.
81
Holland to Cammerer, November 8, 1921. Quoted in Beidelman, op. cit., 110.
78

51

…The whole thing sums itself up in saying that it is questionable
whether the United States Government would be justified in appropriating
money simply to preserve intact what is in truth only a “hole in the ground”, so
that the people living twenty-five miles away may have a place to which to
resort to gratify their curiosity when the have nothing else to do.
On the matter of protection, Douglass wrote to the Department of Interior to
request rules and regulations applying to National Monuments and to seek guidance in
cases of “trespassing, defacing the monument, taking or mutilating specimens, visiting
the Quarry outside regular hours without an attendance, etc.”82 George E. Goodwin,
Chief Civil Engineer at the National Park Service, responded that because Douglass
had no police powers, he had no recourse but to simply “tell the person or persons to
leave the monument.”83
At the end of each year, Holland submitted a report on the Museum’s work in
the quarry to the Smithsonian Institution and the Department of the Interior. Douglass
shipped fossils by rail line, with specimens arriving in Pittsburgh imbedded in rock.
Upon receipt, employees of the Carnegie Museum then worked to extricate the
specimens – a painstaking process. Accompanying the shipments were packing lists,
prepared by Douglass, and Holland took issue with the accuracy of the lists. By 1918,
Holland felt that the work had been “dragging of late,” and judged (incorrectly) that
this would be the last year in which they would continue to work in the quarry.84 By
mid-February of that year, Douglass had found a promising specimen – a skull that
might have belonged to an Apatosaurus.85 Despite this discovery, Holland soon wrote
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to Douglass, “I have about made up my mind that in view of all the circumstances I
shall have to recall you to the Museum in the fall of the year.”86 However, Douglass
was not recalled, and in December 1919, Holland reported to Arno B. Cammerer,
acting director of the National Park Service, that the Museum would “continue our
work until we can see with reasonable certainty that it is not desirable from a scientific
standpoint to further continue it.”87 Meanwhile, during the course of this year,
Douglass had been publicizing the pending departure of the Museum in hopes that
another educational institution might apply to work in the quarry. He gave lectures at
the University of Utah, Brigham Young University, and local high schools, expressing
his fear that vandals would loot the exposed quarry once they Museum relinquished its
claim.88
The stage had been set for the Museum’s departure, due, in part, to the doubts
of those such as Holland, who were not convinced of the continued fruitfulness of the
arrangement, but also as a result of the growing local interest, and at times,
resentment, of the Museum’s monopoly of the quarry. In 1916, the Utah Historical
Society had applied for a permit to “secure one or more fossil remains” from the
Monument; Senator Smoot of Utah appealed to Mather on the group’s behalf, but the
permit was denied. In fact, it was stated that no permits would be granted before a
geological survey was completed to “ascertain the extent to which the fossils had been
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exhausted by excavating parties and the feasibility of further removal of the
skeletons.”89 These “excavating parties” were, of course, the Carnegie Museum alone.
As early as 1915, Dr. Frederick Pack, professor of geology at the University of
Utah, had expressed interest in obtaining fossils for the state of Utah. In 1916, Dr.
Pack argued in Utah newspapers for the passage of a bill by the state legislature that
would prohibit the export of fossils from the Monument to entities outside of the
state.90 In 1919, Dr. Pack wrote to Senator Smoot to state the University’s interest in
excavating once the Carnegie Museum finished and to ask Senator Smoot to appeal on
the University’s behalf to Walcott of the Smithsonian.91 Meanwhile, in that same year,
David White of the U.S. Geological Survey complained of the Carnegie Museum’s
“continued monopoly” in a letter to Horace Albright, acting director of the National
Park Service. White suggested an arrangement by which “the Carnegie Museum
might be granted another permit with the understanding that ‘topotypes’ or duplicates
of all other types of genera and species recovered… be given to the National Museum,
or if there are no duplicates, casts of such types be prepared for presentation to the
National Museum…”92
In 1922, the Museum was granted a permit for the last time. In the
Smithsonian Institution’s approval of Holland’s permit renewal, the following
message was appended:93
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It seems very unfortunate that the Government, by reason of lack of
funds for the particular purpose, should be deprived of the opportunity of
securing and preserving for educational and research work the treasures of its
own domain. At the same time it would be both ungracious and unwise to
refuse to accord permission to a properly constituted organization to do the
work which we cannot do ourselves. In view of all the circumstances,
however, it seems unfair that a private organization should be permitted to
practically exhaust the resources of a portion of the national domain without
rendering some return to the Government.
Before the end of the year, Douglas Stewart, the newly appointed director of
the Carnegie Museum, had met with Walcott and Dr. Merrill of the National Museum,
and the three men agreed that the Carnegie Museum “would have difficulty in
securing a permit from the Department of the Interior to continue work for another
year.” Stewart related that the Diplodocus skeleton that had been partially uncovered
in the quarry would be removed by the National Museum for its own collection –
“naturally… as this is Government land.”94 The three men discussed plans for the
Carnegie Museum’s departure, and Stewart reported that while both the state of Utah
and the Denver Museum proposed to work in the quarry, the Department of the
Interior did not regard their interests with favor.95 The Carnegie Museum offered
Douglass’ services in this transition, but because the Smithsonian did not have funding
available for the quarrying work or Douglass’ salary, Douglass instead stayed on with
one assistant, J. Leroy Kay, as an employee of the Carnegie Museum, to ensure the
protection of the exposed specimens.
The Interim (1922-1930)
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Shortly after the meeting between Stewart, Walcott, and Merrill, Merrill had a
telegram sent to Douglass to request information about the Diplodocus skeleton.
However, the Smithsonian was slow to obtain funds for the excavation, and as it
turned out, the Carnegie Museum paid Douglass and Kay for months, merely to guard
the exposed quarry. In March 1923, Walcott suggested to Senator Smoot that the
University and the Smithsonian jointly undertake the excavation; the University would
raise the needed funds and supply workmen, and the Smithsonian would send their
own Mr. Gilmore, a highly-qualified expert, to supervise.96 Dr. Pack turned down this
rather lopsided proposition, and Gilmore arrived in the summer of 1923 to supervise
the work without the involvement of the University.
As soon Dr. Pack learned that Gilmore would complete his work in September
of that year, he requested permission from the Department of the Interior to enter the
quarry immediately following Gilmore’s departure. In August 1923, the University
was finally granted permission, and with the assistance of Douglass, Kay, Kay’s
father, and three others, their work began in November. This work took up the
entirety of a year, and when it was completed, the specimens were transported 220
miles from the Monument to the University in Salt Lake City in a caravan of wagons.
Dr. Pack described the spectacle:97
It became apparent at once that because of the long haul to the railroad
at Price and the attendant necessity of unloading and reloading upon the
railroad cars, it might be better to ship the material directly from the quarry to
the University. With this thought in view, we succeeded in interesting a
shipper who was running an automobile truck weekly between Vernal and Salt
Lake City. We obtained a bid of $2.50 per hundred pounds for the
transportation of the material from the quarry to the University. We were
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about the accept this proposition when a man by the name of Kay came to Mr.
Douglas and told him that he would like to take the contract of hauling the
material by team.
Accordingly, in the first week of September 1924, the dinosaur
material, aggregating 20,000 pounds, was loaded onto 19 wagons at the quarry.
Part of the wagons were drawn by two horses and part by four. The caravan,
the greatest of its kind in history, left Vernal on the morning of September 10,
1924, under the able management of Mr. John Kay, whom we all lovingly call
“Uncle John.” Almost instantly, public attention was centered on this
caravan… The night of September 16, the caravan encamped on the highway
near Crescent Utah… People by the hundreds when out from Salt Lake City to
witness the oncoming train… The dinosaurs were weighed at noontime near
the 22nd South and State Streets. After this the caravan was accompanied into
Salt Lake City by an advance guard of mounted policemen. The route of travel
was up Main Street to South Temple. Thousands of people cheered as it
passed. The route continued up South Temple and into the west gates of the
University.

Figure 2.1. “Dinosaur Caravan” in progress, 1924 (Image credit: carnegiequarry.com)
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The “Dinosaur Caravan” was reported in local newspapers across Utah. The
Beaver County News boasted that the photographs and moving pictures of the caravan
would show the nation “what a wonderful place Utah is.”98 The Duchesne Courier
estimated that thousands had witnessed the progress of the wagons, boasting that the
skeletons were “the biggest, most priceless collection of dinosaur bones of any state
school.”99 After the completion of the University of Utah’s excavation, the University
of Michigan applied to work in the quarry and was granted a permit for the year of
1925.100 The next party to excavate in the quarry, the American Museum of Natural
History, would begin communicating with the National Park Service five years later.
Looking Forward to a Museum
Despite its designation as a Monument, the quarry continued to function as
quarry: its contents were shipped across the country to be displayed in museums such
as the Carnegie Museum in Pittsburgh and the National Museum in Washington. As
early as 1915, Douglass suggested that a Museum be built at the quarry itself. He
proposed the mounting of uncovered skeletons “in relief on one side of the
paleontological hall of the museum in the position in which they had been found.”101
He reiterated the same vision in 1924:102
The uncovered area should be housed to protect the specimens and
provide shelter for sightseers and students. The north side would be a natural
wall, of course, with the skeletons in place. The south side would probably be
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a natural wall also but the ends would have to be built and a roof with ample
skylights would cover the whole. The extra space and the walls could be
utilized for other exhibits from this most interesting geological and
paleontological region.”
A similar vision had been put forth many years earlier in a 1916 letter from
Smith of the U.S.G.S to Mather (quoted in Chapter One): “One can conceive of the
impressiveness and instructiveness to the tourist of seeing partly uncovered and, in
comes cases, protruding form the surfaces and edges of the strata the bones and
skeletons of the monsters, lying where they were buried many millions of years
ago…”103 This concept came to be known as the “in-situ” museum.
The quarrying activities of the Carnegie Museum continued without any action
taken toward the construction of a museum, but the issue was intermittently raised. In
1921, the Vernal Commercial Club asked the National Park Service about the
possibility of developing the quarry so that “the public could go and view the wonders
of nature and return in safety and too without having the opportunity of carrying any
part of the exhibits away.”104 The Park Service again asked for Holland’s position on
the matter, and Holland was characteristically dismissive: “When we get done with
our job of taking up the bones which we find in the quarry there will be nothing left
there… I could think of nothing more scandalous than a proposal to do what has been
suggested, unless the method of the “Pork barrel” is to prevail.”105 And yet, the in-situ
museum remained a preoccupation of Douglass, and local support accumulated in
kind. Congressman Colton of Vernal emerged as an important proponent of the
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movement for a museum. On May 3, 1924, despite only lukewarm encouragement
from the National Park Service, Colton introduced the following bill:106
To provide for the protection of the Dinosaur National Monument, and
for other purposes.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Director of the National
Park Service is authorized and directed to properly house for its protection the
Dinosaur National Monument near Vernal, Utah, and to excavate from the
dinosaur quarry the fossil remains of a dinosaur and to prepare therefrom a
specimen for exhibit at such monument. There is authorized to be appropriated
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of
$5,000 for such purpose, to be expended under the supervision of the Director
of the National Park Service.
The bill did not pass. By August of that year, Cammerer was at a loss as to
how to protect the Monument; the Park Service could scarcely afford to support the
salary of even a custodian, let alone the construction of any structure atop the quarry.
In the end, he suggested to Douglass that he merely cover the exposed bones with
plaster and sand.107 Neither Colton nor Douglass was deterred. In 1925, Douglass met
with the Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce, who suggested renewing talks with Colton.
It was agreed that the “psychological moment” of general interest in the museum had
been reached.108 On January 14, 1926, Colton introduced a similar bill to that of 1924;
it differed only in that $100,000, rather than $5,000, was requested. Back in Utah,
Douglass and the Vernal Commercial Club worked to secure valuable endorsements.
In March of that year, Nile Hughel of the Commercial Club summarized the support
for a museum bill as follows: The Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce, Ogden Chamber
of Commerce, Utah State Automobile Association, Denver Chamber of Congress, and
106

House of Representatives Bill 9064, 68th Congress.
Cammerer, Acting Director, National Park Service, to Douglass, August 25, 1924, Earl Douglass
papers.
108
Douglass to Henderson, November 8, 1925, Earl Douglass papers.
107

60

the Utah Congressional Delegation would endorse the bill; the Los Angeles Chamber
of Congress would “give the matter attention;” but the San Francisco Chamber of
Congress suggested the bill be deferred because the chamber was currently endorsing
the “President’s economic policy.”109 W. D. Matthew of the American Museum of
Natural History also expressed interest in seeing the project succeed. Again, the bill
did not pass.
Four years later, in 1930, the American Museum of Natural History in New
York City began to cooperate with the National Park Service with the goal of
delineating a plan for joint operation of the quarry at Dinosaur National Monument. A
series of meetings between the two entities, in which Dr. Barnum Brown represented
the American Museum, took place in 1930 and 1931. By late 1931, it was decided
that Congress would be asked to appropriate funding for three years of excavation,
which would be undertaken by the American Museum. According to Dr. Brown’s
report, the arrangement was planned with “the primary object of obtaining desired
complete, uncrushed, dinosaur skeletons for the new Jurassic Dinosaur Hall while
developing the Vernal dinosaur quarry as a National Monument – in fact, placing a
second American Museum Dinosaur Hall in Utah.”110
With plans laid, the question of funding became the crucial point at which the
arrangement stalled. The American Museum’s trustees felt hesitant to enter such an
obligation; the timing was poor, with the country just entering the Depression years
and the American Museum knee-deep in massive construction projects at its New
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York City home. Between 1930 and 1936, the American Museum would open the
Hall of Ocean Life, Hayden Planetarium, Theodore Roosevelt Memorial Hall, and
Theodore Roosevelt Rotunda. Additionally, both the Hall of North American
Mammals and Hall of African Mammals, the premiere diorama halls of the Museum,
were in progress throughout the 1930s.111 When the congressional appropriation
committee “refused to consider the suggested appropriation owing to the necessity for
an economy program,” the arrangement was effectively terminated.112 However,
continued communication between the two institutions yielded at least one material
outcome: In 1933, Dr. Brown had suggested to Albright that quarry development at
the Monument might be accomplished using relief labor, and as it turned out, this
advice would be followed.113
Public Works at Dinosaur (1930-1938)
After the University of Utah’s success in transporting fossils by wagon from
the Monument to Salt Lake City, Earl Douglass had worked at the University for two
years to prepare the bones for mounting. He then worked for several years as a
consulting geologist for companies in Utah, Colorado, and elsewhere. In 1931, at the
age of 69, he died in Salt Lake City. Between the time of Douglass’ departure and the
beginning of New Deal relief programs, the Monument remained practically
abandoned. Fortunately, the poor condition of the entrance road effectively prohibited
visitors from entering without permission. Nonetheless, when a Civil Works
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Administration project commenced in 1933, the quarry was observed to have passed
into “a state of bad repair.”114 By pure chance, the next man to assume the foremost
leadership role at the Monument, Dr. A. C. Boyle, was equally as passionate about the
job as was Douglass. Boyle, a former geologist for the Union Pacific Railroad and, at
one time, a professor of geology at the University of Wyoming, arrived at Dinosaur to
supervise the C.W.A. project.
In December of 1933, nineteen men, all from Jensen, Utah, began the
operation of cleaning up the quarry so that it could be prepared for the later work of a
more comprehensive development plan.115 Through the spring of 1934, Boyle
supervised this work, and additionally, hosted events such as picnics and tours for the
benefit of the public.116 C.W.A. activities at Dinosaur were terminated in April of
1934, but the same operations were resumed in June as a Federal Emergency Relief
Act (F.E.R.A.) project under the joint supervision of David H. Madsen of the National
Park Service, J. C. Rebholz of Utah’s Transient Relief Service, and Dr. Boyle as Camp
Manager. The camp that was established at the quarry employed 32 men. Following
the advice of Dr. Brown at the American Museum, the F.E.R.A. men assumed the
work of overburden removal in the quarry.117 Within the next year, the camp gradually
increased from 32 to 100 men, and the number and nature of projects necessarily
evolved.118
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The primary objective of the F.E.R.A. camp remained the overburden removal;
this would enable further excavation of fossils from the quarry. Boyle described the
work as consisting of “making an open cut in solid sedimentary rock about 300 feet
long, average 30 feet in width, and about 40 feet in depth. To accomplish this some
14,000 cubic yards of rock removal was contemplated.” In January of 1936, Boyle
estimated that 90 percent of the project had been completed, requiring 6,500 mandays. So that the men could be properly accommodated for a duration exceeding the
originally planned four months, tent houses were lined for winter weather, and a mess
hall, dispensary, and shower facility were built; to supply these facilities, water,
plumbing, and drainage projects were also completed. Frame construction barracks
were finally built when the camp increased to 80 men.119 ‘

Figure 2.2. Truck employed in waste rock removal, 1937 (Image credit: Superintendent’s Monthly
Report, December 1937, Box 2161, Central Classified Files, 1925-1949, Record Group 79, Records of
the National Park Service, National Archives.)
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Figure 2.3. Chute apparatus for loading material into mine cars, 1937 (Image credit: Superintendent’s
Monthly Report, December 1937, Box 2161, Central Classified Files, 1925-1949, Record Group 79,
Records of the National Park Service, National Archives.)

