
1 
 

Determination of Eligibility 
 

Diamond Lake Recreational Residence Tract 
Umpqua National Forest 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

January 2021 

United States Forest Service Region 6  



2 
 

Table of Contents 

 

SECTION 1: PROJECT INFORMATION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
 

A. Physical Description 
B. Project Summary and Objective 
C. 2006 Determination of Eligibility 
  

SECTION 2: HISTORIC CONTEXT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
 

A. Forest Service Administrative History  
i. Agency Development 
ii. Forest Service Recreation Planning 
iii. National Recreation Residence Program 

 
B. Regional History 

i. Region 6 Development  
ii. Region 6 Recreation Planning 
iii. Region 6 Recreational Residence Program 

 
C. Umpqua National Forest History 

i. Prehistory 
ii. Umpqua National Forest Admin History  
iii. Umpqua National Forest Recreation Planning 
iv. Umpqua National Forest Recreational Residence Program 

 
SECTION 3: STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 
 

A. Potential Areas of Significance 
B. Period of Significance 
C. Methodology 
D. Evaluation and Determination of Eligibility 
E. Conclusion 

 
 

Bibliography 
 
Appendix A: Cabin Descriptions 
  



3 
 

SECTION 1: PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
A. Physical Description 

 
The Diamond Lake recreational residence tract is located on the southwest shore of Diamond Lake, an 
alpine lake in Douglas County, Oregon (Figure 1). Diamond Lake is at approximately 5,183’ elevation on 
the east slope of the Cascade Range, due west of Mt. Thielsen. The lake and tract are within Township 
27S, Range 5E, and Sections 1, 12, and 13 of the Diamond Lake 7.5 min Quadrangle. The lake is 
approximately 3 miles long and 1.5 miles wide, with a total area of 3,214 acres. It is surrounded by a 
forest of lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta), white fir (Abies concolor), and ponderosa pine (Pinus 
ponderosa).  
 
Highway access to the south side of Diamond Lake is provided by State Highway 230, which connects 
with Medford to the west. Access from the north is provided by State Highway 138, which connects 
with Roseburg to the west. Highway 138 continues southeast from the lake to Klamath County. In 
addition to the recreational residence cabins, there is a commercial lodge complex on the northeast 
corner of the lake. The lodge is open all year. The resort rents bikes, boats, and horses. There is also a 
public campground, information center with interpretive programs, and a day-use area operated by the 
Forest Service. 
 
The Diamond Lake Tract is a single contiguous district consisting of 102 recreational residence lots 
aligned along the west shoreline of Diamond Lake. Approximately 30 lots are set back in ranks farther 
removed from the lake. Lots measure 100' x 200' on average. Each lot typically features one cabin, but 
many have additional features such as small outbuildings, fire pits, and footpaths. All lots are accessed 
via Forest Service Road 4795 which runs north-and-south to the west of the tract. The lots are ordered 
numerically, progressing from north to south. 
 
The cabins are privately owned and built on parcels of land leased from the Umpqua National Forest. 
Since the inception of the recreational residence program the Forest Service has provided guidelines 
and requirements for how lease holders develop and maintain their lots. These guidelines have varied 
slightly but followed the basic tenets of the 1915 Term Occupancy Act and objectives of the 
recreational residence program. The cabins must be modest dwellings used primarily for seasonal 
residency, designed to complement the natural surroundings, and maintained in good condition. Under 
these guidelines, cabin owners have established and maintained an aesthetically cohesive private 
community at Diamond Lake. Some cabins have been modified to modernize utilities such a plumbing, 
heat, and electricity and to provide amenities such as storage, parking spaces, and outdoor living 
spaces. 
 
Diamond Lake and this region of the Umpqua National Forest provide year-round opportunities for 
outdoor recreation. The summer season generally extends from June through September. During that 
time, cabin owners swim, fish, and boat on the lake; they circumnavigate the shores on a paved bike 
path; and they access several trailheads that lead into the forested hills around the lake, including the 
iconic and scenic Pacific Crest Trail. During winter months, some cabin owners access trails for 
snowmobiling and cross-country skiing. 
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Figure 1: Location Map with detailed inset. Diamond Lake recreational residence tract shown at southwest of 
inset, cabins denoted by black squares. Diamond Lake Resort is to the northeast of the lake.  
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B. Project Summary and Objective 
 

The Diamond Lake recreational residence tract (DLRRT) was determined to be potentially eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places in 2006 (OR SHPO Case #06-2255). However, this 
determination was insufficient for the purposes of resource management for the United States Forest 
Service (USFS). The survey did not provide individual descriptions of resources, individual photos, or 
identify character defining features to which projects could potentially have adverse effects. In 
addition, since 2005, several cabins have been altered and updated. In 2019, the USDA Forest Service 
contracted HistoriCorps to conduct a Reconnaissance Level Survey of the tract.  
 
