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  [image: frn_fig_005] WITH THE APPEARANCE of the National Park Service’s publication “Park Structures and Facilities” in November 1935, demand for it soon indicated that another issue must follow. The earlier printing may be said to have been a doubly limited edition—limited in number to such an extent that requests for copies far outran the supply, and limited in scope because of its speedy production, made necessary by a pressing need in connection with the Emergency Conservation Work under way in national parks and monuments, State parks, and other natural park areas throughout the country. Moreover, the two years that have elapsed since the compilation of the original material have witnessed the completion of many park structures and facilities of enlarging variety and unusual merit. It is felt that these, in fact more of them than space permits, definitely deserve recording along with selections from the earlier book. With the intent of bringing the record up to date on a more comprehensive scale and under conditions imposing the least restrictions on its general availability, this revised and enlarged compilation is undertaken.
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  In connection with much of the material submitted, there was regrettable lack of information to make possible rendering due credit to the many able planning groups and individuals, earnest artisans and mechanics, responsible for the structures herein illustrated. For this reason, it has seemed fairest to all concerned to credit the material, with few exceptions, to locations rather than to individuals or groups. A kind of equalization of injustice to all has seemed preferable to a discriminatory injustice to some. The practice has been pursued without intent to traffic in the anonymity of others in order to infer credit to the National Park Service. Such an interpretation would be unfortunate and unfair. Regardless of their source, it has been sought to include structures suitable to natural parks. Many, including some of the most notable accomplishments herein shown, were created entirely independent of Service participation. For the distinction these bring to this publication, and for the privilege of including them, the Service is most grateful.
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  Although the final selection of material and the writing of the general discussions and comments have devolved upon one individual, no publication could have been possible without the generous assistance of innumerable associates in the Service who submitted needed material with a tireless helpfulness which is the essential spirit of the National Park Service organization. To these, and to friends of the Service whose interest in park and recreation development has led them to hearty cooperation in this undertaking, we extend appreciative thanks.


  CONRAD L. WIRTH, Assistant Director, National Park Service.




  APOLOGIA


  [image: chpt_fig_0001] A CHERISHED DICTUM of the many friends of the natural park concept through its formative years has been that structures must be regarded as intrusions in areas set aside to be conserved in their natural state. This unequivocal pronouncement indeed nourished the budding park idea, and has been a favorable and protective influence in its flowering. General acceptance of the principle has so held in check structural desecration of parks that few persons have been moved to brand the statement a half truth, standing very much in need of qualifying amendment to suit today’s many-sided park concept. To do so will doubtless be received as a minority report, if not as shameless heresy; nevertheless, the case will be here argued.


  Time was when only areas of superb scenery, outstanding scientific interest, or major historical importance held interest for the sponsors of natural parks. There was proper concentration on saving the outstanding natural wonders first, and it was probably along with the acquisition of the first superlative areas that structures in parks came to be frowned on as alien and intrusive. Recall that among the sites early dedicated to the idea were the Valley of Yosemite and the Canyons of the Yellowstone and the Colorado! Quick resentment of invasion of such scenic splendor is altogether understandable. Here man must first have felt that his best-intentioned structural efforts had reached an all-time high for incongruity, that structures, however well designed, do not contribute to the beauty, but only to the use, of a park of conspicuous natural distinction. When he concluded that only the most persistent demands for a facility should trap him into playing the jester, he established a principle that remains paramount today for such areas—to build only structures which are undeniably essential, and to know he is not equipped to embellish, but only to mar, Nature’s better canvases. Now and forever, the degree of his success within such areas will be measurable by the yardstick of his self-restraint.


  Outstanding, inspiring, breath-taking superlatives in Nature exist by reason of the fact that some comparatively few acres stand out in sharp contrast with hundreds of thousands of relatively unexciting others. Park areas of transcendent quality are often too remote from population centers to be within reach of any great number of citizens. Broad sections of the land, densely populated, are without scenically superb endowment by Nature.


  Sensing these facts, the natural park movement could not long remain preoccupied with top-flight Nature alone. The natural park idea was destined for a truly liberal evolution, influenced by such weighing factors as distribution of population, development of the automobile, increase of leisure time, and tardy realization that important among conservational responsibilities of parks was the human crop.


  The fact that superlative Nature was beyond gunshot of concentrations of five or ten million people happily did not result in these populations being denied the recreational and inspirational benefits that subsuperlative Nature can provide. I t was wisely reasoned that there is more nourishment in half a loaf in the larder than a full loaf beyond the horizon—or no loaf at all. Many park preserves have come into being which cannot boast the highest peak or deepest canyon, bluest lake or tallest tree, but do succeed in delivering, f. o. b. metropolitan centers, hills and valleys to pass for superlative in contrast with tenement walls, and swimming, sun, and shade to seem heaven-sent to youth whose wading pools have been rain-flooded gutters of drab city streets.


  Tracts, admittedly limited or even lacking in natural interest, but highly desirable by virtue of location, need, and every other influencing factor, bloom attractively on every side to the benefit of millions. It is inexact to term these, in the accepted denotation of the word, parks—they are reserves for recreation. More often than not their natural background is only that contrast-affording Nature which makes other areas superlative. Does such a background warrant the “no dogs allowed” attitude toward structures so fully justified where Nature plays the principal role? Does it not rather invite structures to trespass to a fulfilment of recreational potentialities and needs, and to bolster up a commonplace or ravaged Nature? It seems reasonable to assert that in just the degree natural beauty is lacking structures may legitimately seek to bring beauty to purpose.


  Those who have been called on to plan the areas where structural trespass is not a justifiable taboo have sought to do so with a certain grace. We realize that the undertaking is legitimatized or not by harmony or the lack of it. We are learning that harmony is more likely to result from a use of native materials. We show signs of doubting the propriety of introducing boulders into settings where Nature failed to provide them, or of incorporating heavy alien timbers into structures in treeless areas. We sometimes even experience a faltering of faith in the precision materials produced by our machines, and so evidence an understanding of relative fitness.


  As we have vaguely sensed these things, we incline to a humble respect for the past. We become aware of the unvoiced claims of those long-gone races and earlier generations that tracked the wilderness, plains, or desert before us. In fitting tribute we seek to grace our park structures by adaptation of their traditions and practices as we come to understand them.


  Thus we are influenced by the early settlers, English and Dutch, along the Atlantic seaboard; something of Old France lingers along the trail of Pere Marquette and the fur traders. Reaching up from New Orleans, Florida, and Old Mexico, Spanish traditions and customs rightfully flourish. Over the covered wagon routes the ring of the pioneer’s axe is echoed in the efforts of today. The habits and primitive ingenuity of the American Indian persist and find varied expression over wide areas. Interpreted with intelligence, these influences promise an eventual park and recreation architecture, which, outside certain sacrosanct areas, need not cringe before a blanket indictment for “unlawful entry.”