The F.E.R.A. workmen also improved the entrance road, which allowed for
increased visitation. Tourists arrived, not only in greater numbers, but also from
greater distances. Boyle did much to generate interest in the Monument by giving
lectures on various topics in geology; for years, he gave nightly lectures for F.E.R.A.
workmen and taught extension courses for the University of Utah. In October of
1935, he hosted an event for the Vernal Lions Club, during which the members had
dinner with the camp workers. It was noted that drawings of dinosaurs had been made
by the men and placed on mailing envelopes. These envelopers were mailed from the
Jenson post office free of charge by the courtesy of the postmaster.120 Of Boyle’s
relationship with the men, the Vernal Express observed that he was “very enthusiastic
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in his social work and from his sincerity has won the respect and confidence of all his
men. Each man under him is given just the same opportunity to study the science of
the monument that he personally gives to any group of tourists…”121
In November of 1935, all F.E.R.A. camps in the state of Utah, including that in
Dinosaur, were closed. However, operations at the quarry were resumed under the
Works Progress Administration, and Boyle was retained as a temporary supervisor.
After the conclusion of this work, the National Park Service hired Boyle as the Acting
Custodian of the Monument, a post he would occupy until 1938. In the intervening
years, Boyle would continue to teach extension courses and began to send monthly
reports to the National Park Service, in which he reported attendance figures.
Visitation would steadily grow, and on a particularly busy summer day in 1936, as
many as 86 visitors were counted.
In late 1934, construction had begun on the first “museum” to be built at
Dinosaur.122 Although the Vernal Express reported on the project with some
excitement, the building was a temporary building that was designed primarily for use
as a storage facility. The dedication of the “Storage Museum Building” was scheduled
for August 27, 1936, and Hillory A. Tolson, Acting Associate Director of the National
Park Service, was to be one of the principal speakers of the event.123 The museum was
open from 6:00 A.M. until 10:00 P.M. until the winter, when visiting hours were
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shortened.124 Of the interior space and its activities, Boyle gave the following
description:125
Painting on canvas stretched over part of the wall is noted. Photographs of
interest pertaining to the early days of camp-life at the Fossil cut are placed
beneath the canvas. Crystal models, rock and mineral specimens, together
with a few well selected books are on the shelves in one end of the room.
Leisure time of workmen, visitors, and staff is spent during the noon hour in
securing factual information on these great reptiles. Display tables, paintings,
models etc have been made by men at the camp.

Figure 2.4. Visitors outside of “Storage Museum Building,” 1938 (Image credit: Superintendent’s
Monthly Report, May 1938, Box 2161, Central Classified Files, 1925-1949, Record Group 79, Records
of the National Park Service, National Archives.)
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Figure 2.5. Visitors and interior of “Storage Museum Building,” 1938 (Image credit: Superintendent’s
Monthly Report, May 1938, Box 2161, Central Classified Files, 1925-1949, Record Group 79, Records
of the National Park Service, National Archives.)

In 1936, another event of note took place: the first annual memorial service
commemorating the late Earl Douglass. The service was held at the Monument on
Memorial Day, and presenters included Dr. Boyle, who read poems written by
members of the F.E.R.A. camp, the Attorney Wallace Calder, who related the story of
the Monument’s designation in 1915, the Uintah High School band, which supplied
the music, and Rev. Willard Spence of the Congregational Church, whose speech the
Vernal Express regarded as novel in approach:126
Rev Willard Spence, of the Congregational Church, [who] gave the memorial
address comparing the past as shown by the upturned rocks revealing the burial
of the monsters of millions of years past and the intelligence of man as at the
present moment[,] was in a unique way memorializing the past and present and
thus honoring the work and manhood of Dr. Douglass. The conclusions of all
speakers was to the effect that the truths revealed through the buried past and
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the life work of Dr Douglass in uncovering the same, was a great boon to
mankind.
By the end of 1937, Boyle had counted 6244 visitors, more than had ever
visited Dinosaur in a one-year period thus far. This surge of interest in the Monument
was attributed to new signage at the entrance road, improvements along U.S. Highway
40, and publicity from national publications such as Science Digest and Life
Magazine.127
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Figure 2.6 Life Magazine coverage of Dinosaur National Monument, “America Enshrines Its Hugest
Creature” (Image credit: Life Magazine, January 11, 1937, p. 30)
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Figure 2.7 Life Magazine coverage of Dinosaur National Monument, “America Enshrines Its Hugest
Creature” (Image credit: Life Magazine, January 11, 1937, p. 31)
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Reorganization in the National Park Service
Many years later, National Park Service Historian Hal Rothman would
describe the F.E.R.A. camp at Dinosaur, among all other New Deal relief camps, as “a
fulfillment of everything Franklin D. Roosevelt dreamed of when he initiated the
broadly based work relief recovery programs. Not only was the camp doing important
work, but its leaders were teaching important values to people who might not
otherwise be exposed to them.”128 Programs such as these were born of New Deal
policies that positioned federal initiatives as the answer to economic problems. These
policies resulted in a twenty-five percent increase in appropriations for the National
Park Service between 1933 and 1940.129 More broadly, these policies reflected a trend
toward central control and professional administration.
In the late 1920s and early 1930s, several attempts were made to centralize
government services related to conservation under a new executive department. In
1929, President Hoover outlined a vague plan for reorganization, complaining that the
work of conservation was distributed among eight agencies in five departments.130
Journalist William Hard offered a more detailed approach, suggesting that this new
department absorb the General Land Office, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Geological
Survey, National Park Service, Forest Service, and others under the Department of the
Interior.131 Foremost in the opposition to these measures was Gifford Pinchot, Forester
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of the Forest Service. Pinchot was largely responsible for the unification of forest
reserve administration under the Department of Agriculture in 1905; in the thinking of
the Forest Service, the Department of the Interior would not be a suitable home
because the Forest Service was not chiefly concerned with protection of land, but
rather, served an “active and construction function, of growing, protecting, and
harvesting a tree crop.”132 Although no reorganization scheme came to pass, the
administration of National Monuments was similarly reconsidered, but was
successfully revised at this time, reflecting a general interest in prioritizing and
consolidating the work of conservation.
On March 3, 1933, Congress granted President Roosevelt the authority to
reorganize the administrative and executive agencies of the government by executive
order. On June 10, Roosevelt issued the executive order by which “administration of
public buildings, reservation, national parks, national monuments, and national
cemeteries are consolidated in an Office of National Parks, Buildings, and
Reservations (a new name for the National Park Service) in the Department of the
Interior…”133 (The Park Service re-assumed its old name in 1934.) These Monuments
included those within the jurisdiction of the Forest Service, such as Bandelier,
Chiricahua, and Lava Beds, thus further stoking tensions between the Forest Service
and Park Service. On July 28, Roosevelt made his original order more explicit by
ordering that 11 national military parks, such as Gettysburg and Vicksburg; two
“national parks,” Abraham Lincoln and Fort McHenry; ten battlefield sites; ten
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national monuments; four “miscellaneous memorials;” and eleven national cemeteries
were to be transferred to the National Park Service.134
In 1933, Horace Albright, Director of the National Park Service resigned,
bringing to an end a period of National Park history in which the premiere scenic
parks were established, standards of administration were solidified, and scenic and
archaeological monuments were given a great share of attention. The next Director,
Arno B. Cammerer, assumed office in August of 1933.
The 1938 Enlargement of Dinosaur National Monument
In the early 1920s, when Earl Douglass had spearheaded a movement
advocating for a Congressional appropriation to provide for the construction of an insitu museum at Dinosaur National Monument, Douglass outlined a set of arguments in
favor of the bill to be introduced in Congress. In the document he prepared, he
reiterated and waxed about the benefits of viewing the fossils in their natural setting,
rather than in a sterile environment such as the Carnegie Museum in Pittsburgh or the
National Museum in Washington, DC. His language was effective in creating, for
those unfamiliar, a feeling of the landscape surrounding the quarry:135
As one stands on a pinnacle near the quarry and looks to the northward and
eastward he beholds a scene not duplicated anywhere. At the highest point in
view, the top of Split Mountain terminates skyward in bare rocks carved by
erosion into massive, monumental forms. The mountain is a dome-like uplift
and the newer rocks have been eroded off leaving the older formations bare.
Instead of turning aside Green River has cut a deep, narrow, steep-sided
canyon through the heart of the uplift through the hardened Paleozoic (ancient
life) rocks... [I]n the midst of a great series of formations representing nearly
all of the great geological ages, the average person could grasp the main
principles of the deposition and subsequent erosion of this vast series of rocks,
134
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could get an idea of their succession in time and get a comprehensive view of
the change of life upon earth.
With this passage, Douglass articulated a convincing connection between the
quarry and the canyon country that would be jointly protected under the name of
“Dinosaur” after 1938. However, this relationship was not the impetus for the
enlargement, and in fact, the addition lands were originally surveyed and suggested for
protection under the Antiquities Act independent of any relationship to the dinosaur
quarry, and largely by virtue of their scenic qualities.
This region had been most notably explored many decades ago, in 1869, when
John Wesley Powell famously descended the Green and Colorado Rivers. He did this
again in 1871, and during his two expeditions, named many topographic features of
the future Dinosaur National Monument, including the Gates of Lodore, Lodore
Canyon, Whirlpool Canyon, Island Park, Disaster Falls, Split Mountain Canyon, and
Echo Park.136 In June of 1869, Powell and his crew had camped on a grassy area
surrounded by cliffs and opposite an eight-hundred-foot sandstone wall. Powell
recorded the following in his journal: “Standing opposite the rock, our words are
repeated with startling clearness, but in a soft, mellow tone, that transforms them into
magical music. Scarcely can you believe it is the echo of your own voice.”137 From
then on, the park was called Echo Park.
In the intervening years between Powell’s expedition and the enlargement of
the Monument in 1938, the region of the addition lands at the border of Colorado and
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Utah remained isolated from transportation and commerce, save for ranching
operations. In the early twentieth century, a businessman named David Moffat
proposed to build a railroad across northwest Colorado, but his death in 1911 and the
subsequent purchase of his line by the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad left northwest
Colorado without a railroad. Given these setbacks, local residents viewed any type of
tourism as a potential source of revenue.138
In 1931, Dr. Brown of the American Museum had described the Monument as
“now only a name with nothing for visitors to see except the gorgeous scenery,
intensely interesting geology, and a hole in the ground where a great work was
done…”139 Two years later, Mr. Langley, an engineer of the San Francisco office of
the National Park Service, made the first recommendation for the enlargement of the
monument, suggesting to Director Albright that 160 acres be added to Dinosaur. An
inspection party of the National Park Service visited the quarry and Split Mountain
area in June of that year, and shortly after the trip, a recommendation was made to
Director Albright that the area be immediately withdrawn.140 With this information
and a proposal from Congressman Colton of Vernal, the National Park Service
prepared a document for the withdrawal of the land for President Hoover. In his letter
to the President describing the withdrawal, Acting Secretary of the Interior Joseph M.
Dixon explained that:141
....It is proposed to examine the lands covered by this proposed withdrawal to
determine their quality and suitability for adding to the Dinosaur National Monument.
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Some of these lands are reported to contain features of scientific interest and some of
the lands are need to improve the administration of the monument.
The area covered by this proposed Executive order contains approximately
7,890.72 acres, and the records of this Department show that 406.97 acres are in
private ownership and 80 acres are covered by a homestead entry. The proposed
Executive order is made subject to valid existing claims so the rights of the private
parties will not be affected if the Executive order is signed. The area contains
approximately 5,750 acres of unsurveyed land. Also most of the lands involved are
covered by phosphate, first form reclamation, and power-site withdrawals, but it is
believed the execution of this Executive order would not in any way interfere with
these withdrawals.
It appears that the area covered by this proposed withdrawal may have greater
public value from a scientific standpoint and for the administration of the Dinosaur
National Monument than for economic development, and I respectfully recommend
that you approve the temporary reservation of these lands as provided in the included
form of Executive order.
On August 12, 1931, President Hoover signed Executive Order No. 5684,
which ordered the temporary withdrawal of the recommended lands, subject to the
aforementioned claims and reclamation and power withdrawals. As a result of this
order, the Split Mountain area near the quarry was withdrawn, but the Green and River
Canyon lands had yet to be considered. From then until 1938, discussions around the
enlargement of the Monument would fall within (or between) two ideas: the addition
of the withdrawal lands to Dinosaur National Monument, or the creation of a separate
monument including the Green and Yampa River canyons.
Two years after the temporary withdrawal of the Split Mountain area, Arno
Cammerer, Director of the Park Service, requested an inspection of the outlying river
canyons, and in October of that year, a team that included Roger Toll, superintendent
of Yellowstone National Park, investigated Yampa Canyon.142 Toll prepared for the
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Park Service a report in which he described the “scenic individuality” of the canyon
and the resources found therein: evidence of the Fremont culture, fascinating wildlife,
and vegetation resembling that of Southwestern parks. His conclusion was that the
Park Service should move quickly to protect the area as a monument and that this
could be accomplished with minimal objections, since most private lands – in
particular, those used for grazing – were located outside of the canyons and near
Browns Park, just north of the present enlarged boundaries of Dinosaur.143
As it turned out, grazing matters would take several years to settle. In
December of 1934, Acting Director Demaray suggested to Secretary of the Interior
Harold Ickes that “national park quality lands” be given consideration for the purpose
of establishing grazing districts; areas to be investigated for this purpose included
sections of the Green and Yampa Rivers. Ickes initially approved of this suggestion,
but in April of 1935, an agreement was reached between the Directors of the Park
Service and Division of Grazing, whereby the two directors recommended to the
Secretary that those areas be protected from grazing allotments. In 1936, J. Q.
Peterson, Regional Grazier, called a meeting of stockmen to discuss the proposed
national monument designation of the Green River area; no National Park Service
representative was invited to attend. The Director of the Division of Grazing,
Farrington Carpenter, later conceded that this was unfortunate.
In September of 1937, Acting Director Tolson released a map of the revised
boundaries for what was then proposed as the “Green River National Monument.”
Carpenter of the Division of Grazing took issue with the adjusted boundary line: “The
143

Harvey, op. cit., 12.

78

inclusion… of many millions of acres of land chiefly valuable for grazing which at the
same time will include the homes and the ranges of many small operators who are now
independent citizens and taxpayers will work a serious hardship on them and give rise
to certain problems which should be considered at this time.”144 In October, Carpenter
expressed his willingness to cooperate in the establishment of a Green River National
Monument, but asked that the Park Service reconsider the proposed boundaries.
Demaray replied that the recommended boundary “comprises the smallest area
compatible with the proper care and management of the objects to be protected by the
proposed monument.”145 In that same month, Regional Grazier C. E. Seymore offered
a conciliatory message: “Quite generally local opposition to the establishment of this
monument has been dissipated. Total agreement on the boundary has never and can
never be attained.”146 Finally, in December of 1937, Demaray proposed that the
disputed lands remain within the boundaries, but that the Grazing Division continue to
issue permits. Acting Director Terrett of the Division of Grazing agreed to these
conditions, and in March of 1938, the two Directors submitted a joint memorandum to
the Secretary proposing a mutually agreed upon boundary line, this time under the
name “Dinosaur-Yampa Canyon National Monument.” The Secretary found this
name both confusing and cumbersome.147
In Utah and Colorado, local support for the monument was expressed among
those who looked forward to tourist revenues. The president of the Utah Automobile
Association welcomed the anticipated tourist dollars. Utah Congressman Abe
144
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Murdock spoke publicly to promote the proposed monument, and Colorado
Congressman Edward Taylor also supported the idea. A group of Denver
businessmen, represented by a man named Frederick Reid, noted, in a letter to
Undersecretary of the Interior Oscar Chapman, that “its strategic location gives it
unusual importance in any plan to develop a park-to-park highway.” Back in
Washington, the idea of such a monument was attractive for a different reason; given
the recent transfer of an array of monuments to the National Park Service – military
parks, cemeteries, battlefield sites, and others – the newly diverse collection of
monuments signified a mission drift from the protection of scenic and scientific
resources for which monument designation had been largely intended. The proposed
Monument would represent a return to scenic values.148
With grazing issues settled and boundaries finalized, the National Park Service
decided “for the sake of convenience to graft onto Dinosaur National Monument the
section of the Green and Yampa rivers that it sought to protect.”149 On July 14, 1938,
President Roosevelt signed Proclamation No. 2290 (53 Stat. 2454) to enlarge Dinosaur
National Monument:
Whereas certain public lands contiguous to the Dinosaur National
Monument, established by Proclamation of October 4, 1915, have situated
thereon various objects of historic and scientific interest; and
Whereas it appears that it would be in the public interest to reserve such
lands as an addition to the said Dinosaur National Monument:
Now, therefore, I, Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United States
of America, under the and by the virtue of the authority vested in me by sec. 2
of the act of June 6, 1906, ch. 3060, 34 Stat. 225 (U.S.C. title 16, sec. 431), do
proclaim that, subject to all valid existing rights, the following-described lands
in Colorado and Utah are hereby reserved from all forms of appropriation
148
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under the public-land laws and added to and made a part of the Dinosaur
National Monument.
…The reservation made by this proclamation supersedes as to any of
the above-described lands affected thereby, the temporary withdrawal for
classification and for other purposes made by Executive Order No. 5684 of
August 12, 1931, and the Executive order of April 16, 1926, and the Executive
order of September 8, 1933, creating Water Reserves No. 107 and No. 152.
The Director of the National Park Service, under the direction of the
Secretary of the Interior, shall have the supervision, management, and control
of this monument as provided in the act of Congress entitled “An act to
establish a National Park Service, and for other purposes,” approved August
25, 1916, 39 Stat. 535 (U.S.C., title 16, sec. 1 and 2) and acts supplementary
thereto or amendatory thereof, except that this reservation shall not affect the
operation of the Federal Water Power Act of June 10, 1920 (41 Stat. 1063), as
amended, and the administration of the monument shall be subject to the
Reclamation Withdrawal of October 17, 1904, for the Brown’s Park Reservoir
Site in connection with the Green River project.
The protective language in the final sentence of the proclamation was the result
of many months of negotiations between the Park Service, the Bureau of Reclamation,
and the Federal Power Commission. The wording on which the three parties agreed
left open the possibility of dams and power development within the Monument. Early
reclamation and power activities in what would become Dinosaur National Monument
had begun even before Earl Douglass’ discovery of the quarry. These activities, which
led to the battle over the proposed Echo Park Dam in the 1950s, will be discussed in
Chapter Three.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE ECHO PARK DAM PROPOSAL

Figure 3.1. "Echo Park, The Heart Of The Monument,” Martin Litton, circa 1955 (Image credit:
Wallace Stegner, This Is Dinosaur (New York: Knopf, 1955), II-III).