This report synthesizes past surveys and research to provide an updated determination of the DLRRT’s 
eligibility. This determination will facilitate efficient management of the resources in the future. This 
report assesses DLRRT as a potential historic district significant under Criterion A in the area of 
significance of Entertainment/Recreation for its association with early to mid-century agency recreation 
planning as established in the Historic Context statement Utility and Service Combined with Beauty, a 
contextual history for Region 6 of the Forest Service written in 2005. 
 
This project is distinct from past surveys of both Diamond Lake and recreational residence tracts in 
general in two ways. First, it assesses the tract as a district rather than a collection of individual 
resources, changing the threshold for integrity analyses. Second, it assesses the tract as significant 
under only Criterion A, rather than Criterion C. This is in contrast to past surveys of recreational 
residences, which typically evaluated the resources under Criterion C as distinct for Rustic style 
architecture. The present survey does not consider Criterion C relevant for the individual resources nor 
the district, neither being emblematic of a distinct architectural style, method of construction, or etc.  
 
As such, the integrity threshold for the potentially contributing resources as part of a district under 
Criterion A varies from integrity analyses for resources individually eligible under Criterion C. Rather 
than emphasize materials and workmanship as under Criterion C, an eligible resource under Criterion A 
retains integrity if “… it retains the essential physical features that made up its character or appearance 
during the [period of significance],” according to National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the Criteria 
for Evaluation. For this reason, integrity evaluations focused instead on aspects of location, setting, 
design, feeling, and association. 
 
This report is separated into three sections. The first includes this introduction, a summary of the 2006 
Determination of Eligibility, and the current study’s methodology. The second section includes the 
Historic Context for Recreation and Recreational Residences both in the National Forests and at 
Diamond Lake. The third section discusses the existing tract, cabins, and their integrity for an 
evaluation of eligibility.  
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C. Previous Surveys 
 

The Diamond Lake recreational residence tract was surveyed in 2005 and was determined to be eligible 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places in 2006 (OR SHPO Case #06-2255). The DOE established 
that the district was eligible under Criterion A, “as a part of the Federal Government’s response to the 
growing national enthusiasm for outdoor recreation in the 1920s and 1930s” and that the cabins were 
eligible under Criterion C “for their distinctive design and construction as recreational buildings.” 
 
The survey identified the period of significance for the site as 1920-1960, from when the site was first 
identified as a potential location for recreational residences to 1960, “when the buildings were 
finished.” However, the survey also provides that several cabins were constructed into the 1960s. For 
this reason, the current survey ends the period of significance in 1969, when the final original cabin was 
completed on the tract with an original permit. 
 
The 2006 DOE identified 39 cabins that would contribute to a potential historic district (38%). The 
survey also recommended that 15 resources which were not 50 years old at the time could potentially 
contribute to a historic district by 2010, for a total of 54 resources (53%). 44 were identified as non-
contributing due to lack of integrity, while an additional 4 were outside of the period of significance but 
recommended to be non-contributing when they reach 50 years of age for a total of 48 non-
contributing resources (47%). 
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SECTION 2: HISTORIC CONTEXT 
 
The following historic context is separated into three sections. The first section details the development 
of the United States Forest Service, its nationwide recreation planning initiatives in the early twentieth 
century, and its specific plans for summer home development on National Forest land. The second 
section focuses on the history of Region 6, its recreation history, and the region-wide context for 
summer home development. The third section focuses on the Umpqua National Forest, including 
Native American history, Umpqua administrative history, and a context for summer home planning in 
the Umpqua National Forest.  
 
A. FOREST SERVICE ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY 
 
i.  Agency Development 
 
Adapted from “The USDA Forest Service – The First Century” by Gerald Williams, 2005, and “Utility and 
Service Combined with Beauty: A Contextual and Architectural History of USDA Forest Service Region 6: 
1905-1960,” by Kay Atwood, Sally Donovan, Dennis Gray, and Ward Tonsfeldt, 2005. 
 