  CONFRONTED WITH THE PRIVILEGE of presenting representative structures and facilities that have found place in parks, from the truly natural park to the recreational reserve, many decisions have been necessary in determining a proper approach. Should such a compilation attribute to the reader no fundamental knowledge of the subject, and become a park primer treating the subject “from the ground up” literally and figuratively? Should it seek to embrace in all detail every subject of possible interest to the park-minded, assuming in the reader a consuming appetite for knowledge—in bulk? Need it concern itself with formulae, diagrams, rules of thumb and rules of fact? Should it become a repository of material, technical and aesthetic, elementary and advanced, and already available from scattered sources?


  It is the conclusion that the call is for none of these but only for a comprehensive presentation of park structures and facilities in which principles held in esteem by park planners, landscape designers, engineers, and architects have been happily joined in adequate provision for man’s needs with a minimum sacrifice of the natural values present. By avoiding any tendency to be a primer, an encyclopedia, or a handbook of the subject, it is hoped to focus more directly on the current trend in park buildings. It is believed that by making the subjects herein widely available for comparative study, the influence engendered by each will merge into a forceful composite to the advancement of park technique.


  The examples shown are considered appropriate to natural parks, as distinguished from naturalistic or formalized city parks. These latter are considered to be a field in themselves, very different in premise, and better treated independently of the natural park areas as exemplified by our national, many of our State, and some of our county and metropolitan parks. It has been elected to present examples of structures, regardless of location, if in their expression they promise to be quite at home in little-modified environment.


  For more convenient reference it has seemed advisable to arrange items of closely related purpose into three groups representative of certain broad functions. Hence, Part I is titled Administration and Basic Service Facilities, and embraces structures identified with boundary, access and circulation, supervision and maintenance, and those basic services in park areas which can be termed the counterparts of public utilities in urban communities.


  The scope of Part II—Recreational and Cultural Facilities—requires no detailed exposition. The structures treated therein are those in facilitation of picnicking, active recreation, and cultural pursuits representative of the day use of a park area.


  The title of Part III—Overnight and Organized Camp Facilities—is self-explanatory. Discussed and illustrated therein is the range of individual overnight accommodations and dependencies, from tent campsite to hotel, together with the full complement of structures that make up an organized camp. The latter will, of course, repeat some of the previously explored classifications but will focus on examples adapted physically to the specific requirements of group camping, and scaled economically to the social aspect of this field of public recreation.


  THE SCOPE OF MATERIAL has suggested three varieties of presentation. There are minor facilities, developed to a pleasing expression within certain utilitarian or technical limitations, which might with propriety be duplicated in many localities. In such instances, it has been the endeavor to provide information in such detail that adaptation approaching duplication is possible. This is by no means so much an invitation to indiscriminate copying as a suggestion that little objects once well done are often a more satisfactory solution to a recurring problem than a new creation claiming the sole and debatable distinction of being different.


  Another group embraces subjects eminently suited to particular locations, but promising little success with outright transplanting into another environment. Such subjects are shown in limited detail. They are included simply in the hope that the charm and fitness of the subjects in their specific settings and expressions may offer inspiration while flying a warning against too literal translation. It is intended to offer the spirit but not the letter of such examples. Only reliance on the best professional advice can reasonably insure against structures appropriate in one locality becoming caricatures elsewhere. Only consummate skill and rare good judgment in adaptation can avoid a half-caste development, the very counterfeit exactness of which is pathetic testimony of the bar sinister.


  The third presentation is of successful accomplishments of highly individual problems, the factors fixing which are unlikely ever to be approximated in another problem. These are included in recognition of worthy attainment, to inspire in those to whom the more complex park design problems may fall in the future a high purpose to approach them with equally refreshing individuality, ingenuity, and forth-rightness. Plagiarism, subtle or obvious, in structures within this category is a crowning stupidity.


  It is felt that inclusion of examples of extra-ordinarily complex structures would bring little to the practical usefulness of this collection. The more involved and extensive the structure, the more evident that it is the result of an altogether unique interplay of needs, topography, traditions, materials, and many other factors. Beyond the borders of utter simplicity lie innumerable possible patterns, complex in varying degree. Duplication of any one such pattern is without rhyme; approximation of it, without reason. Readers will note the absence of many well-known and admired large-scale buildings of incontestable park character. These are held to be sanctified in a sense by their very success, and are omitted to avoid possible inference that they are imitable material.


  The placing of some of the combination structures herein presented, within the chapter classifications established, may stand in need of explanation and defense. Such combination buildings are so numerous that to create a separate classification for them would result in a loosely related group, bulking to an unreasonable relationship with other classifications. For this reason a so-called combination structure is allocated to the heading which seems best to define the apparently dominant use of the building.


  IN THE SELECTION OF MATERIAL one issue, long an inviting subject for debate, arose again and again. This involves the use of materials in that wide-ranging style in park structures which we loosely identify, and as loosely term, “rustic” or “pioneer.” One opinion holds that park buildings should not appropriate the semblance of primitive structures without appropriating as well all the primitive elements and structural methods of the prototypes. It insists, for instance, that there is no allowable compromise with true log construction; such must be rigidly adhered to in every detail if employed at all. Contrary opinion argues that there are not at hand today the timber resources of pioneer days, that to insist on the use of logs in today’s park structures in the spendthrift fashion of our forefathers may be logic in the aesthetic abstract, but in practice wastes those resources the conservation of which largely motivates park expansion.


  Taking into account the demands of present day economy and conservation principles, how far may departure from the forthright but prodigal construction of the pioneers properly be urged? What substitutes may be recommended as an acceptable wall surface material for park buildings? Is a proper direction pointed by the fact that the amount of timber stock required for one true log structure will provide material for several more or less adequate and pleasing structures to bloom or blight (the partisan reader may choose his own verb) in its place?


  The author carries water on both shoulders. Where wood is the material indicated for use, some of the more important structures may well reproduce faithfully pioneer log construction to create, and so preserve for study, the fast disappearing construction methods of the frontier. On the other hand, minor and oft-repeated units, such as cabins, do well to utilize more economical, even if less picturesque and durable, materials and methods.