Introduction
In Wilderness and the American Mind, Roderick Nash identified the 1950s
battle to stop the proposed Echo Park Dam as the “climax” of the wilderness
preservation movement. The victory “in effect reversed the Hetch Hetchy verdict and
gave preservationists the momentum necessary to launch a campaign for a national
wilderness preservation system.”150 Half of a century after the creation of the Hetch
Hetchy reservoir in a pristine valley in the Sierras, the Echo Park Dam, the most
controversial element of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Colorado River Storage Project,
was contested in a nationwide debate that raised familiar dichotomies of use versus
150
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preservation, civilization versus wilderness. The Hetch Hetchy and Echo Park
episodes bore such a close resemblance that Harold Bradley of the Sierra Club felt that
“the campaign literature, might be interchanged, with appropriate names added.”151
Groups that had been founded many decades before the controversy – the Sierra Club
in 1892, the National Parks Association in 1919, and the Wilderness Society in 1935 –
united to defend the poorly funded and little known Dinosaur National Monument.
Michael McCloskey, former Executive Director of the Sierra Club, later described this
episode as the first, defensive phase of the conservation movement.152
No two events have been more influential in shaping the public’s perception of
Dinosaur than the initial era of dinosaur discoveries and the controversy over the Echo
Park Dam. From the time of the 1938 boundary enlargement to the beginning of the
controversy in the 1950s, the canyon country was merely unsurveyed land contiguous
to the famous dinosaur quarry. The debate over this and the other dams in the
Colorado River Storage Project gave new meaning to the conservation movement and
transformed the Monument into a symbol of wilderness.

The Upper Colorado River Basin
In Cadillac Desert, Marc Reisner attributed the Colorado River’s “notoriety”
to the fact that it is “the most legislated, most debated, most litigated river in the entire
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world… [and] has more people, more industry, and a more significant economy
dependent on it than any comparable river in the world.”153 The Colorado and its
tributaries provide more than half of the water supply of Los Angeles, San Diego, and
Phoenix, and makes possible much of America’s domestic farming.154 Western U.S.
topography, with its mountains forming microclimates, and both its flat and
mountainous terrains that have been pushed by tectonic upheaval to elevations over a
mile high, has largely determined the relative difficulty of irrigating lands using the
water of the Colorado River. Higher elevation farming operations are more expensive
than those at lower elevations because water is pumped uphill.
In 1922, the drainage of the Colorado River was divided into two regions – the
Upper Basin and the Lower Basin – in the Colorado River Compact; the dividing line
was drawn at Lees Ferry, Arizona.155 The Upper Colorado River Basin offered many
natural disadvantages: it was relatively high, dry, and cold. The altitudes commonly
found in these states – Wyoming, above 6,000 feet, Colorado, over than a mile high,
and Utah, above 4,000 feet – creates climates that restrict the production of high-value
crops. Consequently, it was assumed that the government would not be able to recoup
its investment in dams and canals in these regions, and a large share of the cost of
infrastructure in the Upper Basin would need to be distributed among the country’s
taxpayers. By the 1940s, the Bureau of Reclamation’s interests had aligned with
representatives of the Upper Basin, and the “cash register dam” – a dam largely
intended to generate electricity for commercial sale – became a popular mechanism by
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which prohibitively expensive irrigation projects could be subsidized with projected
power revenues. The cash register dam was a product of the Bureau’s “river-basin
accounting,” by which an entire project could be deemed economically sound if the
pooled revenues generated by all developments in a given river basin – hydroelectric
power and irrigation projects – matched expenses by the end of the 40-year repayment
term.156
The Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP), designed and presented gradually
in the latter half of the 1940s, employed these tools to their logical extreme. With 48.5
million acre-feet of water to be held in a series of dams, the network would have the
capacity to store several times the total annual flow of the Colorado River. Beyond
the magnitude of the project, the interdependence between irrigation and power in this
project was unprecedented: Eighty-five cents of every dollar spent on irrigation
projects would be subsidized with power revenues. Echo Park within Dinosaur
National Monument was to be one of a series of ten cash register dams. When
Congress later approved the Colorado River Storage Project bill in 1956, the estimated
cost of the total project was $1.6 billion. In Cadillac Desert, Marc Reisner criticized
the tremendous cost of the CRSP: “Never in U.S. history had so little economic
development been proposed at such an exorbitant public cost, for all the billions were
buying, besides extremely expensive public power, were a few patches of new
irrigated lands whose composite size was smaller than Rhode Island.”
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Figure 3.2. Upper and Lower Colorado River Basin, 1946 (Image credit: ”A Natural Menace Becomes
a National Resource” (Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, March 1946), 33).

Water Development at Dinosaur before the Echo Park Dam Proposal (1902-1944)
Early interest in developing the Green and Yampa Rivers for power and
reclamation within the area of the Monument began many years before the advent of
“river basin accounting” and even preceded the discovery of dinosaurs in 1909.
However, after decades of intermittent surveys and exploratory drilling, not a single
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project had been completed by the time that the Colorado River Storage Project was
proposed in 1950. In 1904, a preliminary report of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
had included Browns Park, which lies on the Green River just north of the Gates of
Lodore and outside the current boundaries of the Monument, as a potential reservoir
site. In 1907, the Bureau conducted drilling investigations in the Upper Lodore
Canyon, but this work was abandoned by 1909 after no bedrock could be found.157 In
1915, the Green River was again a site of interest when a Reclamation survey party
began discussing the construction of a dam in the Split Mountain area. Separately, the
Utah Power and Light Company completed a privately funded reconnaissance survey
of the canyons for power development in the same period.158 In 1922, the Deadman
Bench area – along the Green River and south of the Monument in Uintah County –
was considered for reclamation, and the Vernal Express, consistently a supporter of
these projects, was confident that “the rich lands lying in Uintah county only [awaited]
the bringing of the water to make them blossom as the rose.”159 In 1930, the U.S.
Geological Survey published a “Plan and Profile of Green River, Green River, Utah,
to Green River, Wyoming,” and a dam was proposed for the head of Whirlpool
Canyon, where the Green River exits Echo Park. Here, the dam would benefit by its
position at the confluence of the Green and Yampa Rivers, and Browns Park, which
provided valuable grazing lands, would not be flooded.160 Private actors continued to
show interest as well. In 1924, A. E. Humphreys, a wealthy man from Denver, hired a
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hydroelectric engineer to study the Split Mountain area for construction of a dam,
while Earl Douglass himself, a long-time supporter of power development along the
Green River, served as Humphrey’s consulting geologist.161
In 1931, when the initial executive order temporarily withdrawing the Split
Mountain region was discussed, it was noted that much of the land had been
previously embraced in a first-form reclamation withdrawal, and that the order was
signed subject to power and reclamation claims. Then, as plans for the enlargement of
the Monument continued to form, the Park Service and Department of Interior
believed that the Federal Power Commission could be convinced to relinquish its
interest. In 1935, Secretary of the Interior Ickes wrote to Frank McNinch, chairman of
the Federal Power Commission, for his position on “the possibility of releasing the
power withdrawals that exist in the area. By such action, the proposed monument
would be placed in a much better position for the standpoint of administration.”162 In
1934 and again 1936, the Commission stated its conditions: “The Commission will not
object… to the creation of the monument if the proclamation contains a specific
provision that power development under the provisions of the Federal Water Power
Act will be permitted.”163 However, it did not escape the Park Service’s notice that
“development under the Water Power Act can not be permitted even with the
provision for it in the proclamation since Congress has defined a reservation to include
National Monuments… the power site reservations will remain in effect; however, no
161
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permits may then be issued thereunder. The Power Commission apparently did not
realize when they wrote the 1936 letter…”164 On this Park Service memorandum, a
note scrawled in the left-hand margin asked, “Are we ethically obligated to tell the
Commission?” and the written response was simply, “No.”
Meanwhile, the Vernal Lions Club had formed a Dinosaur Committee to
represent their interests in the enlargement discussion; specifically, the Lions insisted
that power and grazing rights be protected in the new scenic reserve.165 The Lions
Club also proposed that the name “Dinosaur” be retained. President Roosevelt’s 1938
proclamation satisfied the interests of the Vernal Lions Club, the Federal Power
Commission, and the Bureau of Reclamation by making the administration of
Dinosaur subject to the provisions of the Federal Water Power Act of 1920 and to the
reclamation withdrawal of October 17, 1904, for the Browns Park Reservoir Site.166
Section 15 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act of 1928 (45 Stat. 1063) – the bill
that authorized the construction of the Hoover Dam – gave the Bureau of Reclamation
the authority to investigate and report on the feasibility of a comprehensive water
control, improvement, and utilization scheme for the Colorado River and its
tributaries.167 Within two months of the signing of the proclamation, the Bureau set to
work investigating dam and reservoir sites within the enlarged boundaries, including
the areas of Split Mountain and Browns Park. By the summer of 1939, a survey group
consisting of engineers and geologists from state and federal agencies, including the
164

Ibid.
“Dinosaur Area To Be A Scenic Attraction,” Vernal Express, July 28, 1938.
166
Memorandum from Robert W. Ludden, Planning Coordinator, National Park Service, to Ben H.
Thompson, August 26, 1941, Box 2164, Central Classified Files, 1925-1949, Record Group 79,
Records of the National Park Service, National Archives.
167
Ibid.
165

89

Bureau of Reclamation, had begun to survey dozens of potential dam sites throughout
the Colorado River Basin.168 In May 1940, permission was given to use a countyowned grader to improve the road providing access to the Echo Park area, and the
initial work of diamond drill exploration began.169 Then in the following year, the
Department of the Interior recommended for immediate investigation and construction
the sites that would provide electricity for national defense; these included the Spilt
Mountain and Echo Park sites. Speaking for the Bureau of Reclamation, acting
commissioner H. W. Bashore testified before the Senate Public Lands Subcommittee,
arguing that the western United States faced “critical deficiencies in electrical energy,”
and that “the reclamation bureau is ready to begin construction of projects which will
avert what otherwise might be catastrophic consequences.”170 Such rhetoric can be
understood in the context of the wartime transformation of Utah, then underway. By
the end of the Second World War, Utah would gain military facilities, defense
industries, and the Geneva Steel plant in Utah County, altogether creating 50,000 new
jobs and correlating with an increase in state population of more than 100,000.171
By September of 1941, it was reported that the number of sites under
consideration in the vicinity of Vernal, the biggest city near the Utah entrance to
Dinosaur, had been reduced to two, and one of the two was the Echo Park site.172
Meanwhile, local excitement over the projects was evident in pledges of support by
groups including the Uintah County Commissioners and the Uintah Basin Federated
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Women’s Clubs, as well as the formation of new groups such as the Green River
Development Association, organized in Vernal.173 Soon, the Echo Park Dam became
an integral component of the Central Utah Project, and the Central Utah Project
became critical to the Bureau of Reclamation’s larger Colorado River Storage
Project.174
In June of 1943, the Bureau of Reclamation filed a withdrawal that reserved
for potential reclamation development much of the area within the Monument. While
the circumstances of its filing remain unclear, the move was later described as “so
smothered in administrative routine that, though it would destroy the monument, the
National Park Service did not learn of it when it was made.”175 In 1944, avoiding any
explicit statements for or against the dam, the Park Service offered:176
If and when it is shown that it would certainly be in the greatest
national interest to develop the water resources of the Canyon Unit than to
retain the unit for national monument purposes… the status of the unit should
be changed to that of a multiple-purpose area in which water-control for the
generation of power would be the principal use, and recreation the secondary
but also important use.
Still, at the close of that year, Jess H. Lombard, custodian of Dinosaur, wrote
an article in the Vernal Express describing the Monument’s current status and postwar plans. Without mentioning the dams, Lombard stated that their plans consisted of
preparations for an in-situ museum, construction of permanent administrative
headquarters, improvements of roads and trails, and provision of camping and
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recreational facilities, and added that, “Until the war is won… we plan to continue
with our limited personnel and to protect the area preserving it in as unimpaired a state
as possible…”177

The Colorado River Storage Project
On June 23, 1936, Congress had passed the Park, Parkway, and Recreational
Area Study Act (49 Stat. 1894), by which “the Secretary of the Interior… is authorized
and directed to cause the National Park Service to make a comprehensive study… of
the public park, parkway, and recreational-area programs of the United States… and
of the lands throughout the United States which are or may be chiefly valuable as such
areas…” Under this act, the Park Service had prepared studies of recreational aspects
of completed reservoir sites. In the early 1940s, however, the application of the act
changed when the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army Engineers began to ask the
Park Service to study recreational resources of reservoir sites that were under
consideration.178 These reservoir studies were meant to record the scenic, scientific,
historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources of the sites, in addition to
recreational aspects.179 The objective was to generate inventories of resources that
needed to be salvaged before they would be inundated by reservoirs. An early study
177
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of this kind was done in Dinosaur in 1942, when it appeared likely that the canyon
lands would be flooded. At this time, a Park Service group including Harold Ratcliff,
custodian of Dinosaur, Daniel Beard, the anticipated successor to Ratcliff, David H.
Canfield, superintendent of Rocky Mountain National Park, and Bus Hatch, famed
river runner of Vernal, completed a boating trip down the Yampa Canyon to examine
and photograph archaeological sites. The Bureau of Reclamation, “realizing the value
to science of these prehistoric sites and remains,” also sent a representative to study
the sites that might be inundated by the construction of the Echo Park dam.180
In November of 1945, the Bureau released a “comprehensive plan” for the
development and utilization of the Colorado River. $12 billion was to be spent for the
entire project, of which $44.8 would be apportioned to three projects near Vernal,
including the Echo Park Dam.181 Throughout the following year, interest among
Utahns remained high; the Vernal Express continued to provide frequent updates as to
the status of reclamation plans, and similarly, the Salt Lake Tribune and Denver Post
reported on the plans regularly. In that year, the Bureau published “A Natural Menace
Becomes a Natural Resource,” a nearly 300-page report describing and justifying the
Colorado River Storage Project. Here, the Echo Park Dam alone was estimated to cost
$68 million.182 The major impediment that stood between planning and
implementation was the failure, thus far, of the Upper Colorado River Basin states to
agree on allocation of water rights. This dispute would continue until July 20, 1948;
on this date, the final Upper Colorado River Basin Compact was reached, whereby
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rights were divided on a percentage basis as follows: Utah, 23%; Colorado, 51.75%;
Wyoming, 14%; New Mexico, 11.25%.183
Pursuant to the Park, Parkway, and Recreational Area Study Act, the Park
Service compiled “A Survey of the Recreational Resources of the Colorado River
Basin” in 1946. In this report, the original Monument and the addition lands were
referred to as the “Quarry Unit” and the “Canyon Unit,” respectively. Both the Echo
Park Dam and the Split Mountain Dam, then considered a subsidiary project, were
examined. The Echo Park Dam proposal was briefly described:184
The proposed site of the Echo Park Dam is in the narrow gorge of the
Green River at a point near the base of the tip of Harpers Corner. Normal
stream elevation at this point is about 5,048 feet. At high water, currently
being considered for elevation 5,550 feet, the reservoir would run through the
length of the Green River Canyon within the national monument upstream
from the dam and would extend northwestward from the north boundary,
through browns Park, for a distance of 30 miles or more by river. Another arm
of the reservoir would lie in the Yampa River Canyon, and would extend to a
point in Lily Park east of the eastern boundary of the monument.
Recreational values were summarized as existing, but undeveloped.
Opportunities for “education, spiritual uplift, and physical recreation” were available,
but the monument had received little planned development, and thus, public access to
the Canyon Unit was minimal. However, the effects of the dam and related reservoir
would be adverse. In its first explicit condemnation of the Echo Park Dam, the Park
Service found that the dam, reservoir, and appurtenant structures and facilities would
“materially and deplorably alter the dominant geological and wildlife values of the
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Canyon Unit.”185 The Park Service concluded by recommending that no authorization
be made before the economic and social values of the project were proven to exceed
the costs and before alternative sites were proven to be infeasible.
Finally, in 1950, the Bureau of Reclamation distributed its plan throughout the
Upper Basin states in what became known as the Report of 1950. Although the Echo
Park Dam was planned solely as a power project, the Report represented it as though it
provide for both hydroelectric power and irrigation. It also claimed that a number of
other related improvements would be made to the Monument, including the addition
of roads and accommodations.186
In the mid-1940s, G. Ernest and Billie Untermann had emerged as fervent
supporters of the Echo Park Dam. The Untermanns were park rangers at Dinosaur
National Monument from 1943 to 1946 and studied the geology of the Monument
until 1948. The Utah Field House of Natural History then hired Ernest as a curator
and Billie as a staff scientist. As such, the Untermanns were duly qualified to offer
scientific arguments in defense of the dam, as well as explanations of the local
sentiment to outsiders. Ernest Untermann summarized local resentment against the
Park Service around the time that the Report was distributed:187
They feel that the Park Service has withdrawn a large tract of land from
what they are pleased to call “public” use, and that the Park Service “ain’t
doin’ nothin’ with it.” They used this area to get their winter wood, to graze
their stock, and for other purposes, and now it is all “verboten”. The “damn
Park” is just a dog in the manger which does nothing with this land itself and
won’t let anyone else do anything with it. Now they have a chance to have a
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big dam and make things hum around here and again the “damn Park” says
“No”.