Nineteenth Century and Forest Reserve Era (1891 – 1904) 
 
From the seventeenth to the late nineteenth century, the United States’ management plan for publicly 
owned land was to dispose of it through transfer to private ownership. Federal actions such as the 
Homestead Act of 1862 and the Timber-Culture Act of 1873 facilitated this process, allowing citizens 
160 acres of land for free in exchange for proper land management. The primary responsibility of the 
first federal land management agency, the General Land Office, was to oversee this transfer of land. 
However, in the late nineteenth century, after two centuries of unabated timber cutting and land 
donations, Congress recognized the need to stem the tide of unrestrained natural resource 
consumption. In 1872, Yellowstone was established as the first National Park, signaling the beginning of 
a new cultural attitude towards the environment.  
 
In 1873, Dr. Franklin Hough, a physician and historian, noticed the rapid depletion of the nation’s 
forests by private interests and presented a paper titled “On the Duty of Governments in the 
Preservation of Forests” to the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS). AAAS 
immediately began petitioning Congress for conservation of the Nation’s forests. In 1891, Congress 
finally recognized the need to conserve more than just the most idyllic landscapes for National Parks 
and passed the Forest Reserve Act. This Act gave the President the power to designate Forest Reserves 
and created the Division of Forestry within the Department of the Interior. By 1893, President Harrison 
and President Cleveland had together designated 18 million acres of land in 17 of the nation’s first 
Forest Reserves. In February 1897, President Cleveland designated 13 new Forest Reserves. Later that 
year, Congress passed the Organic Act, which refined management practices for the Forest Service to 
focus on effective conservation of natural resources. In addition, the Organic Act required that new 
reserves would need to meet criteria of forest and watershed protection, as well as timber production. 
In its early years the policy for Federal Reserves was “conservation through use.” These uses included 
grazing, timber harvesting that was generally limited to “dead, matured, or large growth” trees, mining, 
homesteading, and for a small number of affluent and adventurous citizens, recreation in the form of 
camping, hunting, and mountaineering. 
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Early Forest Service Era (1905-1911) 
 
In 1905, the Transfer Act moved management of the Forest Reserves from the Department of the 
Interior to the newly created Bureau of Forestry within the Department of Agriculture. In 1907, 
Congress changed the names of the Forest Reserves to National Forests. The transfer of the Reserves 
away from the Department of the Interior and to the Department of Agriculture signaled a new chapter 
in management practices for the National Forests. Going forward, resources in the National Forests 
were not reserved from use, but rather for use. Both policy and staffing became focused on the science 
of Forestry and the practice of conservation. The management philosophy of the agency became on 
“long-term managed use” wherein, as the first Chief Forester Gifford Pinchot directed: 
 

In the management of each reserve local questions will be decided upon local 
grounds… and where conflicting interests must be reconciled, the question will always 
be decided from the standpoint of the greatest food for the greatest number in the 
long run. (Letter to Secretary of Agriculture James Wilson, February 1, 1905) 
 

Gifford Pinchot established the original six districts of the Forest Service in 1908. Headquarters 
for the six districts were located in Missoula, Montana (District 1), Denver, Colorado (District 2), 
Albuquerque, New Mexico (District 3), Ogden, Utah (District 4), San Francisco, California 
(District 5), and Portland, Oregon (District 6). One of the first duties of forest administrators 
was to set aside land for the development of administrative ranger stations, guard stations, and 
pack stations. The districts were reclassified as Regions in the 1930s. 
 
As for public use of the Forests, grazing, timber production, mining, and homesteading 
continued. In 1906, the Forest Service sold 700 million board feet of timber and gave away 75 
million. That same year, 1.5 million cattle and horses and 6 million sheep grazed on National 
Forest land. In the 1907 Forest Service Use Book, Pinchot discussed the successes of the new 
managed use of the National Forests, stating that the Forest Service’s management took “the 
public domain with all of its resources and most of its laws, and make sure the best possible 
use in made of every bit of it.”  
 