  The purpose of this publication will be misconstrued if it is interpreted by readers as providing source material for park structures, denying need for competent professional assistance in the creation of park buildings that may follow. The intent is the very opposite. The most completely satisfying subjects included herein are so, not as a result of chance, but because training, imagination, effort, and skill are conjoined to create and fashion a pleasing structure or facility appropriate to a particular setting. Who then but those of professional training and experience are equipped to decide that a perfect structural interpretation for one setting will sanction adaptation to another, and in what detail or degree modification will make the most of the conditions presented by another environment? If an existing structure is so admired that it persuades duplication, careful analysis will inevitably demonstrate that admiration springs from a nice perfection of the subject within one circumstantial pattern. As that pattern changes so must the structure change. To venture in translation without benefit of technical idiom foredooms to mediocrity, if not to failure.


  THE STRUCTURAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS presented herein mirror the skills and devotions of many men who have striven to translate into gratifying actuality the creative abilities of many others. It is ventured to hope that the discussions and comments also do not inaccurately mirror the thoughts and philosophies of friends and associates endowed with capacity for viewing clearly and pointing the way. From the following, among unnamed others, the author exposes himself to the jibes “parrot” or “pirate” and if deserving of neither, he is shamed into a realization that he has proved inept.


  Bows to Herbert Maier, when the park museum concept and many principles basic to a fitting park architecture enunciated by him are appropriated herein—to Julian H. Salomon, when a theory and standards for organized camping are outlined—to Edward B. Ballard, when winter sports activities and structures are discussed. Acknowledgments to John D. Coffman and his associates for material in exposition of fire lookout structures, to Thos. C. Vint and his associates for collaboration in pioneering trailer campsite lay-outs. Tribute to Colonel Richard Lieber, Conrad L. Wirth, and Herbert Evison—when there is digression into phases of park and recreation philosophy which they have expounded or sponsored


  Readers will underwrite the author’s deep indebtedness to Mr. Evison, Mentor Extraordinary, for a generous counsel that ranged from the grim business of reading much of this material in manuscript to a helpful and frequent checking and recharting of wavering course. The drawings so ornamental to these pages reflect the talents of a little band of master draftsmen, to whom individually the author acknowledges a very great debt.

  
  A. H. G.




  ADMINISTRATION AND BASIC SERVICE FACILITIES


  [image: chpt_fig_0001] AS HAS ALREADY BEEN STATED, administration and basic service facilities are considered to embrace park structural developments necessary for the control, supervision, and maintenance of an area together with those basic services which might be termed the park equivalents of the city’s public utilities. Included are entrance and boundary structures, administration buildings as the seat of order and authority, signs as an instrument of control, equipment and maintenance buildings functioning to give continuity to desirable physical conditions attained, and structures for housing those persons charged with administering and maintaining the park preserve. Here also are those “first things” needed for safe use of an outdoor area by the public, namely, drinking water supply, toilets, rubbish disposal, and fire lookout structures, paralleling respectively the city’s water, sanitation, rubbish disposal, and fire alarm systems. These are topped off with trail steps, crossings, culverts, and bridges—all of which seem somehow analogous to the accomplishments of the public roads agency of any governmental unit.


  All the foregoing have highly practical functions to fulfil, to express and to aid which we do well to provide practical structures. Some are most properly located beyond the horizon of public view and such need carry no economic overburden of park-consciousness. No one of the several kinds of facilities here classified can be termed other than completely requisite in a park area of size, developed for a proper public use. Because so patently essential in a park, the most fitting conception of most of these will be without frills, which are better indulged in, if at all, in the less essential, but more importantly placed, public use structures that should follow only when the fundamental things have been provided.


  What follows in this chapter has been said and written many times by the park-minded. It is something of a creed for construction environed by Nature and a pardonable repetition as preamble to any consideration of the many major and minor structures given place in natural parks. Because of their truly basic character, the points here recited may not be omitted, for all it is fully appreciated they will reach the ears of many readers as all too familiar echoes. They are the deep roots of a sound park construction, from which any new growth must stem.


  The present discussion by no means applies solely to structures concerned with administration and basic facilities. In point of fact the fullest application of the principles will probably involve those structural items less committed to a stern practicability and more concerned with aesthetics by reason of greater contact by the public.


  THE STYLE OF ARCHITECTURE which has been most widely used in our forested national parks, and in other wilderness parks, is generally referred to as “rustic.” It is, or should be, something more than the worn and misused term implies. It is earnestly hoped that a more apt and expressive designation for the style may evolve, but until it appears, “rustic”, in spite of its inaccuracy and inadequacy, must be resorted to in this discussion. Successfully handled, it is a style which, through the use of native materials in proper scale, and through the avoidance of severely straight lines and over-sophistication, gives the feeling of having been executed by pioneer craftsmen with limited hand tools. It thus achieves sympathy with natural surroundings and with the past.


  In high, mountainous and forested regions the various structural elements of rustic construction—logs, timbers, rocks—must be reasonably overscaled to the structure itself to avoid being unreasonably underscaled to surrounding large trees and rough terrain. In less rugged natural areas, the style may be employed with less emphasis on oversizing. For pleasing harmony, the scale of the structural elements must be reduced proportionately as the ruggedness and scale of the surroundings diminish. When this recession in scale reaches a point at which there is any hint of “twig” architecture masquerading under the term “rustic”, the understanding designer will sense immediately its limitations and take refuge in some widely different style.


  That the so-called rustic style offers, if anything, more pitfalls to failure than do the more sophisticated expressions, is not widely enough understood. And while generally speaking it lends itself to many semiwilderness regions perhaps better than the others, its use is by no means appropriate to all park areas. This is instantly demonstrated by recalling the wide range of dominant characteristics of our parks. Spectacular snow-covered mountain parks, dramatic primeval forests, open expanses of arid desert or limitless prairie, shifting sand dunes, gently rolling woodland and meadow, semitropical hammock are not to be served appropriately by a single structural expression. A range of architectural styles as varied as these backgrounds must be employed before our park architecture will have come of age.


  Nothing is more indicative of lack of a proper sense of values in park technique than the frequently expressed determination to “make a feature” of a shelter or other park structure. The features to be emphasized and stressed for appreciation in parks with which we are here concerned are the natural features, not the man-made. After all, every structural undertaking in a natural park is only a part of a whole. The individual building or facility must bow deferentially before the broad park plan, which is the major objective, never to be lost sight of. The park plan determines the size, character, location, and use of each and every structure. Collectively, these should be properly inter-related; at the same time they must be closely and logically related to the park plan to insure its workability and harmony. Otherwise, there will result, as someone has expressed it, a costly but ineffectual collection of “spare parts.”