Figure 3.3. Colorado River Storage Project Irrigation Development Map, 1946 (Image credit: ”A
Natural Menace Becomes a National Resource” (Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
March 1946), 8).
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The Echo Park Dam Controversy (1950-1956)
Before the Colorado River Storage Project could move forward, the approvals
of the Secretary of the Interior and Congress were required. Secretary Chapman
called for a public hearing to be held on April 3, 1950. The Park Service and its
director, Newton Drury, testified in opposition, as did representatives from
organizations including the Izaak Walton League and the National Audubon Society.
Nearly three months later, on June 27, Chapman announced his decision to approve
the Echo Park Dam provided that the proposed dam would result in less evaporation
than would occur if the dam were built elsewhere.188
In the July 22 edition of the Saturday Evening Post, Bernard De Voto,
prominent author and historian, wrote a searing article in opposition to the Bureau of
Reclamation’s agenda, entitled, “Shall We Let Them Ruin Our National Parks?”189 De
Voto painted the Bureau’s actions as a “smoke screen” whereby the people of Utah
and Colorado were deliberately misled to believe that the project would provide both
irrigation and power. He added that a “shimmering but carefully unanalyzed value”
had been used justify the cost of reclamation – that of “recreation,” for which the Park
Service had completed a study of Echo Park and Split Mountain in Dinosaur four
years earlier. Next, attacking the Bureau of Reclamation and Army Corps of
Engineers, he compared the Echo Park proposal with many other projects threatening
to ruin national parks, including dams under consideration in Glacier, Grand Canyon,
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Kings Canyon, and Mammoth Cave National Parks. The article concluded in an
earnest call to action, declaring that the success of any of these projects would nullify
the law that protects national parks.
De Voto succeeded not only in alerting the public to the threat to Dinosaur, but
also in greatly irritating supporters of the Dam, including the Upper Colorado River
Commission and locals near Dinosaur, such as the Untermanns of Vernal. At this
time, Ernest Untermann began to argue fervently and frequently in support of the
Dam, often correcting the common misconception that dinosaur fossils would be
flooded. In fact, the location of the quarry relative to the dams would easily protect
dinosaur fossils from harm. In a letter to Devereux Butcher of the National Parks
Association, Untermann condemned the Park Service and its defenders in its treatment
of the Monument thus far:190
If in [35 years] it has been impossible for the National Park Service to
obtain funds for the development of the Monument, why not get the job done
with Reclamation money? Let the Bureau of Reclamation build the access
roads for which the Park Service has no funds. The Bureau of Reclamation
will put Dinosaur on the map and make it important enough so that it compete
with other Park Service areas on a fairer basis for its share of Congressional
attention.
Furthermore, he argued, other wilderness areas could be found in parts of the
Monument that would not be flooded:
You utterly fail to mention the Jones Hole area. For the most part, Park
Service Brass and itinerant scribes like yourself will visit those areas of the
monument which can be reached while sitting on soft cushions, even if it
practically wrecks a car to do so, but we can’t get you into an area which
involves a horseback ride and may mean that you’re going to have to eat off
the mantelpiece… Its very isolation and solitude, its lack of gas fumes and
horn blowing, is the very thing which should make it irresistible to you
190

Untermann to Butcher, Field Representative, National Parks Association, November 1, 1950, G.
Ernest Untermann papers.

98

wilderness people who are always yelling that you want to get away from it
all! Well, here’s your chance! Better come back and take another look at
Dinosaur National Monument and finish your job.
Although support for the dam ran deep in Utah and Colorado, conservation
advocates had dramatically multiplied in the 50 years since the creation of the Hetch
Hetchy Reservoir. In Wilderness and the American Mind, Nash estimated that perhaps
only seven national and two state conservation organizations existed at the time of the
Hetch Hetchy controversy, but by the time that the Echo Park Dam was proposed, 78
national and 236 state conservation organizations had formed and were ready to
attack.191
David R. Brower, Executive Director of the Sierra Club, and Howard C.
Zahniser, leader of the Wilderness Society, were instrumental in organizing opposition
forces. Both organizations offered defenses of wilderness values in congressional
hearings, and illustrated pamphlets, such as those entitled “Will you DAM the Scenic
Wild Canyons of Our National Park System?” (1951) and “What is Your Stake in
Dinosaur?” (1954) were widely distributed. Beginning in 1950 and continuing over
the next five years, countless articles in defense of Dinosaur appeared in publications
such as National Park Magazine, the Sierra Club Bulletin, and National
Geographic.192 Newspapers across the country joined in the conversation, and a
powerful ally was found in John Oakes of the New York Times, who wrote about the
status of Echo Park regularly in his “Conservation” column.
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Figure 3.4. Covers of Will You DAM the Scenic Wild Canyons of Our National Park System?, 1951,
and What Is Your Stake in Dinosaur?, 1954 (Image credit: Denver Public Library, digitized at
www.digital.denverlibrary.org).

In addition to making economic and legal arguments, the opposition put forth a
variety of interpretations of the value of wilderness, accumulated over the past half
century. Some described wilderness as a sanctuary, necessary for spiritual welfare,
while others associated wilderness with a romantic notion of pioneer days. Some
urged that wilderness lands were endangered and that developed lands threatened to
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overturn the balance between human and nature; by this interpretation, wilderness had
the power to instill humility and allow man to recognize its interdependence with its
environment.193
In 1950, General Ulysses S. Grant III, grandson of President Grant, former
staff member of the Army Corps of Engineers, and president of the American
Planning and Civic Association, defended the need for wilderness and voiced
opposition to the dam in an article published in Living Wilderness.194 Grant used the
information provided in the Bureau of Reclamation’s “Natural Menace” and offered
his own counter-analysis, challenging the assumption that Echo Park and Split
Mountain were integral to the Colorado River Storage Project. In subsequent reports,
he questioned the Bureau’s evaporation estimates, defied the Bureau’s cost
accounting, and suggested alternative sites.195 Grant’s former employer, the Army
Corps of Engineers, took note of Grant’s reports, and in turn, offered its own criticism
of the Bureau’s accounting. The Corps accused the Bureau of dishonestly funding
hydroelectric power under the guise of irrigation projects, in essence, executing the
“smoke screen” described by De Voto in his 1950 article.196 The effectiveness of these
arguments from General Grant and the Army Engineers eventually convinced Oscar
Chapman to reverse his approval of the Echo Park Dam in 1952.197 However, the
project was merely shelved until the start of the Eisenhower administration and the
appointment of a new Secretary of the Interior, Douglas McKay, in 1953.
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In December of 1953, Secretary McKay announced his decision to approve the
Colorado River Storage Project, including the Echo Park Dam, but he reiterated the
Department’s commitment to the minimization of evaporation loss. In advance of a
house hearing before the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on
January 18, 1954, the New York Times reported that 32 groups, including the Garden
Clubs of America, the National Audubon Society, and the Congress of Industrial
Organizations, were prepared to testify against the dam. The Emergency Committee
on Natural Resources outlined plans for organized opposition. Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson,
chairman of the Committee and former head of the Fish and Wildlife Service of the
Department of the Interior, summarized the opposition as an effort to prevent the Echo
Park Dam from setting a precedent for the spoliation of other national parks.
Providing support for their position, General Grant proposed four alternative dams to
replace three, including the Echo Park Dam.198 Proponents of the dam who were
present at the hearings included Undersecretary of the Interior Ralph Tudor, E. O.
Larson, director of the Salt Lake City regional office of the Bureau of Reclamation,
Senator Arthur V. Watkins of Utah, and Senator Frank Barrett of Wyoming.199
Before the hearings, David Brower of the Sierra Club had prepared to testify
against the dam on the basis of the Bureau’s questionable evaporation estimates. He,
like General Grant, noticed a mathematical error in the Bureau’s Echo Park Dam
calculations, and he presented his finding at the January hearings. He further
undermined the Bureau’s credibility by taking issue with the evaporation rates given
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for the Glen Canyon Dam in Arizona, as well.200 Although the Bureau disputed these
claims, Brower’s testimony would have long-term reverberations. However, after
both the House and Senate Subcommittees held hearings on the project, both reported
favorably on the inclusion of Echo Park Dam in the Colorado River Storage Project.
After the hearings, Oakes of The Times called the dam “the most urgent
conservation problem facing the American people” and emphasized that the matter
was one of public policy; the question was “whether a National Monument (or
National Park) should be wrecked by building gigantic public works within its borders
in the absence of incontestable proof that such construction is immediately needed for
the national welfare.”201 Following Brower’s testimony, attention was shifted to the
Bureau’s evaporation figures, which, it turned out, had greatly fluctuated. The
Bureau’s repeated revisions to its estimate of acre-feet of water that would be saved
each year, as compared with an alternative site, spurred debate and damaged the
credibility of the Department of the Interior. In 1953, the figure had fluctuated
between 100,000 and 200,000 acre-feet; at the January hearing, Undersecretary of the
Interior Tudor had testified that the figure was 165,000. In March, the figure was
amended to 70,000 acre-feet. By June, the estimate was further revised down to
25,000 acre-feet.202 Given these revisions, and combined with a flood of letters that
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were being sent to Congress in opposition to the dam, Congressional consideration
was postponed.203

A Victory for Conservation
President Eisenhower argued for Congressional approval of the Colorado River
Storage Project in his 1955 State of the Union address. In the same month, Governor
Edwin C. Johnson of Colorado came out against the Echo Park Dam and proposed the
immediate construction of only the Glen Canyon Dam in Arizona; he felt that the
CRSP did not fairly protect Colorado’s water interests, as agreed upon in the 1948
Upper Basin Compact.204 Senator Arthur V. Watkins of Utah urged Congress to
approve the project, calling it “desperately needed” to increase the numbers of job and
homes in the region and to provide a “second line of civil and military defense for the
nation.” He added that 43 million acres of land had been set aside as public lands – as
parks, monuments, national forests, and other reservations – and that the total acreage
amounted to an area “larger than the combined areas of all of the New England
States.”205
In 1955, Wallace Stegner published the highly influential This Is Dinosaur.206
Filled with photos and essays celebrating features of the Monument – its prehistory,
modern history, geology, and scenery – This Is Dinosaur fought the dam without
explicitly arguing against it. It is distinct as the first full-length book to be published
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in support of a conservation campaign.207 Also in 1955, the Sierra Club released “Two
Yosemites,” a film produced by David Brower and intended to appeal to Congress.
Brower used images of Hetch Hetchy before and after the reservoir to remind
members of Congress, as well as subscribers to Sierra Club publications, of the loss of
Hetch Hetchy Valley and the threat of a repeated tragedy with the construction of the
Echo Park Dam.

Figure 3.5. Still image from Two Yosemites (1955), taken at minute 6:30, showing desolation at Hetch
Hetchy (Image credit: Upload of Two Yosemites found at https://vimeo.com/47620162)

Finally, when the bill authorizing the Colorado River Storage Project reached
the floor of the Senate in April of 1955, Senator Neuberger of Oregon introduced an
amendment to eliminate Echo Park Dam from the project. Neuberger professed his
207
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commitment to preserving wilderness, “the last place where Americans can see what
our country must have been like as the first white men camped there.”208 Hubert
Humphrey of Minnesota took the floor to lament the loss of the Hetch Hetchy Valley.
Senator Paul Douglas of Illinois, a professed “friend of public power,” pointed out that
the Echo Park Dam would generate power at $640 per kilowatt – a rate four to five
times greater than that of power generated at Bonneville, Grand Coulee, and all of the
eighteen dams of the Tennessee Valley Authority.209 In spite of these arguments, the
bill passed the Senate with the Echo Park Dam intact.210
Soon afterward, the House Interior Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
held its own vote on the Colorado River Storage Project bill, and in citing powerful
opposition from conservation advocates, eliminated the Echo Park Dam from the
bill.211 This would be the initial breakthrough in a quick succession of victories
leading to the ultimate defeat of the Echo Park Dam. In early November, seven
Senators and seven Representatives from the Upper Basin states unanimously
approved a resolution agreeing to set aside the Echo Park Dam so that the rest of the
project could move forward.212 On November 29, 1955, the Secretary of the Interior
announced that the Department would drop the Echo Park Dam from the Upper
Colorado River Storage Project.213 Finally, on April 11, 1956, the bill authorizing the
Colorado River Storage Project became law, and it plainly stated that, “no dam or
208
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reservoir constructed under the authorization of the Act shall be within any National
Park or Monument.”214
With the battle seemingly won, Representative Wayne N. Aspinall of Colorado
and John P. Saylor of Pennsylvania introduced bills to increase the Monument by
27,000 acres and to elevate it to national park status. Conservation groups supported
this measure, and Director Wirth of the National Park Service declared that the
Monument was certainly of “national park caliber.” Senator Watkins of Utah, angered
by the proposals, accused the conservation advocates of breaking promises and acting
in bad faith.215 These bills did not pass the Eighty-fourth Congress, but Senator
Gordon Allott of Colorado made a highly disputed attempt at a compromise measure
in 1957. In his bill, the Monument would be elevated to park status, provided that
“nothing in this act shall preclude the Secretary of the Interior from investigating…
the suitability of reservoir and canal sites within Dinosaur National Park… but no such
development shall be undertaken by the Secretary except under an act of
Congress…”216 Opponents to the Echo Park Dam must have shuddered upon seeing
conciliatory language so reminiscent of Roosevelt’s 1938 proclamation.
Disagreement arose over whether national park status outweighed the weakness of this
bill, and the New York Times weighed in, noting, “The legal distinction between
[national parks and monuments] is not entirely clear, but parks are generally
considered ‘senior’ to monuments and less susceptible to invasion.”217
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Ultimately, these and later efforts to elevate Dinosaur to national park status
would not succeed. However the Monument was, at least, forever shielded from the
Colorado River Storage Project. Additionally, and of greater consequence on the
national stage, the victory in the battle over Echo Park Dam provided an essential
boost to conservationists advocating for legislation to designate and protect
wilderness, initiating the second phase of the conservation movement in the United
States. The passage of the Wilderness Act of 1964 marked the successful completion
of this offensive stage in conservation.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE QUARRY VISITOR CENTER

Figure 4.1. Postcard of Quarry Visitor Center, 1960s (Image credit: published by Geo. Mc. Co.,
Murray, UT).

Introduction
Earl Douglass was the first to suggest that a museum be built over the quarry in
1915, and his earliest vision closely resembled the building that was actually
completed more than 40 years later. In the intervening decades, two world wars and
the Great Depression limited funding for the park, and plans for a museum were
repeatedly shelved. Finally, in the early 1950s, a scheme was solidified, and the
National Park Service’s Mission 66 program, begun in 1956, provided the impetus and
funding to make the museum a reality in 1958.
Once completed, the new building’s modern design signified optimism about
the future of the Monument in the wake of the battle over the proposed Echo Park
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Dam and embodied the modern age in which it was built. Despite the recognition the
canyons of the Monument had gained during the debate over the Echo Park Dam
proposal, the Quarry Visitor Center was planned to protect and interpret the resource
considered most unique to the Monument – the dinosaur fossils.