Custodial Management Era (1912-1932) 
 
Established uses such as cattle grazing, timber production, and mining continued in the 
National Forests through the 1910s and 20s. The agency also took on new responsibilities, 
including forest research and fire suppression. In the summer of 1910, forest fires had 
decimated entire towns, ruined railroad operations by destroyed tracks, and taken over 80 
lives. The fires burned over 3 million acres of Forests just in Idaho and Montana. The Forest 
Service began to explore effective means for fighting wildfires and developing the 
infrastructure to support their efforts. In 1915, the agency established the Forest Service 
Research branch to better understand the forest environment, tree species, and reforestation 
strategies.  
 
The Agricultural Appropriations Act of 1912 allocated 10% of all Forest Service receipts for the 
construction of trails and roads, which facilitated increased recreation in the National Forests. 
These roads also supported streamlined management of the forests and bolstered 
infrastructure for forest fire management. In 1916, the National Park Service was established to 
manage the national parks. At the same time, the Forest Service began to grasp the growing 
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popularity of recreation in the outdoors and undertook an extensive recreation planning 
program. In 1917, the agency hired Frank Waugh, professor of landscape architecture at the 
University of Massachusetts in Amherst, to conduct a survey of recreational uses on National 
Forests across the country. Subsequently, the agency embraced the idea of professional design 
and orchestrated planning for recreation. Across the nation, influential conservationists 
advocated for the preservation of wilderness and the benefits of outdoor recreation. Following 
WWI and the affordability of the automobile, recreation on Forest Lands became accessible to 
more people than ever before. From the late 1910s to early 1930s, different Regions hired staff 
persons to work directly on recreation planning and/or had other forest personnel take on the 
challenge of establishing recreation sites, including campgrounds and recreational residence 
tracts. 
 
Timber sales continued to increase during the 1920s and 30s and grew both in size and 
complexity. Sales occasionally required new railroads and harvesting periods of several decades 
or longer. A 1922 timber sale on Lassen National Forest was for over 1 billion board feet. 
Previously, timber sales were on smaller scales, meant for specific projects such as railroad ties 
or beams for mining operations.  
 
Depression-Era (1933 – 1941) 
 
The Depression-Era period of Forest Service history is characterized by the work of the Civilian 
Conservation Corps (CCC). One of the agencies created by Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal 
Program, the CCC employed young men across the country to work in the National Forests, as 
well as national and state parks. Over 3 million men were enrolled in over 2,600 camps 
completing infrastructure improvements in the National Forests. The enrollees built trails, 
shelters, campground, vista areas, roads, guard and ranger stations, lookouts, telephone lines, 
and fought forest fires. CCC enrollees were instrumental in the development of the Smoke 
Jumper program, which sent parachuters into remote locations to fight fires. The program, 
began in 1933, ended in 1942 with the onset of WII.  
 
During this time, resource extraction on the National Forests decreased. Timber production 
was already at a low point after intense overproduction in the 1920s when the stock market 
crash happened in 1929. Timber sales continued to slow during this time period due to low 
lumber prices and low demand. However, by the end of the 1930s, smaller logging and milling 
operations were able to fill the void of the giant lumber companies that went out of business in 
the late 1920s and early 1930s.  
 
In 1934, the Taylor Grazing Act ended unregulated grazing on National Forest and remaining 
General Land Office lands. The Act established the U.S. Grazing Service and over 80 million 
acres of grazing districts. In 1946, the Grazing Service and the General Land Office merged to 
form the Bureau of Land Management in the Department of the Interior. Other developments 
in the Forest Service during this period include the initial survey and designation of Wilderness 
Areas, intended to be undeveloped for ecologic and scenic preservation. 
 
WWII and Post-War Era (1942-1959) 
 
During WWII, the lumber industry in the National Forests was devoted almost exclusively to 
war efforts. Many mines shut down during the war, after being required to mine only strategic 
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minerals for the war effort. The Forest Service lost some employees to the war draft, although 
it received conscientious objectors as well, who were assigned to work at former CCC camps.  
 
In 1944, Congress passed the Sustained-Yield Forest Management Act, which promoted more 
partnerships between the National Forests and private companies to provide a continuous 
supply of lumber to the market. After the war, lumber production in the National Forests 
skyrocketed due to the increased demand for housing. The forests provided building materials 
such as timber, plywood, and other wood products. The increase in operations and 
subsequently in staff persons led to an increase of administrative facilities owned and operated 
by the Forest Service. The Forest Service also hosted the construction of a large number of 
dams during this period, creating new power sources as well as recreation corridors.  
 