  Although a park structure exists solely for the use of the public, it is not required that it be seen from some distance. In its most satisfying expression, the park structure is designed with a view to subordinating it to its environment, and it is located so that it may profit from any natural screening that may exist. Suitable signs marking the way to a particular park building which has been appropriately retired are to be preferred to the shock of finding a building intruding at a focal point or visible for great distance.


  THE SUBORDINATION OF A STRUCTURE to environment may be aided in several ways. One of these is to screen the building by locating it behind existing plant material or in some secluded spot in the terrain partly screened by some other natural feature. In the absence of such screening at a site otherwise well-suited for the function of the building, an adequate screen can be planted by repeating the same plant materials that exist nearby. Preferably, structures will be so located with reference to the natural features of the landscape that it is unnecessary to plant them out.


  The color of the exteriors, particularly the wooden portions of park structures, is another most important factor in assimilation. Naturally such colors as occur in, and are commonest to, the immediate surroundings serve best. In general, warm browns will go far toward retiring a wooden building in a wooded or partly wooded setting. A light driftwood gray is another safe color. Where contrast is desired to give architectural accent to minor items, such as window muntins, a light buff or stone color may be sparingly used. Strangely enough, green is perhaps the hardest of all colors to handle, because it is so difficult to get just the correct shade in a given setting and because it almost invariably fades to some very different hue. A green roof might be expected to blend with the green of the surrounding trees, yet because a mass of foliage is an uneven surface, intermingling other colors, and broken up by patches of deep shadow and bright openings, and because a roof is a flat plane which reflects a solid continuous color, anything but harmony results. Brown or weathered gray roofs, on the other hand, blend with the colors of earth and tree trunks to much happier results.


  While structures should be so designed and so located that it will not be necessary to plant them out, the proper introduction of vegetation along the foundations will gracefully obliterate the otherwise unhappy line of demarcation between building and ground. Rough rock footings artfully contrived to give the impression of natural rock outcroppings are a means of blending the structure to the site. A batter to a stone wall, with skillful buttressing of the corners, if done with true finesse, will often bring to the building that agreeable look of having sprung from the soil. Park structures giving that impression are of the elect.


  Some park structures give hint of their designers’ long dalliance in cities, where architectural design has become a matter of one façade. It should be remembered that park buildings will be viewed from all sides, and that design cannot be lavished on one elevation only. All four elevations will be virtually front elevations, and as such merit careful study. Admittedly, one side of major park buildings will always provide for service, and while enclosures on park areas are to be deplored and only installed where necessary, a palisade or some other suitable enclosure on this side of the building should completely screen all service operations.


  As a rule, park structures are less conspicuous and more readily subordinated to their settings when horizontal lines predominate and the silhouette is low. Where snow conditions will permit, any feeling of verticality will be avoided by adopting a roof low in pitch, perhaps not more than one-third. Too frequently roofs needlessly dominate both structure and setting.


  THE DEGREE OF PRIMITIVE CHARACTER in park structures that native materials can contribute depends entirely on intelligent use. Not alone the fact, but the quality of “nativeness” of materials is to be sought. Local stone, worked to the regularity in size and surface of cut stone or concrete block, and native logs, fashioned to the rigid counterpart of telephone poles or commercial timber, have sacrificed all the virtue of being native.


  Rock work needs first of all to be in proper scale. The average size of the rocks employed must be sufficiently large to justify the use of masonry. Rocks should be placed on their natural beds, the stratification or bedding planes horizontal, never vertical. Variety of size lends interest and results in a pattern far more pleasing than that produced by units of common or nearly common size. Informality vanishes from rock work if the rocks are laid in courses like brick work, or if the horizontal joints are not broken. In walls the larger rocks should be used near the base, but by no means should smaller ones be used exclusively in the upper portions. Rather should a variety of sizes be common to the whole surface, the larger predominating at the base. Rock should be selected for its color and hardness.


  Logs should never be selected because they are good poles. There is nothing aesthetically beautiful in a pole. Logs desirable in the park technician’s viewpoint are pleasingly knotted. The knots are not completely sawed off. The textural surface of the log after removal of the bark is duly appreciated and preserved. Strong as may be the immediate appeal of structures built of logs on which the bark is left, we do well to renounce at once this transitory charm. If the bark is not intentionally stripped, not only will this process naturally and immediately set in, but the wood is subjected to aggravated deterioration through the ravages of insects and rot. It is in the best interests of the life of park structures, as well as in avoidance of a long period of litter from loosening bark, and of unsightliness during the process, that there has come about general agreement that the bark should be entirely sacrificed at the outset.


  When the timber resources of the American frontier seemed limitless, it was usual to lay the sills of a log cabin directly on the ground, without supporting stone foundations. When after a time the logs in contact with the earth had rotted to a point where the cabin commenced to list and sag, another cabin was built, and the earlier one abandoned. This, it seems, in the economy of the frontier, was more reasonable than to have provided a foundation under the earlier cabin. Regardless of the pious respect a log cabin builder of the present must have for the traditions of the past, the changed economy of our day demands that his cabin be preserved against deterioration by the use of masonry or concrete supporting walls or posts that extend well above grade.


  THIS OUTLINE OF THE FACTORS which make for the desirable and appropriately rugged, handcrafted character of park structures would be woefully incomplete if the matter of roof texture were left unconsidered. The heavy walls of rock and timber which are urged as fitting to a natural environment are assuredly created in vain unless crowned with roofs having related character. Surmounted with roofs trivial in aspect and thin in fact, the heavy walls appear robbed of justification. Verge members in gables should tend to be oversized, eave lines to be thick, and the roofing material to appear correspondingly heavy and durable. Where wood shingles or shakes are used on a roof, these should be fully an inch in thickness if possible, and the doubling of every fifth course or so, unless the building is quite small, will bring the roof texture into more appropriate scale with the structure itself and with the other materials that compose it. The primitive character we seek to create is furthered tremendously if we shun straight rigid eave and course lines in favor of properly irregular, wavering “freehand” lines. The straight edge as a precision tool has little or no place in the park artisan’s equipment.


  Since structures exist in parks through sufferance, it follows that it is highly desirable in every area to keep down the number of them. A small area can be ruined by a clutter of minor buildings which, however necessary their purpose, seem to have been forced into every vista to inflict a consciousness of the hand of man. Two functions, or even more, where closely related at a given location, should be combined under one roof. This is not in defense of excessively large buildings. It is sound practice only within reasonable limits. It is based on a belief that a localizing of infection is preferable to an irritating rash of trivial structures all over an area. The grouping of two or more facilities under one roof tends to bring welcome variety to park structures generally. The limited range of expression of any simple, one-purpose building is vastly widened as other purposes are combined in it.
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  Bridge, Dutchess County, New York


  The structures necessary in a park are naturally less obtrusive if they are reasonably unified by a use of one style of architecture, limited construction methods, and not too great variety in materials. When a truly inappropriate style of architecture already exists in a park in which new work is contemplated, it is urged that the new buildings do not stubbornly carry on the old tradition. The best judgment available should be consulted to determine the style most appropriate to the area, and this then frankly and courageously launched. If the new style is the more appropriate one, it will prevail. Time will eliminate the earlier, inappropriately styled buildings for the disturbing contrasts they produce.