The “In-Situ” Idea
The method the museum used of displaying the fossils in relief, embedded in
the quarry wall, was unprecedented among paleontological museums at the time it was
conceived. In 1916, the Director of the U.S. Geological Survey wrote of the
“impressiveness and constructiveness of seeing partly uncovered… bones and
skeletons…” and concluded that such a display would provide a “reason for the
perpetuation of the Dinosaur National Monument as a fact rather than a name.”218 In
1924, Earl Douglass elaborated on a similar idea, and his vision closely resembled the
museum that was later built: 219
The uncovered area should be housed to protect the specimens and
provide shelter for sightseers and students. The north side would be a natural
wall, of course, with the skeletons in place. The south side would probably be
a natural wall also but the ends would have to be built and a roof with ample
skylights would cover the whole. The extra space and the walls could be
utilized for other exhibits from this most interesting geological and
paleontological region.”
However organically the idea might have occurred to these men, comparisons
may be drawn to other modes of museum exhibition for the purpose of contextualizing
and understanding the in-situ idea.
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The archaeological investigations of the mid- to late-nineteenth century raised
popular awareness of the American West and Southwest, and looting of archaeological
sites inspired the passage of the Antiquities Act of 1906. The Act was soon used to
protect archaeological ruins, and in some cases, was applied to the preservation of
resources as they were found. At Dinosaur National Monument, the objects protected
under the Antiquities Act, the dinosaur fossils, were removed and sent to museums
across the country, but the in-situ concept reflected a different approach – that which
recognized the value of viewing specimens in their original settings, as was becoming
the practice in archaeology.
The in-situ exhibition might also have had among its progenitors the mode of
the habitat diorama. This type of display was somewhat employed in Dinosaur’s insitu display and was fully utilized in a peripheral exhibit within the building. The insitu and habitat diorama modes share as goals a verisimilitude and contextualization of
the museum object. The habitat diorama dates back to 1786, when Charles Wilson
Peale established his natural history museum in Philadelphia and therein, painted skies
and landscapes on the backs of display cases to create backdrops for his taxidermy
specimens.220 The first habitat diorama created for a science museum was completed
by Carl Akeley for the Milwaukee Public Museum in 1889. Akeley would go on to
work at the American Museum of Natural History, and most notably, develop a
method of lightweight taxidermy that would be used throughout the American
Museum’s most notable diorama halls. The American Museum, which was a rival to
the Carnegie Museum in the Carnegie Quarry years, and which later lent its expertise
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to the development of plans for the museum at Dinosaur National Monument in the
1930s, might have served as an inspiration for the in-situ display.
Even given these influences, the museum – ultimately named the Quarry
Visitor Center – was the only one of its kind, both at the time it was conceived and at
the time it was completed in 1958. It needed to be, given that the uniqueness of the
concept was an important justification for the expense of developing the Monument
site, a site whose resources had been shipped elsewhere, rather than appreciated in
place, for much of its history.

The Early Museum Buildings
In the intervening years between the designation of the Monument and the
completion of the Quarry Visitor Center, the idea that fossils be displayed in relief had
remained the one fixed aspect of museum planning, while the design of the building
evolved. In the early 1930s, plans to engage the American Museum of Natural
History in the excavation of these fossils were formed and soon abandoned when both
the government and the American Museum could not dedicate adequate funding. The
AMNH’s idea had been to “in fact, [place] a second American Museum Dinosaur Hall
in Utah.”221 Instead, in 1936, a temporary shed-like building was built at the quarry as
one of several public works projects at Dinosaur. It would function as both a storage
facility and museum until a permanent museum could be completed.
By the early 1940s, the limitations of the temporary building had become
apparent. Daniel Beard, superintendent of the Monument, was determined to maintain
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the building, “even though there seems to be a war on” and the supplies with which he
could do so were limited to reclaimed materials.222 In 1942, Beard argued that the Park
Service’s failure to build a museum at the quarry was contributing to the poor standing
of the Monument with the people of Vernal.

223

You are probably aware that our public relations in Vernal have not
been satisfactory. Our activities [in planning the museum] have been shaped in
the hope that this situation might be improved. When boundaries for the
Monument extension were drawn up, we were squeezed to the limit on the
Utah side. Later on, when the exhibit-in-place failed to materialize, Vernal
citizens were very critical of this Service… Vernal is a tight little Mormon
community in a State that has not always been cooperative with this Service…
We must first “break through” the barriers that exist between this service and
the people of Vernal.
One year later, the Bureau of Reclamation filed its reclamation withdrawal
embracing much of the area of the enlarged monument, and from then until 1956, the
publicity storm around the proposal for a dam at Echo Park overwhelmed any local
interest in constructing a museum. In the early 1950s, museum plans continued to
simmer behind the scenes; Park Service officials at first discussed the possibility of
attracting another collaborating institution and of hiring an expert in geology to carry
out the fossil excavations. At this time, it was also decided that the program of
“reliefing and quarrying” should be carried out on a long-range basis, and that at any
point in time, a “half-dozen or so” of exposed fossils would be sufficient for the
purpose of the exhibit.224 Within the museum, the quarry would illustrate only one of
many aspects of the interpretation of the fossils. Peripheral exhibitions would
222
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complement the quarry and illustrate biological information about dinosaurs, the
chronology of dinosaur discoveries, and the history of the Monument site.
In 1951, a temporary shelter was built over the quarry to protect the specimens
and workmen who would soon begin the work of excavation. This would resume
work at the quarry for the first time since the 1930s overburden removal project. The
building consisted of a wood frame and corrugated aluminum sheathing. As in the
permanent museum finished years seven later, the quarry face itself constituted much
of the north wall of the building. At both ends of the building were doors large
enough to permit the entrance of trucks and other bulky equipment. Along the
building’s south wall, a raised catwalk allowed visitors to watch the quarry operations
without hampering the work.225 Three beds of rock were involved in the development
of the exhibit. These were Jurassic in age and differed in their potential to yield
specimens for exhibition. The basal layer was coarse sandstone, two to six feet thick,
with many intact bones, but excavation of this well-cemented layer would be difficult.
The middle layer was a medium-grained sandstone, eight to ten feet thick, and
contained well-preserved fossils that could be removed with relative ease. The top
layer was fine-grained sandstone, roughly six feet thick, and contained primarily
poorly preserved bones that would deteriorate upon exposure. Thus, the layer of
greatest interest for the purposes of the exhibition was the middle layer.226
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Figure 4.2. Temporary Quarry Shelter, unknown photographer, 1955 (Image credit: Wallace Stegner,
This Is Dinosaur (New York: Knopf, 1955), n.p).

The work of quarrying began in 1953, in the midst of the controversy over the
Echo Park Dam proposal, while the design for the permanent museum was still
unresolved. In 1954, Theodore White, the geologist hired to lead the excavations,
complained that the temporary building was a “detriment” for several reasons. Its
frame so light that the timbers could not support “anchoring for a hoist;” the mineshed design hindered the maneuvering of a dirt loader within the building; and the
north wall of the building was too close to the upper edge of the fossil-bearing rock
layer.227 Jess Lombard, the superintendent of Dinosaur, recommended that no
modifications be made to the building, however, because the construction of a
permanent museum was imminent.
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Figure 4.3. Quarry wall in progress, interior of temporary shelter, unknown photographer, 1955 (Image
credit: Wallace Stegner, This Is Dinosaur (New York: Knopf, 1955), n.p.).

Mission 66
Mission 66 was a ten-year program, begun in 1956, that included the
improvement of road and trail networks, as well as the new construction of visitor
centers and residential, maintenance, and administrative facilities, throughout the units
of the National Park System in celebration of the Service’s 50th anniversary in 1966.228
Conrad Wirth, Director of the Park Service, recalled his conception of the program in
Parks, Politics and the People, describing how the exciting idea occurred to him to
ask for a decade of congressional funding, rather than just a year’s worth, so that he
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could ensure that these building projects would be completed.229 The visitor center at
Dinosaur National Monument was the first of the Mission 66 visitor centers, and its
modern design came to typify the Mission 66 building type. Sarah Allaback,
architectural historian and author of Mission 66 Visitor Centers: The History of a
Building Type, described the historical context in which Mission 66 began:
As Mission 66 planners prepared for a decade of development in the
parks, skyscrapers and high-density housing replaced historic buildings and
familiar neighborhoods…. Downtown highrises and business centers
anticipated a better, more efficient lifestyle for all Americans. The forces at
work – capitalism and a society obsessed with progress – were prevalent
throughout the country; it was only a matter of time before they would enter
the national parks.
Thus, the Park Service Rustic style developed in the 1920s was supplanted by
“Park Service Modern” design. While the concept of a visitor center – a centralized
visitor service facility – had begun to take shape in the postwar period, the steady
adoption of innovative approaches to visitor management resulted in the introduction
of an entirely new architectural style with the Mission 66 program. Ironically,
conservation advocates, many of same men who defended Dinosaur against the dam
proposal, including Devereux Butcher of the National Parks Association and David
Brower of the Sierra Club, were among the most prominent opponents to such park
developments.230 Meanwhile, the Park Service was convinced that these projects were
consistent with its mission, constituting one means by which enjoyment without
impairment, as defined in the Park Service’s Organic Act of 1916, was to be
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provided.231 Like the Rustic style, Park Service Modern designs were intended to
reflect and not compete with their surrounding environment. Because visitor centers
were meant to accommodate increasing numbers of visitors, the new designs were
intended to be unobtrusive, not by virtue of their size, but by their use of concrete,
steel, and glazing, as well their lack of ornamentation. Visitors could assumedly look
past or even through these structures to their surroundings.232
The Mission 66 program at Dinosaur included not only the visitor center, but
also road and trail construction and improvement projects, and the addition of new
buildings, for a total cost of $5.3 million. Water and sanitation facilities were to be
provided throughout the accessible areas of the Monument. In the “Quarry Area,” the
existing network of roads was adequate, but an extension road was planned to
terminate in a new parking area near the quarry. The in-situ museum, thereafter
named the “Quarry Visitor Center,” would be the focal point of information and
interpretation. Accommodations and food were available in nearby towns, so
improvements of this nature were not necessary. For the “Canyon Section,” a 75-mile
road system was proposed, of which 30 miles of existing road could be provided in
existing roads. This system would run east to west, south of the Yampa River,
connecting at both ends to U.S. Highway 40. To protect the wilderness of the northern
section of the Monument – north of the Yampa and extending to the Gates of Lodore –
roads would not be laid in that direction. Campgrounds would be dispersed near
entrances to the Monument. Ironically, in the same year that Echo Park was spared
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from the Colorado River Storage Project, the principal visitor center in the Canyon
Section was proposed for that same location, but this would never come to pass.233
Soon, a Canyon headquarters was planned for the intersection of the north-south
Canyon entrance road and U.S. Highway 40.234

Building the Quarry Visitor Center
To design the Quarry Visitor Center, the Park Service selected the San
Francisco architectural firm of Anshen and Allen, which chose Richard Hein as the
project architect. The firm had recently completed its Chapel of the Holy Cross in
Sedona Arizona. Located near Montezuma Castle National Monument and other
monuments in the Flagstaff area, it is likely, but not documented, that its design
motivated the Park Service’s interest in Anshen and Allen.235 Like the Quarry Visitor
Center, completed three years later, the Chapel appeared to rise organically from its
surrounding red rocks, was constructed in concrete and glass, and had a serpentine
concrete ramp. As in the Quarry Visitor Center, dramatic glazing, which constituted
the end of a cruciform plan in the Chapel, opened the interior space to the natural
environment. Hein had also been the project architect for the Chapel in Sedona.
Previously, he specialized in passenger ship interiors, and at Anshen and Allen, he
designed the ramps for both the Sedona chapel and the Quarry Visitor Center.236
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While early Park Service designs called for a windowless, artificially lit
building to enclose the quarry, Hein, quickly discarded this notion in favor of an
almost entirely glazed structure.237 This would allow visitors to view both the quarry
and its surrounding environment at once, and would also intrude least on its
environment when viewed from the outside. By their design, an asymmetrical
butterfly roof would surmount the glass-walled building and would be supported by a
rigid steel frame. While the glassy gallery form remained a fixture throughout the
design process, the attached structures – the concrete ramp and cylindrical building –
underwent more than ten revisions.238
An additional point of contention was the method of lighting for the quarry
wall. While Anshen and Allen favored natural lighting, the Park Service’s Division of
Interpretation preferred artificial lighting. When asked for advice, an exhibition expert
at the American Museum of Natural History agreed that artificial lighting would best
serve the interpretive purpose of the quarry wall: “The dull flat tones of daylight have
a devastating effect on the most perfectly-executed display… The quarry wall is a
dramatic piece of earth history. Its dramatic content can only be fully revealed with
proper directional lighting.”239 Similarly, the Museum Branch of the Park Service
argued that the “great expanse of glass will produce a constant lighting problem” and
instead proposed that the architects consider “insulated, light-colored vitreous enamel
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(or anodized aluminum) panels in the same module as the proposed glass panes.”240
Ultimately, the natural lighting scheme prevailed. Bids for construction were invited
in February of 1957, and R. K. McCullough Construction Company of Salt Lake City
made the lowest bid at $309,000. Construction began in May of 1957. By November,
the concrete ramp, steel frame and steel window sashes had been completed. Before
the end of the year, roof sheathing had been installed, and work had begun on the
interior.241

Figure 4.4 Upper level plan of the QVC from set of working drawings, 1956 (Image credit: Technical
Information Center, Denver Service Center. Printed in Sarah Allaback, Mission 66 Visitor Centers: The
History of a Building Type (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships, Park Historic Structures and Cultural Landscapes
Program, 2000), 52).
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Figure 4.5. Lower level plan of the QVC from set of working drawings, 1956 (Image credit: Technical
Information Center, Denver Service Center. Printed in Sarah Allaback, Mission 66 Visitor Centers: The
History of a Building Type (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships, Park Historic Structures and Cultural Landscapes
Program, 2000), 53).

In December of 1957, Park Naturalist John M. Good gave the following
narrative description of the visitor experience that would be provided in the completed
structure:242
He will enter the building by walking up a curved ramp that brings him
into the upper lobby… From the lobby our visitor will step out onto a balcony
from which he has an unobstructed view of the quarry face and the fossils it
contains. No other exhibits distract his attention from the main one. As he
walks along, he will notice small placards on the balcony rail which identify
the groups of bones in the wall. At the west end of the building a flight of
stairs leads down to the main floor of the building.
Here the visitor will find a series of exhibits explaining many of the
interesting facts in the dinosaur story. He pushes a button and a short movie
shows how the quarry was worked in the Carnegie Museum days and how it is
worked today…
242
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In one exhibit models and pictures will show our visitor the necessary
steps in finding a fossil, removing its stony covering, and learning about it. He
will discover that rocks can tell us of the conditions under which they were
formed…
Perhaps the most interesting exhibit in the entire group will be a
diorama entitled “Sandbar Cemetery.” (A diorama is a 3-dimensional exhibit
that looks like a short half cylinder whose curved surface forms a painted
background and whose open space is filled with models.) The diorama will
show the quarry as it might have looked during the time the dinosaurs lived
there…
The visitor may look through a window into the preparation rooms.
There he will see how the fossils are cleaned and put together. He can observe
the work on the quarry face, watch the men use jackhammer, chisel, and pick
as they cut away the barren rock to expose the fossil bones beneath.
Good also gave a brief description of the work that had been completed to
prepare the site. In the past summer, the old museum building was “skid” to a site in
the Spilt Mountain gorge area. He further reported that half a million dollars had
already been spent or contracted for Mission 66 improvements at Dinosaur.243

Figure 4.6. Quarry Visitor Center under construction, 1958 (Image credit: Uintah County Library,
digitized at carnegiequarry.com)
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Figure 4.7. Quarry Visitor Center under construction, 1958 (Image credit: Uintah County Library,
digitized at carnegiequarry.com)

On May 9, 1958, the Quarry Visitor Center was completed. The dedication
ceremony on June 1 was planned in partnership with the Vernal Lions Club. The
Vernal High School band kicked off the event at 1:40 in the afternoon. Speakers
included the governor of Utah, the Assistant Secretary of the Interior, and
superintendent Jess Lombard. Dr. LeRoy Kay, originally a quarry laborer under Earl
Douglass, and later, a paleontologist and curator at the Carnegie Museum, delivered
the keynote address. Here, the museum was celebrated as the “result of over 30 years
of dreams, plans and work by scientists, people of this community and State and by
the National Park Service.”244
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Interpretation
Interpretation of the Monument’s resources motivated the design of the
Museum, as well as the other Mission 66 plans. In the prospectus for Mission 66 at
Dinosaur, the significant values of Dinosaur were ranked, as they were understood in
1956:245
The most significant values of Dinosaur National Monument lie in its
interesting features of earth science, combined with exceptional scenery in an
atmosphere of wilderness. The dinosaur fossil deposit famous for its quantity,
quality and variety of specimens is the best known single feature. In the area
near the “Dinosaur Quarry,” as well as elsewhere in the Monument, erosion
has worn away the folded and faulted sedimentary rocks and riffled them open,
like pages of a worn book, to tell of the earth’s story… Of secondary
significance are the archaeological features as represented in the remains of
prehistoric Indian inhabitants. Biological features typical of a semi-desert are
also significant.
Correspondingly, the designs of the exhibitions, excluding the quarry itself,
were planned with the objective to “interpret the story of the dinosaurs.”246
Contributors to the materials on display included the American Museum of Natural
History, the Carnegie Museum, the Petrified Forest Museum Association, the Utah
Field House of Natural History, the University of California Department of
Paleontology, the U.S. Geological Survey, and the Yale Peabody Museum. These
materials included negatives of photographs, casts of fossils, and scientific
information needed in the creation of sculptures and artwork.247 The U.S. National
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Museum provided many valuable specimens, including a mold of a Camasaurus skull,
as well as images for exhibition panels.248
Within four years of the completion of the Quarry Visitor Center, expertise the
field of paleontology and popular knowledge about dinosaurs had advanced such that
the exhibits already appeared outdated. Paintings made by G. Ernest Untermann of
the Utah Field House were inaccurate in their representation of both anatomical details
and the environment of dinosaurs. Apparently, a “smoking volcano” was included in a
mural design and was seen as fantastical and misleading. Additionally, a panel
comparing dinosaurs to dragons and sea serpents was seen as problematic. In 1962,
the chief of the Branch of Museums complained: “So many things we see in movies,
on television and in comic strips associate dinosaurs with early man…We might be ill
advised to add to the confusion. Is not the widespread interest in dinosaurs a product
of scientific research and only slightly related to the older interest in mythical
monsters?”249 Three years later, the superintendent of Dinosaur asked for funding to
permit the creation of new dinosaur models. He argued that the sculptor who had
made the originals was “advanced in years and very single-minded about the
appearance of dinosaurs,” and that young visitors were unconvinced; they were the
“severest critics… [Because] they instinctively know whether or not the animals
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represented by the figures could function as a living mobile creature.”250
Consequently, in that fiscal year, the Park Service made available a small sum to
revise the content of the exhibitions and to redo the dinosaur models, which had
received “some adverse comment on [their] quality…”251

Physical Description
From the time it was completed in 1958 to its partial demolition and restoration
in 2011 (to be discussed in Chapter Five), the Quarry Visitor Center comprised four
interconnected structures: Exhibit Shelter, Entry Ramp, Administrative Wing, and
South Wing.
The Exhibit Shelter constituted the in-situ museum section of structure.
Today, it is the only surviving component of the Visitor Center. It is rectangular in
plan - 60 feet wide by 180 feet long – and is oriented with its length spanning east to
west. Its appearance is primarily distinct in its placement against the quarry wall,
which makes up most of its north elevation, its glassy curtain walls, and its “butterfly”
roof. Its construction is largely made up of steel, glass, and concrete, but wood is used
for roof decking. The exterior walls consist of a steel lattice network that is glazed
with large glass panes. Embodying the concept of form-following-function, the lack
of embellishment and visible structural system create vast expanses of open space by
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which the quarry wall remains prominent and the natural surroundings are visible from
both the exterior and interior of the building.