Recreation boomed on the National Forests in the post-war era. Expansive road systems, 
improved automobiles, and a shorter work week encouraged the public to recreate on National 
Forest lands. Recreation activities diversified, now including sports and hobbies such as 
boating, skiing, and snowshoeing. The Forest Service continued to develop new campgrounds, 
trails, and other facilities while improving upon older ones.  
 
In 1960, Congress passed the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act, which sought to shift the focus 
of the Forest Service away from natural resource extraction to more balanced management of 
timber, wildlife, rangelands, water, and recreation. The National Environmental Protection Act 
of 1969 brought in specialists from every discipline to manage resources in the National 
Forests: hydrology, geology, archaeology, biology, botany, and more. Research stations and 
centers developed strategies to better manage all the resources of the National Forests. A 
system of research centers had been established across the country in 1946. With new 
specialists and new perspectives on the use of the National Forests, the agency continued to 
develop its vision of what it means to care for the land and serve the people throughout the 
twentieth century.  
 
ii.  Forest Service Recreation Planning 
 
Adapted from “Recreation Residences: Historic Context and Evaluation Guidance for Region 4” by Richa 
Wilson, Region 4 Heritage Program Manager and “The USDA Forest Service – The First Century” by 
Gerald Williams, written in 2005. 
 
Forest Reserve and Early Forest Service Era Recreation (1891 – 1911) 
 
A desire to recreate in the great outdoors grew in the late nineteenth century as many Americans 
developed a romanticized perception of nature and a conservation ethic for natural resources. Books 
and magazines such as Sunset focused increasingly on outdoor recreation. While some extolled the 
virtues of “roughing it,” others discussed more “civilized” ways of enjoying nature.1 Railroad 
companies, prolific in the late 1800s, also played a significant role in promoting recreation on public 
land. The Northern Pacific Railway was influential in the creation of the Yellowstone National Park and 
boosted railroad travel by introducing the “See America First” campaign in 1906. The National Park 

 
1 Lux, et. al., “Strategy for Inventory and Historic Evaluation of Recreation Residence Tracts in the National Forests of California 
from 1906 to 1959,” 2003, 15-16. 
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Service adopted this campaign during World War I to promote domestic tourism as travel to Europe 
became restricted. 
 
Early recreation sites on National Forests included rustic campgrounds, often with no improvements or 
small features such as fireplaces, outhouses, and signage. Substantial developments were limited to 
private enterprise, and included hotels, sanitariums, and camps, located near attractions such as lakes, 
rivers, hot springs and mineral springs. Recreation developments in the early twentieth century were 
limited to sparse and unimproved road and highway systems. 
 
Custodial Management Era Forest Recreation (1912-1932) 
 
The agency’s recognition of recreation as a valid forest use began in the 1910s, partly in reaction to the 
impending creation of the National Park Service. The Forest Service sought to demonstrate that it too 
could manage recreation on public lands. Assistant Forester E. A. Sherman promoted the agency’s role 
in recreation by publishing articles in Landscape Ecology, the Proceedings of the Society of American 
Foresters, and other periodicals. 
 
Automobile touring received a boost in 1916 when President Woodrow Wilson signed the Federal Aid 
Road Act of 1916. This and burgeoning growth in automobile ownership led to increased visitation to 
the national forests. For example, between 1934 and 1942, visitation to the Teton National Forest 
jumped by 186 percent with 97,240 visitors arriving in 1941.2 This growth only decreased due to the 
United States’ entry into World War II. 
 
The Forest Service, which was more concerned with managing timber and protecting watersheds, 
initially paid little attention to recreation. Growing demand forced that to change. Chief Forester Henry 
S. Graves reported in 1913 that: 
 

Recreation use of the Forests is growing very rapidly, especially on Forests near cities of 
considerable size… This is a highly important form of use of the Forests by the public, 
and it is recognized and facilitated by adjusting commercial use of the Forests, when 
necessary, to the situation created by the needs of the recreation seekers.3 

 
The first campground on National Forest land was established at Eagle Creek, on the Oregon side of the 
Columbia River Gorge, in 1916. The campground was planned, however, there was no national 
guidance, funding, or planning for recreation in the National Forests at the time. After the National 
Park Service was established in 1916, Chief Forester Graves initiated several measures to ensure the 
Forest Service’s relevance in managing recreation on public lands. He hired landscape architect Frank A. 
Waugh in 1917 to study recreation on the National Forests and recommend a recreation management 
policy. Waugh’s study, Recreation Uses in the National Forests, highlighted campgrounds, picnic areas, 
lodges, and summer homes throughout the country. By 1918, Forest Service developments were 
limited to automobile camps and picnic areas, as well as efforts to layout and plat summer home tracts 
for private development. Other private ventures, more robust that agency developments, included 
fraternal camps, sanitoria, hotels, and summer resorts.  