  ENTRANCEWAYS AND CHECKING STATIONS


  [image: chpt_fig_0001] IN ITS SIMPLEST and, theoretically, its most desirable expression, the park entranceway is merely a trail or a roadway taking off from a highway and leading into an area dedicated to public use and enjoyment. But it is not long permitted to retain so simple a form. Immediately demands for traffic safety, through elimination of the hazards of steep grades, sharp turns, and obstructions to vision, assert themselves, and the simple unobtrusive entranceway is doomed.


  To increase the safety factor for automobiles leaving or entering the main traffic flow at the entrance take-off, the highway is first widened, then the entrance road, and the intersection is transformed by sweeping curves. Tree and plant growth, and perhaps a hillside, which interfere with 60-mile-speed vision, are eliminated. There must be a striving to overcome the traveling public’s quick conclusion that here is a new speedway, or the gateway to some optimistic suburban subdivision. All, doubtless, necessary and inevitable “improvement”, but the unself-conscious park entranceway, bleeding from the many wounds, expires.


  It will be gloriously reborn, having sacrificed only its naive innocence for a myriad of more worldly values. Prompt to admit that the entrance-way is more sinned against than sinning, we can but hope that, when forced to take measures in its own defense, it will not too brazenly flaunt artificiality and sophistication.


  A mere sign generally proves insufficient. Pylons are resorted to in the hope of standing off the onrush of trucks and speeders. Gates are proposed, but more often than not these succeed rather in bespeaking the modern “burial park” than the kind of park it is hoped to typify. There results confusion worse confounded; solution seems beyond reach. Is it then any wonder that flanking walls, gate lodges, towers, lights, and arches are introduced as appendages where they seem to give promise of proclaiming beyond doubt just what the entrance does or, failing this, does not serve? The temptation is hardly resistible, and the complex, almost institutional, rendering evolves.


  Once fully aware of the factors that deny to the park planner a simplicity of entranceway, while concurrently hampering the success of the complicated alternative, it is well to take stock of just what, in spite of all unfavorable limitations, a park entrance can be and convey.


  It should at once invite and deter, encouraging use while discouraging abuse of the park by the public. It should be all things to all men, tempting the devotees of Nature and of the past, while warding off and detouring that bloc of the public primarily bent on a greater gasoline consumption—a kind of semaphore simultaneously reading “stop” and “go”, yet somehow avoiding all accidents to traffic and to temperament. Surely no easy accomplishment, perhaps unattainable!


  The simple appeal and mystery of the rural lane denied us, we can seek to beckon by means of an approach road of inviting width. But the speeder bent on getting nowhere in particular with all possible haste must somehow be urged diplomatically in another direction. An island dividing the in-and-out traffic will promote safety and restrain recklessness without suggestion of inhospitality. If an entrance fee is to be collected, an island kiosk is a very practical station point for collecting admissions and for the attendant duties of checking and providing information. From a kiosk so located, a guard can conveniently give information to departing patrons without undue interruption to the business of admissions. By recalling the familiar tollbridge entrance, it serves to suggest to the entrant that a fee is to be collected, and saves time that with any other arrangement might be consumed in query and explanation. The checking station, lodge, or sentry box to one side of the roadway is sometimes preferred, especially when the traffic flow is not heavy. When a ranger or other employe is required to be on duty at an entrance during the hours a park is open to the public, suitable shelter must be provided for him. Often it is necessary to provide heat and toilet facilities in the attendant’s room of the checking station or gate lodge. Some of the national parks and the State parks of Indiana have checking stations notable for their attractive character and practical completeness. When any portion of the using public is transported to the park by common carrier, a sheltered waiting space, as an adjunct of the entranceway, has a real function. There are shown on the pages which follow some successful examples of the several possible arrangements mentioned herein.


  For convenience of administration and limiting roadways the ideal park plan would have but one entrance. It follows that where affecting conditions of terrain, population centers, and other factors dictate more than one entrance, the fewer of these, the better. Particularly where an entrance fee is an accepted principle is the limiting of entrance points desirable and highly so for the economy it effects. The accessories necessary to any entranceway staffed with an attendant call for greater initial investment than the simple untended entrance, and the employe himself is a continuing operating charge.


  For a proper control, entranceways to many parks must serve as barriers during certain hours. Gates become a practical necessity, but any pretentiousness of these is apt to suggest an institution. Probably the low gate, related in appearance to the familiar log barrier of the parking area and pivoting at one end for operation, is the happiest solution. It serves adequately as barrier and does not obscure, complicate, or presume to compete with the landscape beyond. Among examples of this type, the gate of the checking station at Turner Falls, Oklahoma, is of exceptional merit. A chain barrier is an even simpler solution, but should always be equipped with a conspicuous sign or be made otherwise readily visible under automobile headlights.


  Overhead construction, utilizing arch or lintel, perhaps overdone in an earlier era, seems not to find wide current favor. Doubtless the changed attitude of mind results from a worthy desire to avoid any feeling of confinement, or any subconscious recall of the triumphal arch and staff creations long associated with street parades and carnivals.


  In rare instances, as in the case of a small park not heavily used and requiring a very limited staff, a custodian’s dwelling or lodge must necessarily be located so that it is almost a part of the entranceway. The connotation of gate lodge guarding a country estate is then to be avoided. Generally speaking, however, this location for the caretaker’s residence is unfortunate for it unfairly places that official and his family in a situation of being on call for 24 hours a day.


  The speed and conditions of present day traffic, in which the car is quicker than the eye, dictate that the public be given timely warning and vision of its approach to the park entranceway. In order that brakes may be applied effectively at prevalent, popular speeds, a considerable stretch of highway border is affected. While conservation of all possible forest cover may be the primary and praiseworthy objective of the natural park enthusiast, it is urged that it yield precedence outside the entrance gate to the demands for safety. The practical advantages to be derived from the placement of any entrance features well back from the main highway and from the maintenance of suitably cleared sight lines must be acknowledged by all as paramount.