Figure 4.8. Second story interior of Quarry Visitor Center, 1958 (Image credit: carnegiequarry.com)

Figure 4.8. First story interior of Quarry Visitor Center, 1958 (Image credit: Uintah County Library,
digitized at carnegiequarry.com)
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Before the remainder of the Quarry Visitor Center was demolished, entry was
granted to the second story of the Exhibit Hall through the concrete serpentine Entry
Ramp. The ramp sloped steeply and wrapped around the cylindrical, two-story
Administrative Wing. The Administrative Wing was a barrel-shaped concrete mass
with its construction largely made up of concrete block pilasters and windows in the
spaces between concrete. A door below the Entry Ramp and connecting between the
Administrative Wing and Exhibit Hall provided first-story entrance to in-situ museum.
The one-story South Wing stretched along the south elevation of the Exhibit Shelter
and housed administrative facilities and a mechanical room. When a visitor viewed
the Quarry Visitor Center at its southeast corner, the Entry Ramp and Administrative
Wing formed a compositional counterbalance to the large rectangular Exhibit Hall,
and the South Wing was nearly hidden from view.252
The Quarry Visitor stood in this form until 2011. In Chapter Five, the
deterioration, treatment, and partial demolition of the structure will be discussed.
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CHAPTER FIVE
PLANNING FOR PRESERVATION

Introduction
After the defeat of the proposal to construct a dam at Echo Park and the
completion of the long-awaited museum, Congress enacted legislation that modified
the boundaries and helped to specify the intended use of the Monument. “An Act To
Revise the Boundaries of Dinosaur National Monument and Provide an Entrance Road
or Roads Thereto, and for Other Purposes,” Public Law 86-729, 74 Stat. 857, was
approved on September 8, 1960. Its three major consequences were: the authorization
to construct an entrance road and acquire land to do so; the elimination of grazing,
except on privately owned lands within the Monument; and the slight enlargement of
the Monument from 203,885 to 211,142 acres.
From 1960 to 1985, Dinosaur did not have an approved general management
plan. Instead, management “proceeded on a case-by-case basis.”253 This period was
one of development, in which accessibility to the quarry and canyon sections was
improved beginning with Mission 66 funding and more modestly thereafter. In the
1960s, roads were constructed and improved, and most notably, a new headquarters
was built at Dinosaur, Colorado. After this time, continued development occurred on
a smaller scale, while visitation steadily increased.254 Visitors were attracted to the
Monument by new camping, backcountry touring, whitewater boating, and fossil
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viewing offerings. Management also supported research of the Monument’s natural
and cultural resources, albeit with limited funds.255 After the approval of the 1985
General Management Plan, and through the year 2000, the Monument’s museum
collection expanded with the excavation of fossil sites outside of the Quarry Visitor
Center and the gathering of thousands of artifacts.256
The second half of the Monument’s history, with respect to its planning for
wilderness, water, historic and archaeological resources, and paleontological
specimens, will be discussed in this chapter. As in the first fifty years of its history,
the question of how to categorize and protect Dinosaur has been tied to the interaction,
and sometimes conflict, between its mandated purpose – “to protect objects of historic
and scientific interest” – and both the laws that govern its resources and the reality of
managing its vast acreage. From 1958, when the Quarry Visitor Center was
completed, through 2016, it has become clear that the Monument’s legislated
significance is not necessarily equivalent to its historic or popular significance. The
passage of many new laws for the preservation and management of historic,
archaeological, cultural, natural, and paleontological resources has changed the
context in which Dinosaur is protected. Planning activities have revisited and
reinforced the significant aspects of its history – the ways in which people have
interpreted the purpose of the Monument in order to use, shape, and protect what they
valued.
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Wilderness
The creation of a national wilderness system with the passage of the
Wilderness Act in 1964 was a turning point in the preservation movement. It signified
the beginning of an offensive, rather than defensive, position in preventing the loss of
significant resources; it introduced a generalized and theoretical understanding of
wilderness, rather than a localized and site-specific one; and it effected an
unprecedented level of protection for undeveloped land.257 The law defined
wilderness as “an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by
man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.”258 At Dinosaur, the defeat
of the proposed Echo Park Dam and the passage of the Wilderness Act dramatically
changed the interpretation of the Monument, both within its own management and
from an outsider perspective. Its original designation in 1915 was signed in order to
protect an area from which fossils would be extracted, and its 1938 enlargement
attached to the quarry a vast terrain of unsurveyed canyon country. This changed after
the defeat of the dam, by which all of Dinosaur, encompassing its quarry and canyon
sections, became a symbol of rugged wilderness. After the passage of the 1960 Act,
the National Park Service began to survey its units for wilderness qualities and
potential for designation, and Dinosaur National Monument was included in the initial
study areas.
Of primary interest were the Green and Yampa River Canyons. At first, an
area of 45,100 acres was recommended for wilderness designation. In the preliminary
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study, the canyons were described as an oasis for plants and animals, a home to people
of the Fremont Culture from 400 to 800 A.D., and a vast landscape scarcely inhabited
by white settlers in historic times. Because of the construction of the Flaming Gorge
Dam, located on the Green River 30 miles upstream from the boundary of the
Monument, the Yampa River was said to bear the distinction of being “the last major
free river of entire Colorado River drainage.”259 Threats to wilderness qualities were
outlined as well. Dinosaur was described as one part of a large recreational complex
managed by three Federal agencies: the Park Service, the Forest Service, and the
Bureau of Land Management. Within this recreational complex, the Bureau of Land
Management allowed hunting and jeep touring. The Forest Service landholdings of
the Uinta Mountains were commonly visited by Utahns escaping the summer heat and
by tourists seeking winter recreation. The Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area,
managed by the Forest Service, was used for water-oriented recreation. In addition to
these less insidious uses, agriculture and mineral extraction also threatened to
encroach on the Dinosaur vicinity. The study warned that, “When it becomes more
economical, the extraction of extensive reserves of shales underlying much of this
region will become a major industry.”260
Grazing allotments represented the starkest contrast to wilderness values
within the Monument. In the addition lands of the 1960 Act, a number of privately
owned ranching properties and Federal lands subject to grazing were included. The
1960 Act provided for the extension of existing grazing leases, permits, and licenses
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on the Federal lands for a period of 25 years after the passage of the Act, and
thereafter, for the lifetime of direct heirs, successors, or assigns. As such, the
complete phase out of grazing was not expected until the year 2030. Manifestations of
grazing –mechanical equipment, paths for motor vehicles, various ranching-related
buildings, water impoundments, and fences and stock enclosures – revealed man’s
influence on the landscape. As of the 1973 study, grazing occurred on 65,000 of the
211,142 acres of the Monument. Of the 24 grazing permittees, seven owned land
within the Monument. Power and reclamation withdrawals also abounded in the
Green and Yampa Canyon lands. As of the preliminary study, thirteen withdrawals,
including the Split Mountain and Echo Park units of the Colorado River Storage
Project, were in effect. However, the Bureau of Reclamation had recently applied to
the Bureau of Land Management to revoke all of its withdrawals. Several mining
claims were in effect, but the validity of each was thus far undetermined.261
A summary of public hearing comments and written responses was also
included in the preliminary study. A coalition of conservation organizations,
including the Wilderness Society, Sierra Club, Trout Unlimited, and the Colorado
Mountain Club, supported the wilderness proposal. Local groups represented much of
the opposition; these included: the Chambers of Commerce for Vernal, Utah, and
Craig and Glenwood Springs, Colorado; Colorado River Water Conservation District;
Ashley and Uintah Woolgrowers Association; Uintah Cattlemens’ Association; and
Utah Farm Bureau. Twenty-four private organizations, one public agency, and 307
individuals favored enlarging the proposed wilderness acreage. Sixteen private
261
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organizations, four public agencies, and 62 individuals opposed any wilderness at
all.262
Agency correspondence to the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposal document support from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, no opinion for or
against from the Army Corps of Engineers and from the Fish and Wildlife Service,
and submission to the Park Service’s wishes from the Bureau of Mines and the Federal
Power Commission.263 Thomas V. Falkie, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Bureau of Mines wrote:264
Our office review, without benefit of field investigation, indicates that
mineral resources of economic significance are not known in Dinosaur
National Monument. Many unpatented claims have been located in the
monument; however, most are old and some may have been invalidated by the
Bureau of Land Management… On the other hand, since the monument was
withdrawn from mineral entry in 1938, it is unlikely that this area has been
thoroughly prospected using modern mineral exploration techniques… The
proposed action, however, would have no further adverse effect… because the
monument is already closed to mineral entry except for existing rights.
John R. McGuire, Chief of the U.S.D.A. Forest Service, offered new and
highly pertinent information with respect to grazing and other considerations:265
The fact that grazing is present should not in itself preclude
consideration. Grazing is acceptable in the Wilderness Act. Management
practices usually have to be modified. In addition, if the area structures and
management practices preclude an area from consideration today, they would
also prelude its consideration later if Wilderness is truly to be an area where
the forces of nature are, and have been, free to work. Powersite withdrawals
would likewise not preclude an area from becoming Wilderness. The
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Wilderness Act does not preclude the construction of a dam… Presidential
approval is required before any water resource developments in Wilderness.
From his comments, it is evident that the conditions permissible in protected
wilderness were somewhat unclear to those writing the Dinosaur proposal. Certain
uses of the land, such as grazing or water development, were not altogether prohibited
in wilderness. With this knowledge, the Park Service held public hearings in Craig,
Colorado, and Vernal Utah, in mid-March, as was required by the Wilderness Act.
Approximately 130 people attended the two hearings, and the oral statements given at
the hearings, combined with the written statements received, totaled 462 statements.266
A petition submitted to the Park Service objected on the basis that wilderness “is
frequently discriminatory to a large segment of the population – the aged, the
physically handicapped, and those who lack either the time or financial resources or
abilities to either back pack or economically travel into these designated areas.” More
importantly, the location of this wilderness area – downstream from the Yampa River
Valley and the agricultural areas of both Routt and Moffatt Counties in Colorado, as
well as near rich coal and uranium deposits – would limit the development of these
resources.267 These limitations were, of course, a primary motivation for the
wilderness recommendation. In the Colorado hearing on the draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Sam Haslam, a Colorado State University professor, complained
that only three nonprofit organizations had been solicited for comment in the writing
of the document – the Wilderness Society, Sierra Club, and National Wildlife
Federation. Haslam went on to testify that grazing would offer many advantages in
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the proposed wilderness: it would keep grass down, reduce the danger of fire, and
“create contrasts in vegetation color and form that would improve the aesthetic value
of the landscape.”268
Given the new information yielded in the Forest Service’s correspondence and
the feedback received from public hearings, 120,241 acres, including 118,412 acres of
grazing lands, were added to the wilderness recommendation, and 1,916 acres,
including 990 acres of land owned by the State of Utah, were removed. This was done
in order to comply with the Department of Interior’s policy to preclude wilderness
designation of state-owned lands unless the state involved had no objections. In sum,
165,341 acres, constituting 80 percent of the monument area, were recommended for
wilderness designation.269 An additional 10,274 acres were recommended as Potential
Wilderness. The Park Service submitted its proposal on December 4, 1974; it was
defeated in Congressional committee hearings. Four years later, a revised wilderness
proposal was recommended designation to Congress by a Presidential Proclamation
dated May 11, 1978. The revised recommendation was the result of purchases of
inholdings, the retirement of grazing privileges, the closure of grazing-related roads,
and the decision to release certain areas from consideration for future development.270
Because this recommendation was never approved nor rejected by Congress, and
because subsequent wilderness studies have not superseded it, the Park Service
continues to protect the wilderness values and resources of this 1978 proposal until it
the recommended area is formally eliminated from eligibility. A 2012 wilderness
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study of Dinosaur concluded that a change to this status in the foreseeable future is
unlikely, “given the current national political climate and the physical boundaries of
Dinosaur NM that would require the cooperation of both Utah and Colorado local
governments for enactment.”271

Figure 5.1. Map of Recommended Wilderness, 1978 (Image credit: Draft bill “To designate certain
lands within units of the National Park System as wilderness,” May 11, 1978)

Water
Before 1982, federal courts had traditionally upheld federal primacy on
reserved water rights, and from the time of the 1938 enlargement of Dinosaur’s
boundaries, it was assumed that the instream flow of the Green and Yampa Rivers
within the Monument were included in the reservation of the Monument. In 1982, a

271

Sarah V. Crump, “Dinosaur Recommended Wilderness, Building Blocks for Wilderness Character”
(Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, August 2012), 5.