 
2 Esther Allan, “History of Teton National Forest,” 1973, 295-296, Accession No. R4-1680-2011-0060, USFS Region 4 History 
Collection, Ogden, Utah. 
3 Graves is quoted in William C. Tweed, A History of Outdoor Recreation Development in National Forests, 1891-1942, 
(Clemson: Clemson University, Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism Management, n.d.), 2-3. 
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In 1919, the Forest Service hired Arthur Carhart, a landscape architect, to plan recreation sites. His first 
project was a recreation plan for the San Isabel National Forest in Colorado, which included Squirrel 
Creek campground. Squirrel Creek campground is likely the first designed by a landscape architect on 
National Forest lands. In 1921, Carhart would defend the need for recreation planning in the National 
Forest at the first National Conference on State Parks against the notion that recreation was intended 
for only National Parks.  
 
In 1922, Congress began appropriating “Sanitation and Fire” prevention funds that could be used for 
campgrounds and picnic areas. The Forest Service decided to use the new funding to integrate 
recreation facilities into their building program by hiring Frank Waugh. The following short note 
appeared in the 1922 September issue of American Forestry magazine: 

Dr. Frank A. Waugh, professor of landscape engineering at the Massachusetts 
Agricultural College, Amherst, Mass., has been appointed recreation engineer in the 
Forest Service, USDA. Dr. Waugh, a noted author, and one of the leading landscape 
architects of this country, will spend the summer formulating plans for the 
development of public campgrounds and summer-home sites in the National Forests of 
Colorado, Wyoming, Idaho, Utah, Idaho and other western states. This study is a part 
of the established plan of the Forest Service toward providing adequate camp and 
sanitation facilities for the 5,500,000 persons who yearly seek rest, health and 
enjoyment in our National Forests.4 

 
The Forest Service’s first request for recreation funds occurred in 1920 but was not successful until 
1923. Even then, the Congressional appropriation provided only $25,000 to combat the fire danger and 
sanitary problems created by recreationists at campgrounds and picnic areas.5 Throughout the 1920s, 
the Forest Service treated recreation as an incidental use and promoted “simple, low-keyed, rustic, 
recreation experiences.”6  
 
By 1925, there were 1,500 campgrounds in the National Forests. As the public became more mobile 
with affordable automobiles and improved roads, recreation increased in the National Forests 
throughout the 1920s. Private improvements continued in hotels, resorts, and private summer homes. 
Conservationists employed by the Forest Service also advocated for the preservation of undeveloped 
wilderness lands. The Forest Service continued to construct trails during the 1920s, including portions 
of what would become the Pacific Crest Trail. Recreation was coming into the spotlight on the National 
Forests. Robert Y. Stuart, the fourth Chief of the Forest Service from 1928-1933, wrote: 
  

The importance of recreational use as a social force and influence must be recognized 
and its requirements must be met. Its potentialities as a service to the American 
people, as the basis for industry and commerce, as the foundation of the future 
economic life of many communities, are definite and beyond question. Its rank in 
national forest activities will, in large degree, be a major one, and in a limited degree, a 
superior one. It will in many situations constitute a use of natural resources coordinate 
and occasionally be paramount to their industrial conversion to commercial 
commodities, and as a recognized form of use of natural resources, it deserves and 

 
4 American Forestry, “(Forest) Service Employs Noted Landscape Architect,” September 1922, vol. 28 (345), 568. 
5 Lux, et al., “Strategy for Inventory,” 25. 
6 Lux, et al., “Strategy for Inventory,” 18. 
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should receive the same relative degree of technical attention and administrative 
planning that is now given to other forms of utilization.7 
 

Depression-Era Forest Service Recreation (1933-1941) 
 