  The park entranceway may meet all the requirements of function and many of the standards of beauty and yet fall far short of its potentialities. As the outpost of a reserved area offering certain distinctive recreational opportunities to the public, it can with subtlety and grace project the promise and lure of the region and its offered recreation to the very public highway. The truly successful entranceway will be contrived to be the simple essence of the characteristics of the park to no resultant interference with the basic and material functions of ingress, egress, and barrier.
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 Boyle Metropolitan Park, Little Rock, Arkansas


  ENTRANCE GATES


  Hardly major entranceways but sometimes a necessary part thereof, as when a cattle guard is required across the main roadway, yet provision must be made for admitting animals to the park area on occasion. To such purpose function the gates shown directly above, below, and to the right. The gate at upper right is typical of the Pacific Northwest. The decorative gate at lower right is very definitely regional with the full flavor of the Southwest. Its almost solid pattern suggests that its purpose is to close off a view of what is beyond—a major characteristic of a service gate.
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  Tucson Mountain Park, Arizona
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  Twanoh State Park, Washington
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  Pueblo Mountain Metropolitan Park, Colorado
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  University Ruins, Saguaro Forest State Park, Arizona
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  Cape San Sebastian State Park, Oregon
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  Pinnacles National Monument
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  Echo Lake, Westchester County, New York


  STONE ENTRANCE PYLONS
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  Lincoln Park, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma


  The outer columns feature stone pylons vertical in feeling. A more squat form is common to those intervening. Between the limits represented by the casual piling of rock that buttresses the pylon at Lincoln Park and the meticulous masonry of the Zion National Park pylon, varying degrees of sophistication of masonry are in evidence. The obligation to employ boulders where these are the only indigenous rock of an area is a heavy handicap to start with. Within the limitations that boulders impose the sign-pylon at Steckel Park, California, amounts to an excellent performance.
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  Deception Pass State Park, Washington


  In the Lincoln Park pylon the transition from convincingly natural rock outcrop at base to the climax of finished masonry with cut stone cap is skillfully handled—here is the evolution of masonry in tabloid.


  A sign is usually the necessary accompaniment of the pylon. This may be suspended from an arm, inset as a panel, or otherwise incorporated in the scheme. The squared timber with incised legend set vertically into the corner of the stone pier at Deception Pass State Park has novelty.
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  Steckel County Park, California
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  Zion National Park
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  Lassen Volcanic National Park
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  Bonham State Park, Texas
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 Garner State Park, Texas
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 Lake Worth Metropolitan Park, Fort Worth, Texas
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  Goose Island State Park, Texas


  STONE PYLONS IN TEXAS
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  Longhorn Cavern State Park, Texas


  In park development in the Lone Star State, entrance pylons are impressive. Surrounding illustrations exhibit the variety of texture and pattern and the considerable originality of silhouette to be found in that area. Infrequent in park construction, and for that reason, refreshing, is the regularity of the masonry units that form the Goose Island pylon. The Bonham example has dignity and restful proportion; that at Hereford, vigorous personality. The tall pylon at Lake Worth proves that skill in execution can at once assemble in a pylon the fixity of finished masonry, sans its usual harshness, and the informality of piled rock without resulting appearance of instability.
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 Hereford State Park, Texas


  At Longhorn Cavern State Park the entrance road is flanked by the two rock piers shown directly below. The one carries the designative sign, the other symbolizes the cavern that is the outstanding feature of this park area. At Garner State Park the pattern of the masonry and the mass of the pylon command attention. The pylon at lower right has a bulk that permits it to serve as kiosk without sacrifice of pylon silhouette. It is regret-table that a close grouping of subjects as here presented is apt to be misleading as to the size of each.
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  Longhorn Cavern State Park, Texas
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  Caddo Lake State Park, Texas
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  Lake Brownwood State Park, Texas
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  Bastrop State Park, Texas
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  Brown County State Park, Indiana


  INDIANA ENTRANCEWAYS


  A page from a family album—counterfeit presentments of five brothers of the Clifty Falls entranceway shown on the facing page. As with members of any family group these gate lodges or checking stations have their points of similarity and surprising points of difference. The Brown County and Spring Mill brothers are Hoosier to the core. Their paternity goes unquestioned. As to the others, although not all the old Hoosier traits persist, there is no question of their general attractiveness however it has been come by.
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  Pokagon State Park, Indiana
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  Spring Mill State Park, Indiana
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  Turkey Run State Park, Indiana
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  McCormick’s Creek State Park, Indiana

  
  [image: chpt_fig_0034]

  
  [image: chpt_fig_0035]

  
  [image: chpt_fig_0036]

  
  [image: chpt_fig_0037]

  
  [image: chpt_fig_0038]

  
  [image: chpt_fig_0039]

  
  [image: chpt_fig_0040]

  
  An island location for the checking station permits effective spotting of the flagpole and the traffic and regulatory signs that are the usual complement of the entranceway. This structure offers clear vision in every direction. Rusticity has tactfully and tactically given way before a well-reasoned practicability to results that invest the facility with a sure air of businesslike control and authority.
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  Entrance Checking Station, Sequoia National Park


  The architectural kinship existing between this appealing little building and the other Mesa Verde structures illustrated under other sections evidences thoughtful design. Interesting features of the island development are the low walls, drinking fountain, outdoor seats, planting pockets and panels, and the registry ledge on the outside wall of the building proper.
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  Entrance Checking Station, Mesa Verde National Park


  This small log building echoes the character present in the administration building of this park, shown elsewhere. The benefits of the island entrance checking station are, of course, well understood. The reflector warning at the point of the island is a practical provision. The position of the chimney well free of all contact with the log walls is sound fire-preventive planning.
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  Entrance Checking Station, Bryce Canyon National Park


  [image: chpt_fig_0044]


  Entrance Station, Mount Rainier National Park


  A splendid log structure deserving of the impressive background it enjoys. Only the trivial chimneys fail to register to the high standards all other details maintain. The log work and the scale of the rafters, purlins, and shake roof with pole-capped ridge are excellently handled. The low log barrier in addition to practical purpose serves to link the log construction with the surroundings. There is a well-tended neatness about this structure and setting untypical of wilderness areas generally, yet somehow not discordant here.
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 Entrance Station, Yellowstone National Park
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  The uncommon and ambitious extent of this entrance feature gives shelter for the ranger as he checks the cars entering or leaving the park—by no means a superfluous provision in many locations. The masonry foundation by its height protects somewhat the log construction in a region of heavy snowfall and by its projection curbs the damage potential in automobiles passing through the covered ways. The practical purposes of the foundation would not be jeopardized, and the total effect of the building would be improved, by some judicious low growth to break the harsh and barren foundation line.
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  BARRIERS, WALLS, AND FENCES


  [image: chpt_fig_0001] IF MAN COULD BRING to his creations in natural parks the protective coloration that Nature bestows on wildlife, with how much more harmony he would endow his trespasses! One particularly longs for this quality in barriers, herein considered to embrace obstacles and obstructions to automobile travel—stone walls and wood fences, guard rails and retaining walls. These are unavoidable necessities in parks, generally so extensively required that any treatment short of the most skillful is a source of quick contamination to natural beauty into the farthermost reaches of the area.