138

groundbreaking case involving Dinosaur National Monument and many other federal
reservations set a precedent whereby federal water claims had to be connected with the
enabling legislations of reservations in Colorado. In the case of United States v. City
and County of Denver, the culmination of fifteen years of adjudication of water rights
throughout Colorado, the interpretation directly engaged Dinosaur’s legislated
significance, the reason for which it had been protected as a Monument. The decision
of this case indicated the future of the region.
United States v. Denver resolved a collection of complex appeals involving the
adjudication of reserved water rights. In order to do so, the Supreme Court of
Colorado necessarily reconciled two fundamental themes at the heart of the
development of the State: the role of the federal government as the sovereign and
proprietor of the territory that became the State of Colorado in 1876, and the State of
Colorado’s role in the development of the doctrine of prior appropriation.272 The
federal government was the first owner of the land of the western territories; the acts
incorporating these territories into the United States reserved ownership of
unappropriated lands to the federal government, but made no explicit reference to
unappropriated waters. After much of this land was sold or disposed, the lands
remaining under the ownership of the federal government were generally classified as
“public domain” or “reserved lands.” Reserved lands were withdrawn for specific
purposes by statue, executive order, or treaty. The reservations directly at issue in this
case were: seven national forests – Arapaho, Grand Mesa, Gunnison, Manti-La Sal,
Routt, Uncompahgre, and White; Rocky Mountain National Park; three national
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monuments – Black Canyon of the Gunnison, Colorado, and Dinosaur; 1,500 public
springs or waterholes located in Bureau of Land Management lands; and two mineral
hot springs located on public domain lands.
The doctrine of prior appropriation generally governed rights to water in the
nineteen western states.273 Its origins lay in the years of original settlement of
Colorado, where access to water had always been a necessity, and where pioneers
could not wait for the federal government to design a relevant legal framework before
making use of the natural water. In the 1882 case of Coffin v. Left Hand Ditch, the
Supreme Court of Colorado explicitly adopted the prior appropriation doctrine, citing
Colorado’s harsh climate and its early mining and irrigation practices in determining
that the first party to appropriate natural water for a beneficial purpose had the right to
continue to use that quantity of water for that beneficial purpose.274 The McCarran
Amendment to the Department of Justice Appropriations Act, 66 Stat. 560 (1952), 43
U.S.C. § 666, strengthened this doctrine, in essence providing the Congressional
consent needed so that the prior appropriation doctrine could by applied to the
adjudication of water rights in cases involving federal lands.
In 1982, the Supreme Court of Colorado largely upheld the western Colorado
water court’s decisions regarding the appeals consolidated under U.S. v. Denver. Both
courts looked to the purposes for which federal reservations had been made in order to
determine reserved water rights. In each case, the relevant enabling legislation was
scrutinized for explicit wording specifying the purpose of each reservation in order to
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determine the need for instream flows related to the explicit purpose and the quantity
of water needed to accomplish that purpose.
The United States claimed that it had a reserved instream flow water right in
the Yampa River within Dinosaur National Monument for the provision of
recreational boating opportunities. The federal government argued that the 1938
proclamation expanding the Monument placed it under the management of the
National Park Service and its Organic Act of 1916. This Act established the purpose
of the Park Service to ensure the conservation and enjoyment of “scenic, natural, and
historic objects,” and the United States argued that recreation was an implied purpose.
The court interpreted this claim as an assertion that national monuments administered
under the 1916 Act were to be administered as national parks. It countered that this
argument implicitly “eliminated all basic distinctions between national monuments
and parks.” This argument was rejected on the basis that, “nothing in the National
Park Service Act or its legislative history indicates any intent to modify the purposes
for which national monuments are established under the Antiquities Act or expand the
reserved water rights claimed for them.”275
Ultimately, the Court rejected the federal claim by narrowly adhering to the
wording of the 1938 proclamation:
We believe that Dinosaur National Monument was established for the
purpose of preserving outstanding objects of historic and scientific interest.
Recreational boating is not a purpose for which the 1938 acreage was
implicitly or explicitly reserved… The National Park Service Act should not
be used as a basis for expanding the monument purposes which support a
reservation of water. In our view, the relevant reservation document is the
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presidential proclamation of 1938, which enlarged Dinosaur National
Monument to protect “objects of historic and scientific interest.”
Thus, it was decided by the Supreme Court of Colorado that despite any scenic
or recreational values attributed to the Monument, either by popular interpretation or
by Park Service management, the only legally defensible purpose for which water
could be reserved in Dinosaur was the protection of “objects of historic and scientific
interest.” Today, the Monument’s management issues permits for boating on its
rivers, but the regulation of boating was given its own river management plan,
separate from the management of any other recreational activities. The right to
instream flows was necessarily obtained from the State of Colorado and was not
granted by virtue of the 1938 proclamation. The case of United States v. Denver
serves as a reminder of the limitations of the Monument’s enabling legislation when
examined by a State court. In the 1950s, conservation advocates argued that the use of
the instream flows for the construction of a dam within Dinosaur would irreparably
harm the intrinsic values for which the Monument had been established. Thirty years
later, the Supreme Court of Colorado ruled that the Park Service had only limited
rights to the water within the Monument, and that these intrinsic values were only
those that extended to scientific and historic objects.

Historic and Archaeological Resources
The 1915 and 1938 proclamations indicate that the objects of historic and
scientific value that were to be protected under the Antiquities Act were the dinosaur
fossils. Yet the resources that are individually designated as historic resources today
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are largely unrelated to these fossils. Most of these resources are ranching properties
dating to the early twentieth century; the exceptions are the Castle Park
Archaeological District, Denis Julien Inscription, Earl Douglass WorkshopLaboratory, and Quarry Visitor Center. From the enlargement of the monument in
1938 to the proposal to designate most of Dinosaur as wilderness, ranching interests
have opposed increased protections within the Monument area. With the 1960
boundary adjustment, the Monument’s management enacted a phase out policy toward
ranching permits and leases. In 1985, Western Historical Studies, Inc., completed a
survey of historic resources within Dinosaur – resources that were at least 50 years
old, or those that possessed exceptional significance. The field survey identified 132
historic structures, and of those, 92 were ranching-related, comprising 70 percent of all
historic structures.276 By this time, most of these ranching structures were vacant and
need of interpretation and treatment. These needs were addressed with the
nominations to the National Register submitted in the mid-1980s.
The first archaeological and historic resource surveys of Dinosaur were
completed thirty years earlier, in 1948 and 1954 respectively. When the University of
Colorado undertook the survey published as “The archaeology of Castle Park,” its
mandate was to identify resources that would be inundated with the construction of a
dam at Echo Park. The team investigated many traces of the Fremont Basket Maker
Culture dating to no later than 800 A.D. Objects found included pottery, clay
figurines, charred corn, and implements. In investigating cave areas, the team
confirmed that the Fremont people lived in open campsites or villages in the canyons,
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rather than in caves, and that the caves were primarily used for storage of food and
valuables.277 As a consequence of this study, the Park Service was able to report that
valuable archaeological resources would be lost by inundation. The 1954 study of
historic resources, entitled “Historical Aspect of Dinosaur National Monument,” was
completed by Harry B. Robinson, historian for the Region Two Office of the National
Park Service. Its introduction began, “Most people think of Dinosaur National
Monument as a paleontological area only; some know of the scenic character of its
canyons and back country; but few realize that the area has a rich historical
background.”278 The timing of the report’s completion suggests a similar motivation
for this report as that behind the completion of the archaeological study. In this
document, the first recent human history of the monument, beginning with the Spanish
discovery of the Green River Basin in 1776, and ending in the 1950s, was written.
This history included the fur trade period of the 1820s through 1840s, canyon
explorations of the 1860s to 1870s, and early white occupancy beginning in the late
nineteenth century.
These two studies laid the foundation upon which Dinosaur’s historic and
archaeological resources would be nominated to the National Register of Historic
Places in the 1980s. Before this could happen, the field of preservation would
transform on the national stage from 1960 to 1979. In 1960, Congress passed the
Reservoir Salvage Act, which provided for the recovery and preservation of “historic
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and archaeological data” that might be lost in the construction of a dam.279 In this 1960
Act, an echo is evident of the Park, Parkway, and Recreational Study Act of 1936,
whereby the Bureau of Reclamation and Army Corps of Engineers enlisted the Park
Service to record the scenic, scientific, historical, archaeological, and paleontological
resources found at potential reservoir sites. In 1966, the National Historic
Preservation Act was passed. It provided the legal basis for preservation action at the
local level, created a more robust National Register, expanded National Register
criteria by accounting for properties of local and state-level significance, and created
the Section 106 review process, by which federal agencies planning an undertaking
must take into account any effect to properties listed on or eligible for the National
Register.280 Under the NHPA, a wide array of historic, archaeological, and cultural
resources were encompassed under the term “historic properties.” The field of
archaeology benefited directly from the NHPA. In 1974, Congress amended the
Reservoir Salvage Act – renamed the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act –
to require that federal agencies fund archaeological activities necessitated by their
projects.281 Next, in response to persistent looting problems on federal lands, Congress
passed the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979.282 ARPA affirmed and
enhanced the provisions of the Antiquities Act by improving enforcement of the 1906
Act and addressing concerns such as the disposition of archaeological items uncovered
from federal lands and the confidentiality of archaeological sites.
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a. Historic structures
Following these legislative achievements in the field of preservation, historic
properties were surveyed at Dinosaur National Monument in 1985. The “Historic
Resources Study” of Dinosaur, completed by Western Historical Societies Inc., told a
similar history to that of the 1954 “Historic Aspects” report, but built on this
framework with a much more in-depth study.283 This 1985 study provided the archival
research and thematic organization by which a multiple resources nomination form for
23 resources in Dinosaur, most organized into complexes, was submitted to the
National Park Service.284 The five themes under which these resources were organized
were: Ranching, Exploration and Fur Trade, Tourism, Scientific Discovery, and Park
Development.
The Chew Ranch Complex, falling under the “Ranching” theme, includes
buildings primarily of log construction. In 1992, Regional Historical Architect Rick
Cronenberger identified the Chew Ranch site as a significant and intact cultural
landscape. He recommended a preservation maintenance program. In 1997,
monument management expressed interest in developing the ranch as an interpretive
site, requiring at minimum a preservation treatment.285 Interpretive signage has since
been installed at an overlook from with the Chew Ranch Complex is visible.
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Figure 5.2. Agricultural cluster at Chew Ranch complex, circa 1975 (Image credit: National Park
Service Cultural Landscapes Inventory, 2004)

The Josie Bassett Morris Ranch Complex is similarly of the Ranching theme
and composed of buildings in the log ranch style and construction. From the 1980s
until 1999, the building complex was retained in “moldering ruin status” – a park
service policy of allowing it to deteriorate naturally. In 1999, management changed its
directive for this property and instead elected to stabilize and preserve the principal
building of the complex, Morris’ personal cabin.286
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The Denis Julien Inscription is categorized under the “Exploration and Fur
Trade” theme. In 1838, Julien, a fur trapper, chipped and carved the inscription,
which reads “DJ 1838.” This was one of at least eight that Julien carved along the
Green and Colorado Rivers.
The Upper Wade and Curtis Cabin at the Gates of Lodore, the sole property in
the “Tourism” theme, was re-built in 1933 on its current site after being used first at a
different locale. It embodies a “Rustic” feel that was intended for the enjoyment of
vacationers. At the time of its designation, it functioned as a seasonal ranger station.
In 2000, the treatment recommended for its continued use was preservation.287
The Earl Douglass Workshop and Laboratory, exemplifying the “Scientific
Discovery” theme, is a stone structure that was built by Douglass’ workers into the
quarry hillside in 1915. During the active quarry years, this building might have been
used as a powder shed. It was built in a stone masonry style unusual to the northeast
Utah region at the time, and it was constructed of local stone.288 Today, it appears
largely unchanged from its original form.
The Quarry Visitor Center, categorized under the “Park Development” theme,
is the only property within the Monument to be listed on the National Register for its
architectural significance. Over many decades, moisture and foundation problems
threatened the stability of the structure so severely that in 2006, the building was
closed to staff and visitors, and in 2011, a significant portion of it was demolished or
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replaced. Back in 1957, even before the building was completed, cracks had appeared
in the newly laid parking area. It became apparent that the soil on which the museum
was built was causing moisture-related damage to the building. The plaza area
underwent several modifications to improve drainage, including the addition of roof
drains and a concrete slab beneath the ramp, but the situation was not seriously
addressed until 1966. In that year, the ground to the north and south of the building
was re-graded, and additional drains were installed. Later that year, the Park Service
hired a consultant to analyze the underlying geological situation, and bentonite –
expansive clay that have high shrink-swell capacity when exposed to water – was
found in the soil. The consultant suggested that the problem would be solved if
moisture were prevented from making contact with the foundation. Without an
immediate solution, the Park Service made stopgap fixes in the following year; most
significantly, some existing footings were replaced with caissons penetrating twenty
feet below grade. By 1968, widened floor tile joints had become prevalent, cracks had
been observed in walls and ceilings, and the south wall had settled by two inches.289
The Quarry Visitor Center was nominated to the National Register of Historic
Places on the multiple resources form submitted for the aforementioned properties.
Then in 2000, it was designated a National Historic Landmark for its “extraordinary
national importance” under NHL Criteria 1 and 4 – association with events that have
made significant contributions to broad national patterns of American history, and
embodiment of distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type exceptionally
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valuable for the study of a period and style.290 However, the foundation-related
condition issues had only worsened. In 2003, the Denver Service Center produced a
QVC Historic Structure Report, in which it recommended a treatment loosely falling
under the category of “adaptive reuse.” The Report called for the rehabilitation of the
Exhibit Hall and the demolition of the cylindrical Administrative Wing and one-story
South Wing. The Ramp was found to be character defining, and thus, the Report
recommended its removal, repair, and re-installment.291 In 2006, the building was
declared structurally unstable and was closed to both visitors and staff indefinitely.
From 2010 to 2011, the Quarry Visitor Center underwent a treatment
resembling the “adaptive reuse” recommended in the HSR, but the treatment differed
in that the Ramp was demolished, along with the Administrative and South Wings. In
the Exhibit Hall, the glass panes and steel lattice of the rigid curtain walls were
removed, leaving behind only the butterfly roof and tapered steel columns. New glass
panes and a steel lattice were built atop the surviving structure, and an exterior ramp,
no longer serpentine in form, was added to provide entry to the second story balcony
replacement. Five years later, the Quarry Visitor Center was re-opened under the new
name of “Quarry Exhibit Hall.”292
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Figure 5.3. Quarry Visitor Center before partial demolition, ca. 2010 (Image credit:
qvcproject.blogspot.com)

Figure 5.4. Quarry Visitor Center after partial demolition, September 2010 (Image credit:
qvcproject.blogspot.com)

b. Mission 66 Revisited
The Park Service had commissioned prominent architects to design five
flagship Mission 66 visitor centers; the Quarry Visitor Center was the first to be
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completed. The other four were: The Wright Brothers National Memorial Visitor
Center in North Carolina, by Romaldo Giurgola of Mitchell/Giurgola; the Beaver
Meadows Visitor Center at Rocky Mountain National Park, by Wesley Peters of
Taliesin West; and two centers – the Painted Desert Community Complex at Petrified
Forest National Park, and the Cyclorama building at Gettysburg National Military
Park – designed by Richard Neutra.
Today, only three of these structures remain intact. In 2006, both the Quarry
Visitor Center and the Cyclorama were closed; the QVC was partially demolished in
2011, and the Cyclorama was fully demolished in 2012. By all accounts, the
respective rationales behind the treatments of the two buildings were entirely separate,
but the coincidence of the timing of both demolitions, as well as the similar removal of
concrete modern structures, raise questions at the center of contemporary preservation
planning. What do we preserve, and for whom do we preserve? Whose history is
important? In the case of the Cyclorama, the Park Service sought to demolish the
building in order to restore the Gettysburg Battlefield landscape to its historic
appearance. Growing nationwide attention to Mission 66 properties led the Park
Service to host a “Mission 66 Research Work Meeting” in May of 2003, in which the
interest of state historic preservation officers in their Mission 66 facilities became
apparent.293 Despite this swell of interest, the process of demolishing much of the
QVC and all of the Cyclorama began in 2006. Motivated, in part, by the irreparable
losses of these buildings, the National Trust designated the remaining Neutra-designed
Mission 66 structure, the Painted Desert Community Complex, as one of its “National
293

Michael A. Tomlan, Historic Preservation: Caring for Our Expanding Legacy (Springer
International Publishing Switzerland, 2015), 292.

152
Treasures” in 2014.294 A National Historic Landmark nomination for the Complex is
currently in progress.295

c. Archaeological resources

Figure 5.5. Petroglyphs at “Swelter Shelter” near Split Mountain, 2016 (Image credit: Author’s
photograph, March 2016)

In 1990, the legislated protection given to remains, funerary objects, sacred
objects, and objects of cultural patrimony – collectively termed “cultural items” – was
dramatically expanded with the passage of the Native American Graves Protection and
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Repatriation Act.296 NAGPRA delineated the rights of all recognized tribes to their
cultural items, established penalties for noncompliance, and required federal agencies
and public and private museums receiving federal funding to consult with Indian
Tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations in order to reach agreements on the
disposition or repatriation of these cultural items. Like any other institution situated
on formerly Indian-occupied terrain or possessing museum objects associated with
Indian tribes, Dinosaur National Monument has worked to comply with NAGPRA.
Betsy Chapoose, NAGPRA Representative of the Ute Indian Tribe in the Uintah and
Ouray Reservation, stated that the relationship between the Ute Tribes and the
Monument was strong towards the end of the twentieth century. Ute representatives
had contributed to archaeological studies throughout Dinosaur in the 1970s and 1980s,
and in the 1990s, consulted in NAGPRA cases. In these cases, participating tribes
have included Zuni Ancient Pueblo peoples and Ute peoples of the Uintah-Ouray and
Ute Mountain regions.297
Additional issues associated with archaeology in the Monument have centered
on incidents of vandalism and pot hunting. Looting was an especially serious problem
in the 1990s, and the monument’s archaeologist reported that damage to
archaeological resources occurred constantly.298 The sole archaeological resource
within the Monument to be listed on the National Register – the Castle Park
Archaeological District – was nominated in 2006. While its location and resources are
restricted from the public, the foundation for its nomination was laid in the Castle Park
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study of 1948. Its cultural associations are with the Fremont Culture and Ute Tribe,
and its resources include dwellings and ceremonial sites.