  For this reason they deserve to be planned thoughtfully and to be constructed with ever alert willingness to adjust the predetermined treatment to conditions actually encountered in the field. The contrary approach, the attempt to warp conditions of site to some blueprint treatment of barrier or retaining wall, usually leads to disaster. Natural quality is so ready to vanish; artificial quality, so prone to persist.


  Barriers of stone have one basic advantage over barriers of wood. Stone is the more permanent, a fact which often predisposes its selection as the material for use. The claim of permanence, however, should not alone determine the choice of stone over wood; each must be further considered for its native suitability. Stone imported into areas to which no stone is native seems always inappropriate. There are parks where native stone suitable for building is not present, yet the landscape is of definitely stony character. Here barriers of imported stone can be made effective if skill and artistry are brought to their contriving. But more often than not, unless barriers can be produced from native stone, it is more reasonable to waive the advantage of greater permanence and make use of wood. Timber for barriers in some localities will offset comparative lack of permanence through native abundance and consequent greater suitability and economy. For wooded areas, regardless of stone supply, there are those who cast their votes in favor of wood, usually log, barriers, which can be made sturdy and unobtrusive and are far from short-lived.


  When neither wood nor stone can stake a valid claim to being, or appearing to be, native to a region, the attributes of the area for park purposes may be logically challenged. This premise allowed, we are assured that either wood or stone will appropriately serve as material for the barriers we may require in any tract of true park potentialities. The problem then becomes one of intelligent use of whichever material Nature’s bounty indicates.


  One cannot visit many parks without becoming conscious of shortcomings of barrier and guard rail treatments in general. Where there is extensive need for guard rail, the use of one type of construction can become very monotonous. This is especially true if the construction is not utterly simple, or is too mathematically precise. Miles of stone barrier with crenelles and merlons of fixed length and height ticking off on the consciousness with pendulumlike routine seem almost to infect Nature itself with dull monotony. Better far to borrow something of Nature’s variety. If it is desired to avoid the tiresome regularity of an unbroken coping line, it is merely choosing a different monotony to introduce a system of regular and repetitious breaks into the silhouette. Changes in coping levels to present varying lengths and varying heights are much more in the rhythm of Nature.


  There are parks wherein the very extent of necessary guard rail seems to cry out for the variety of more than one type of construction. This is not to suggest merit in a hodge-podge of barrier treatments in one area, or in close coupling two widely different types. But where stretches demanding guard rail construction are separated by distances requiring none, occasionally to introduce variety for an isolated stretch would seem to be well reasoned.


  A long stretch of elaborate guard rail, not only offends and distracts the viewer, but detracts from the view in direct proportion to its complexity of character. Probably the guard rail most generally satisfying to the eye, and as practical and economical as any, is the log barrier hub cap high supported on log posts at the joints. Logs and supports must be first of all of ample diameter, for flimsiness here, as in a bridge, registers adversely on the consciousness. Wood supports below grade should be treated with a preservative to prolong their life. They should extend deep into the ground so as to be truly effectual under impact.


  Unpleasant indeed is the barrier of bowed, contorted logs that twists and writhes in its course like an attenuated corkscrew. Just as disturbing is the log barrier that bumps along at the roadside haphazardly rising high above the grade, then dipping almost to meet it. The log barrier should flow along parallel with the grade of the roadway if it is to be harmonious in the picture.


  It is possible to detail the log guard rail so that when one section is broken the adjoining sections are unaffected either by reason of the accident itself or the ensuing operation of replacement. These will be favored wherever the limiting of maintenance costs must be considered. Barriers designed with wood rails that build into stone piers usually require an excessive amount of labor when replacement of a broken rail becomes necessary.


  The ideal barrier treatment along certain roadways would be guard rocks, bedded deep in the ground in naturalized groupings spaced at irregular but effective intervals. This has been attempted but never, in the examples noted to date, with the measure of success held to be possible if executed with more skill and feeling for natural values.


  In his well-presented Camp Planning and Camp Reconstruction, issued by the United States Forest Service, Dr. E. P. Meinecke discusses the choice and use of obstacles, obstructions, and barriers in relation to the principles of camp planning. So much on the subject of barriers therein contained is applicable to their proper use in parks, beyond the confines of campsites, that careful study of Dr. Meinecke’s work is recommended.


  One of the difficult park problems is the blending of a masonry barrier or retaining wall to a rock outcrop which it surmounts or abuts. The results in general seem to indicate failure to sense that skillful blending of the man-made to the natural was of the essence of the problem, or else that skill was lacking. When the transition is so handled that the precise limits of Nature’s handiwork and man’s blur to the eye’s satisfaction, the accomplishment is praiseworthy.


  Of particular import is the wall or fence that adjoins the entranceway. Unless it is to be completely planted out, something of the flavor of the entrance structures should be given it. The stone wall so typical of New England, New York, and other localities, and the snake fence once so widely distributed through the Middle West have the advantage of long familiarity and deep significance to us. Because these bring subconsciously to mind the very values that parks seek to recapture—open spaces, unspoiled Nature, release from cramped and artificial existence—they might well serve as a far more useful instrument than they have to date in our hands.


  Unquestionably there are sometimes required in natural areas barriers that must forego protective coloration to warn forcefully of danger ahead, particularly to the motorist. Barriers and obstructions, purposed to prevent traffic accidents, are not to be laughed off. They are an acknowledged, if unwelcome, necessity even in parks, and our public highways provide many precedents more or less effectual in purpose and construction. Probably reflector studs judiciously placed crowd a maximum of warning into a small space, and so interfere least with natural values. To create barriers that shout a warning is no trick at all, but to determine at exactly what locations along park roads barriers having this function are requisite and tolerable needs thoughtful judgment. To provide within a given park area neither one too many nor one too few such barriers is both the problem and the solution. It should be studied in the light of the accepted tenet that park roads exist for leisurely automobile travel only, and with an understanding that traffic speed and barrier need relate to each other. Resultantly we should find in parks fewer blatant barriers than the public highways require, and a prevalence of unobtrusive treatments.
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  Ponca State Park, Nebraska


  WOOD BARRIERS


  Common characteristic of the log barriers here illustrated is a recognition of the advantage, from a maintenance viewpoint, of unjoined units in serving to limit, and so to minimize, the spread of damage to result from sharp impact. The simplest expression of the log barrier is a row of posts, so spaced that an automobile cannot pass between them. One here shown is scaled to a modified area, the other, to a more rugged setting. The next step is a series of fabricated units, each a horizontal log with terminal supports and independent of the actuarial risks of the flanking units. Three such are illustrated.