Figure 5.6. Map of documented rock art sites, 1993 (Image credit: J. Hartley et al., “Documenting Rock
Art in Dinosaur National Monument” (Omaha, NE.: Midwest Archaeological Center, National Park
Service, 1993).
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Paleontological Resources
Back in August of 1915, the General Land Office prepared a draft of
Proclamation No. 1313 to create Dinosaur National Monument. Frank Bond, Chief
Clerk of the GLO, wrote a memorandum expressing doubts about the use of the
Antiquities Act for the protection of a fossil quarry:299
I think the National Monument Act, while broad enough in its expression to
cover this case, was not intended to protect objects solely for the time it would
take to remove them. A fossil quarry can have no interest or value other than
that which attaches to the objects removed therefrom and when this removal is
accomplished there will remain no excuse for perpetuating the reserve. In all
other National Monument Reservations, the objects protected are not intended
to be removed, but rather made accessible for the benefit of science. With this
end in view, the historic and prehistoric ruins of several existing monuments
are restored, or are to be restored by the most competent authority, to their
original condition as far as possible, thus making the reservation not only more
attractive and profitable for study and observation, but also permanent in the
place where created.
The question of how or whether to protect paleontological resources in public
lands has persisted in the century following Dinosaur’s establishment. While 260
units managed by the National Park Service are known to contain fossils, only thirteen
national monuments or parks have been established with the expressed purpose of
protecting paleontological resources. This rarity is a consequence of both a lack of a
unified federal policy governing paleontological collections and a corresponding
confusion as to the management of fossils within the Park Service.
In 1984, the National Academy of Sciences assembled a Committee on
Guidelines for Paleontological Collecting, consisting of paleontological experts and
representatives of state and federal governments. The Committee’s charge was to
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answer this question: “How should government protect and preserve fossils of extinct
plants and animals while at the same time allowing other legitimate uses of the land
and encouraging scientific study of fossils?”300 The Committee developed a statement
of principle in response: “In general, the science of paleontology is best served by
unimpeded access to fossils and fossil-bearing rocks in the field. Paleontology’s need
for unimpeded access is in sharp contrast to the prevailing situation in archaeology.”301
Directly at issue in the Committee’s report was the conflation of archaeology and
paleontology. The two fields were found to differ in methods, objects of study, and
goals. Compared with fossils, objects of archaeological interest were considered to be
relatively rare, and removal of archaeological materials had the potential to diminish
or destroy the value of the site or materials. In contrast, fossils were relatively
abundant, and not all fossils were scientifically valuable. Paleontology was rockformation specific, and only removal, rather than in-situ treatment, could allow for the
valuation and preservation of fossils. Furthermore, removal of fossils would not
foreclose exploitation of the same rock formation in future studies.302
The Committee summarized the complex collection of statues that applied to
fossils on federal lands. Federal statutes included: the Mining Law of 1872,
Antiquities Act of 1906, Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960, National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979. In addition, federal land
management agencies – U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and
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National Park Service – had their own agency-specific policies governing permitting,
leasing, and licensing for the purpose of paleontological or archaeological collecting.
Finally, rules for the regulation of fossil collecting were found in most states’
legislation for historic preservation or archaeological and cultural resource protection.
Many of these laws were modeled after the Antiquities Act, and only some state laws
made explicit reference to fossils.303
At this time, the Park Service paleontologists at Dinosaur and Fossil Butte
National Monuments were wrestling with these problems. In 1986, Dan Chure of
Dinosaur and Ted Fremd of Fossil Butte wrote the first general management plans
incorporating paleontology, preceding any mention of paleontology in National Park
Service management policies. As on the national stage, the treatment of fossils within
the Park Service was largely unaddressed, given the existing umbrella categories of
resource operation – natural and cultural – into which paleontology could not be easily
sorted.304 The Dinosaur and Fossil Butte plans outlined preservation and storage needs
specific to fossils, as distinct from those of archaeological and historic resources.305
Between 1987, the year in which the Committee published “Paleontological
Collecting,” and the year 2000, no progress had been made in the development of a
national policy with respect to paleontology. In 2000, the problem was revisited when
Congress called for an assessment of the need for a unified national policy on
collection, storage, and preservation of fossils. The Department of the Interior’s
response was a report, entitled “Assessment of Fossil Management on Federal &
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Indian Lands,” which recommended that Congressional actions relating to fossils must
follow seven basic principles: fossils on federal lands are part of America’s heritage;
most vertebrate fossils are rare; some invertebrate and plant fossils are rare; penalties
for fossil theft should be strengthened; effective stewardship requires accurate
information; federal fossil collections should be preserved and available for research
and public education; and federal fossil management should emphasize opportunities
for public involvement.306 At the time, practices and requirements for permit granting
varied by resource type – invertebrate, vertebrate, petrified wood, and other fossil
plant – and by federal agency.
Finally, in 2009, President Obama signed the Paleontological Resources
Preservation Act as part of the Omnibus Public Land management Act of 2009.307
During the legislative hearing on the PRPA before the House Subcommittee on
National Parks, Forests and Public Lands, Representative Jim McGovern of
Massachusetts, who introduced the bill to the House, professed having a longstanding
“fascination with dinosaurs and natural history.” He repeated the first principle put
forth in the Department of Interior’s report in 2000 – that fossils are part of our
“national heritage.”308 Frederick Norbury, Associate Deputy Chief of the Forest
Service, professed support for the bill: “Most importantly for us it replaces what we
regard as a crazy quilt of laws. It provides clear and unambiguous authority for us to
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manage paleontological resources.”309 In the testimonies for or against the PRPA, at
issue were several points made in the 1987 “Paleontological Collecting” report,
including the relative abundance or rarity of fossils, the importance of contextual data
– the find spot – in telling the story of the fossil, and the role of government to either
limit or encourage fossil collectors who might be either amateur or commercial actors.
Ted J. Vlamis, Chairman of the Government Affairs Committee of the Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology, delivered this response to a question about the extraction of
fossils from public lands:310
Well I think that the commercial collection of fossils on public lands is
not really an appropriate use of public lands… You know sometimes I have
had people raise the analogy well you know we allow timber to be harvested
on Federal lands, why should not the same thing be done[?] [O]r they will say
we allow mineral extraction, oil and gas extraction on Federal lands, why
should this not be the case for fossils?
And I think really those analogies kind of break down. With timber we
are talking about a renewable resource. Fossils are by definition a
nonrenewable resource. And I think that the analogy with mineral extraction,
oil and gas exploration really does not work either because the value of a
mineral is you achieve that value by turning it into something.
You achieve the value of oil and gas by turning it into energy, and
consuming it, and therefore the marketplace allows you to dollarize that and
distribute those benefits to all the people of the United States. The value of a
fossil is in the scientific information it has. So if the public is going to
maximize the value of this resource for everybody, then the way to do that is
by making sure that the contextual data are collected and that fossil remains
available for future study, and that way the public maximizes the value of this
resource.
Vlamis made a distinction between fossils and other resources that might be
extracted from federal lands by arguing the exceptional value of fossils to public
interest. His statement can be considered in relation to the Antiquities Act, which
authorized the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and War to grant permits for
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excavation, examination, and gathering of objects of antiquity to institutions or
qualified persons, provided that the permitted action would be for the benefit of
“reputable museums, universities, colleges, or other recognized scientific or
educational institutions, with a view to increasing the knowledge of such objects, and
that the gatherings shall be made for permanent preservation in public museums.”311
His statement is reminiscent of the unsuccessful attempt made by Earl Douglass and
the Carnegie Museum to extract fossils under a mineral claim in 1913.312 The General
Land Office and the Secretary of the Interior agreed that fossils were not minerals and
rejected Douglass’ claim. Douglass’ solicitor similarly used the value of fossils to
public interest in his defense, but instead argued that fossils could be subject to mining
claims because they possessed economic value (as does a mineral) as a result of their
use in scientific advancement, as opposed to economic value derived from “barter and
sale.”313
As a result of the PRPA, a unified policy of managing fossils on lands
managed by the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation,
National Park Service, and Fish and Wildlife Service was adopted. These agencies
had been managing fossils under agency-specific policies for many years, and most of
the requirements of PRPA were not new ideas, but the PRPA simplified permitting by
creating consistency across the agencies. The PRPA requires these agencies to: issue
permits for the collection of most fossils; inventory and monitor fossils in coordination
with non-federal parties, scientists, and the public; ensure the disposition of fossils in
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museums or other appropriate facilities; increase public awareness about the
significance of fossils; maintain confidentiality about the nature and location of
fossils; and protect fossils from vandalism and unauthorized collection.314 Most
notably, paleontological resources were defined to expressly exclude materials
associated with an archaeological resource (as defined by ARPA) and any cultural
item (as defined by NAGPRA). Finally, exactly one century after Earl Douglass’
discovery of dinosaurs, Congress enacted a federal policy for the protection and
treatment of paleontological resources.

Figure 5.7. Fossils in-situ at Quarry Exhibit Hall, 2016 (Image credit: Author’s photograph, March
2016)
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CONCLUSION
Dinosaur National Monument is a 211,142-acre area that is famous for its
fossil quarry, and that is notable for the scenic, natural, archaeological, and historic
resources within its enlarged boundaries. The lingering questions that this thesis has
raised are: What is the significance of this site? What is the practical purpose of
defining its significance? The identification of significance has been difficult because
the quarry unit and canyon unit of the Monument are nearly irreconcilable in purpose.
Furthermore, no comprehensive framework exists by which all of the significant
aspects of the quarry and canyon units can be protected on the basis of their historic
contexts. The comprehensive history of Dinosaur National Monument could be said
to span from the time when dinosaurs roamed to the present. This thesis has not
attempted to tell this story. The primary objective of this study has been to answer the
question: How has the legislated purpose of Dinosaur National Monument shaped the
significance of its resources? In answering this question, the author has provided the
historic context in which the region of Dinosaur has existed as a monument, from the
protection of its fossil quarry in 1915, to its dramatic enlargement in 1938, through to
the present day. This is a history that has occurred at the intersection of historic
preservation and environmental conservation. As such, frameworks for evaluating its
significance must be considered across both disciplines.
National Register Bulletin 39, entitled Researching a Historic Property,
identified two considerations that factor into the evaluation of significance:
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association and period of significance.315 Association was defined as “the direct
connection between the property and the area of significance under which it is being
nominated.” At Dinosaur, the identification of the events, actions, or periods that have
rendered the Monument significant is the first challenge. This thesis argues that its
significant events or periods were those associated with dinosaur fossil discovery and
excavation, the New Deal relief camps and continued quarry work, the battle over the
Echo Park Dam proposal, and the Mission 66 Quarry Visitor Center construction.
Unfortunately, the definition of “association” under the National Register does not
accept all of this interpretation. Bulletin 39 clarified that, “For a property to be
significant under historic events (Criteria A), the physical structure must have been
there to ‘witness’ the event or series of events; they must have actually occurred on the
nominated property.” The wilderness of Dinosaur National Monument – its canyon
country so passionately fought over in the 1950s – was scarcely touched by the events
that made it significant. It would be difficult, then, to argue that Green and Yampa
Canyons have a defensible “association” with the Echo Park Dam controversy.
“Period of significance,” the second consideration in the evaluation of
significance, was defined as “the span of time during which significant events and
activities occurred.” The span of time in which dinosaur fossils were excavated from
the quarry site – 1909 to the late 1930s – can be easily understood, as can the year in
which the Quarry Visitor Center was constructed – 1958. On the other hand, the lack
of activity in the canyons, save for any exploratory surveying and drilling that
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occurred in the planning stages of the Colorado River Storage Project, precludes the
canyons from protection under a traditionally-defined “period of significance.”
A broadened understanding of cultural landscape preservation is useful to
consider in concluding this study. In 1997, Anna Vemer Andrzejewski and Allison
Rachleff examined the significance of “fragmentary landscapes” in cultural landscape
preservation.316 They defined fragmentary landscapes as possessing three
characteristics:
1) the presence of buildings, structures, or objects surviving from
different historic periods, often with significant alterations; 2) the existence
of ruins or gaps in the landscape where historic buildings or structures
formerly stood; and 3) the landscape’s changes through time reflected and
revealed through the built environment and its surrounding natural features.
As an example of such a landscape, they described the Dolph/Sunnyside
Industrial District of Pennsylvania, in which remnants of a mining community are
found. Here, the historic context of the landscape can only be understood in both the
artifacts and visible gaps of the landscape. In the same year that Andrzejewski and
Rachleff presented their “fragmentary landscapes” paper, the revised edition of
National Register Bulletin 42, Guidelines for Identifying, Evaluating and Registering
Historic Mining Sites, was published.317 In delineating aspects of integrity inherent to
mining sites, “feeling” was directly connected with the appearance of desolation: “As
abandoned industrial properties are generally located in isolated areas, the sites of
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historic mining activity often evoke a strong sense of feeling when viewed by
contemporary observers… The loss of this feeling of isolation and abandonment due
to encroaching modern development can diminish the integrity of a mining property.”
Despite the century-long debate over whether paleontological resources can be
considered minerals, Dinosaur’s quarry can certainly be said to possess characteristics
of a fragmentary landscape and have commonalities with historic mining sites. The
construction of the Quarry Visitor Center would constitute a “modern development”
by which the integrity of the quarry site was lost. Furthermore, the quarry wall, as it is
today, was excavated for the purpose of display, thus further diminishing the site’s
integrity as a fragmentary landscape.
Perhaps the closest approximation to a framework that encompasses the
greatest possible acreage within Dinosaur National Monument is one that has already
been proposed – wilderness. Under the Wilderness Act, wilderness is “an area where
the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a
visitor who does not remain.” The designation of wilderness areas does not preclude
use; generally, these uses, including mineral extraction and grazing, have been
grandfathered into each area’s enabling legislation. This aspect of wilderness
designation calls to mind the idea of “period of significance:” By protecting a
landscape from modern intrusions while allowing the continuation of certain uses, the
designation of wilderness effectively freezes a landscape in time. Thus, an ideal state
of a landscape is defined, and the legislated significance of the landscape is provided.
Each of these frameworks can offer practical guidance in the planning for
preservation of the Monument. Wilderness, while an appropriate framework for much
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of the Monument, has been recommended but has not been approved by Congress.
Because the Park Service’s policy is to protect recommended wilderness as designated
wilderness, the framework has, in effect, already been implemented.
The protection of any site as both a natural and cultural resource introduces
inevitable conflicts between the disciplines of preservation and conservation. While
both share the goal of protection, preservationists work for the continued use and
relevance of historic resources, whereas some conservationists might favor protection
from use. This conflict – that of use versus conservation, and of which uses, if any,
are appropriate – has been apparent throughout Dinosaur National Monument’s 100year history. In searching for solutions, preservationists and conservationists must
look to the stakeholders to inform any determination of significance and appropriate
treatment for a given site.
In the past 100 years at Dinosaur, Utahns and Coloradoans have opposed the
increased protection of the Monument at many turns: grazing interests argued against
the 1938 proclamation to enlarge the Monument and against the wilderness
recommendation in the early 1970s; and local residents and interest groups were
strongly supportive of the proposed Echo Park Dam in the 1950s and of the studies to
build other dams within the Monument in the decades preceding this controversy.
Given these episodes, the Monument’s history might be viewed as one that has defied,
rather than served, broad community goals.
The question of who determines significance has been reflected in the granting
of rights to excavate in the dinosaur quarry. In the 1950s, discussions among Park
Service staff members as to who would develop the quarry wall in preparation for the
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Quarry Visitor Center construction yielded a frank perspective on previous
arrangements:318
In the past our relations with some of the institutions that have been
asked to assist us have not been all satisfactory. For example, the Carnegie
Museum of Pittsburgh took out a tremendous amount of fossils which has been
placed in storage and much of it has never been studied. Secondly, the
arrangements with the University of Utah after the Carnegie Museum quit in
1925 were not satisfactory… they went in with horse drawn scrapers, pick and
shovel, and I understand used dynamite to remove a great deal of the rock.
When they left the area after two seasons, they took out fifteen freight wagon
loads of fossils… the American Museum of Natural History was asked for
advice and Dr. Barnum Brown at that time took the same attitude which was to
get out of the quarry all that they could before the Government put a lid on it.
The Park Service’s uncertainty regarding who should have the right to the
dinosaur fossils and what constitutes the optimal disposition and treatment of the
fossils calls to mind the notions of stewardship and ownership that have been constant
issues been at the heart of historic preservation. We see these issues reflected in the
granting of permits and leases for any activities, from grazing to excavating, on public
lands; in conflicting ownership claims over Native American sacred sites and objects
of cultural patrimony; and in disagreements over appropriate restorations of historic
structures or landscapes, which in the past, have resulted in irreparable losses like the
demolition of Neutra’s Cyclorama at Gettysburg.
The complex significance of Dinosaur National Monument merits continued
evaluation. In examining Dinosaur’s history as a monument, this thesis has found that
the 1915 and 1938 enabling legislations, with the mandate to protect objects of
“scientific interest and value,” have dramatically shaped and in many instances
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complicated the protection of the site. This understanding is important in determining
future plans for preservation. The author argues that in the case of Dinosaur National
Monument: Natural resources have been protected in a cultural resource framework;
the cultural and historical context in which these resources have been protected is
essential to the interpretation of the Monument’s significance; and interpretation
informed by this contextual understanding should influence present and future plans
for preservation. In closing, the author returns to Wallace Stegner’s statement of
significance, made in This Is Dinosaur in 1955:319
Dinosaur National Monument is one of the last almost ‘unspoiled’
wildernesses – which means it is relatively unmarked by man. Yet it is
already, despite being one of the latest-explored parts of the continent, a
palimpsest of human history, speculation, rumor, fantasy, ambition, science,
controversy, and conflicting plans for use, and these human records so
condition our responses to the place that they contain a good part of the
Dinosaur’s meaning.
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APPENDIX A
PROCLAMATION NO. 1313, OCTOBER 4, 1915
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APPENDIX B
PROCLAMTION ENLARGING THE DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT,
JULY 14, 1938
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APPENDIX C
AN ACT TO REVISE THE BOUNDARIES OF DINOSAUR NATIONAL
MONUMENT, SEPTEMBER 8, 1960
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