  [image: chpt_fig_0050]


  Devil’s Den State Park, Arkansas


  [image: chpt_fig_0051]


  Denver Mountain Parks, Colorado
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  Bastrop State Park, Texas
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  Woahink Lake State Park, Oregon
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  South Mountain County Reservation, New Jersey
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  Mohawk Metropolitan Park, Tulsa, Oklahoma
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  Cumberland Falls State Park, Kentucky
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 Custer State Park, South Dakota


  WOOD GUARD RAIL AND FENCES


  Here is pictured low guard rail into fence in slow motion—guard rails to the left, fences to the right, and the binding margin the line of cleavage. Above are typical examples of the continuous log barrier riding atop supports, next, in counterclockwise progression, the barrier log bolted to the side of the supporting posts, then a doubling of the horizontal member, and finally a doubling of the supports.
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  DuPage County Forest Preserve, Illinois


  The take-off into fences begins at upper left of the right hand page with an increase in normal guard rail height and the addition of a buffer rail at hub cap height, a very practical provision in limitation of maintenance. Next, now reading clock-wise, is a variation of this idea, followed by three fences that have lost all trace and, probably due to location, all need of functioning as barriers to vehicle traffic. The fence that combines stone piers with wood construction is more pleasing than practical. The wood members will eventually decay, and replacement of them, because of the connection with masonry, will be a troublesome matter.
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  South Mountain County Reservation, New Jersey
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  Mount Penn Metropolitan Reservation, Reading, Pennsylvania
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  Cook County Forest Preserve, Illinois
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 Devil’s Punch Bowl State Park, Oregon
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  Caddo Lake State Park, Texas
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  Quartz Mountain State Park, Oklahoma
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  Tucson Mountain Park, Arizona
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  Petit Jean State Park, Arkansas
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 Devil’s Den State Park, Arkansas


  ROCK BARRIERS, CURBS, AND WALLS


  Three illustrations at upper left picture employment of rocks as a roadside barrier in semi-naturalistic distribution—always seemingly very difficult to execute and here better done than usual, especially so at Quartz Mountain State Park. At lower left is a related barrier, rather more of a wall but still quite informal and disclosing the use of but little mortar. This and the barrier to the right of it feature a buffer curb that permits pedestrians to pass between parked automobiles and the barrier proper.
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  Rocky Mountain National Park


  Other examples on these facing pages are generally typical of protective masonry barriers laid with mortar. For the most part these are crenellated. In masonry technique there is considerable range of character.
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  Crater Lake National Park


  On the next following page stone curbs and walls are paraded in variety. The low formal curb reflects fittingly its location in a groomed metropolitan area; the other curbs typify surroundings less intensively used, settings more primitive. All the walls pictured in the right hand tier suggest modified and mild country in great contrast with most of the landscape to be seen on this present page.
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  Grand Canyon National Park
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  Yellowstone National Park
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  Great Smoky Mountains National Park
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   Turner Falls State Park, Oklahoma
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  Cook County Forest Preserve, Illinois
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  Voorhees State Park, New Jersey
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  Boyle Metropolitan Park, Little Rock, Arkansas
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  Greenwich, Connecticut, Eric Gugler, Architect
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  Butler Memorial State Park, Kentucky
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  Cook County Forest Preserve, Illinois




  SIGNS


  [image: chpt_fig_0001] AS DEVELOPMENT of any preserve for recreational use proceeds there is bound to be coincident multiplication in the number and kinds of required signs and related objects. If their purpose is directional, designative, regulatory, or cautionary, they are classified as “Signs” in this compilation. If their intent is to be informative of matters of historical or natural interest pertinent to the park area, they are herein termed “Markers” and, being thus incident to cultural recreation, they are discussed along with structures which facilitate that phase of recreational pursuit.


  Nothing in parks, unless it be the entranceway, offers wider legitimate scope for individuality in conveying the characteristics or background of the particular area than the signs and markers. These can be the embodiment of those rare and distinguishing features that have dictated the establishment of the park—park motifs-in-miniature.


  Well-keyed to an historical period are the signs at Morristown National Historical Park. Here of course the theme is the Revolutionary era.


  A visitor on pilgrimage to the reconstructed village of Lincoln’s young manhood in New Salem State Park, Illinois, is subtly put in receptive and reverent mood for the illusion of a midwestern backwoods village of the 1830’s by the very character of the stylized signs and markers. The black, uncertain lettering on white background, in its hand-made irregularity and wavering course lines, recalls the crude typography of the newspapers and handbills of the period and place. Instantly imagination is in pitch, and understanding in tune, with the melody about to be resung for us.


  The number of signs actually purposeful in any area and the strategic placing of them should be thoughtfully determined. Signs too generously provided quickly bring protests from those who crave their Nature uncluttered. A shortage of directional information will annoy those who have neither time nor liking for groping their way along roads and trails without benefit of adequate sign service.


  A proper scale in the structural members of a sign is especially to be desired. In such a minor item as a sign it is obligatory wherever possible to evidence the employment of native materials. When the trees on an area are stunted or a second growth, it is unfitting to import massive materials for signs that will sharply accent the deficiency of the natural surroundings. It is equally inappropriate to underscale the structural members of a sign placed in an area of large trees.


  The scale and legibility of the lettering employed on signs also merit careful consideration. The legends of cautionary and directional signs, more than those of other purpose, call for terseness and instant legibility at a proper distance. Hence the scale of letters reading “Sharp Curve”, “Stop”, “Low Water Crossing”, and the like is subject to standards entirely different from a lengthy recital of rules for campers or picnickers. However appealing and appropriate in respect to an area may be the qualities of quaintness and individuality in stylized lettering, legibility has the call over other considerations for all signs of
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  LOW HORIZONTAL SIGNS
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  POST SIGNS
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  SINGLE POST AND CROSS ARM SIGNS
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  SINGLE POST AND BRACKET SIGNS
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  SINGLE POST AND SUSPENDED SIGN
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  TWO-POST SIGNS
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  TWO-POST SUSPENDED SIGNS
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  HOODED SIGNS
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  MISCELLANY
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