In 1933, the Forest Service created A National Plan for American Forestry, also known as the Copeland 
Report. The report was an intensive management plan for the National Forests. The recreation section 
was written by Robert Marshall, who in 1937 filled the role of Chief of the Division of Recreation and 
Lands. Marshall was one of the founders of the Wilderness Society and an advocate of Wilderness 
Lands. Marshall created regulations for Wilderness lands in the National Forests, banning timber 
harvesting, road construction, summer homes, motorboats, and aircrafts. Marshall was also an 
advocate for creating recreation opportunities for low-income groups in the National Forests. The 
Copeland Report, as well as the influence of early conservationists and visionaries such as Robert 
Marshall, Robert Y. Stuart, and Arthur Carhart, set the stage for recreation in the National Forests when 
the Great Depression hit the country.  
 
Despite the onset of the Depression, recreation in the National Forests continued to grow, increasing 
by 38% in 1929 alone. Somewhat serendipitously, the New Deal programs created by President 
Roosevelt during the Depression contributed monumentally to recreation infrastructure in the National 
Forests, meeting the needs of a new adventurous public. New Deal programs provided funds and labor 
to construct facilities for forest visitors from 1933 to 1942. With the help of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps (CCC) and other programs, the Forest Service constructed hundreds of campgrounds, picnic 
areas, organization camps, and other recreation facilities. The CCC also helped improve roads, bridges, 
and trails, which expanded infrastructure to support recreation and management of the National 
Forests. The construction program of the CCC, as well as recreation generally, came to a slow down at 
the onset of WWII. 
 
The increase in the popularity of recreation on the National Forests throughout the first half of the 
twentieth century coupled with the agency’s new focus on developing recreation opportunities 
encouraged the agency to develop Recreation Units, also known as Recreation Corridors or Areas. 
Recreation Units were typically focused on one or a cluster of recreational opportunities, such as a lake 
or river nearby to hiking trails and scenic viewpoints. Below is an example of the breadth, variety, and 
proximity of recreational opportunities in the Mt. Hood Recreation Area Recreation Guide from 1936 
(Figure 2). Centered around Mt. Hood in the Mt. Hood National Forest of Oregon and its nearby lakes 
and trails, the recreation area guide illustrates the separation of spaces within a National Forest – a 
Recreation Area, highlighted in yellow, a Closed Area, shaded in grey, and a Primitive Area for 
wilderness, unshaded between the two. Recreation opportunities in the Recreation Area include the 
Skyline Trail, part of what is now known as the Pacific Crest Trail, Cloud Cap Inn and Timberline Lodge, a 
ski area at Multorpor Mountain, several campgrounds which are typically either close to the highway 
and easily accessible or near to a water feature, such as Badger Lake.  
 

 
7 Williams, Gerald, The USDA Forest Service – The First Century, (USDA Forest Service Office of Communication: Washington 

DC, 2005), 65.  
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Figure 2: 1936 Guide to the Mount Hood Recreation Area, showing land use categories (recreation, wilderness, 

and closed to the public), as well as abundant recreation opportunities. 

WWII, Post-War Growth & Operation Outdoors Recreation (1942-1960) 
 
Forest visitation diminished during World War II with restrictions on gasoline and resources general. 
However, following the war, visitor numbers soared as Americans prospered and sought refuge from 
city life. The Forest Service struggled to maintain its New Deal-era facilities and meet the ever-
increasing number of forest visitors. The National Park Service desired to address similar challenges by 
implementing its “Mission 66” initiative in 1956. The ten-year program brought Congressional 
appropriations to sustain and expand the nation’s parks by managing circulation, repairing and 
constructing infrastructure, providing appropriate facilities, and educating the public about resources. 
In 1957, the Forest Service followed suit by inaugurating “Operation Outdoors,” a five-year program to 
improve recreation services for and to address growing public opposition to the visual impacts of 
clearcutting. Unofficially, the initiative was the agency’s competitive response to the Park Service’s 
Mission 66 effort.8 Recreation, as well as other uses, was also facilitated by the expansion of road and 
trail networks through the National Forests in the 1950s and 60s.  
 

 
8 Wayne D. Iverson, “Landscape Architects and the US Forest Service,” Paper presented to the USDA Forest Service Inter-
Regional Landscape Architects Workshop at the Doubletree Hotel in Tucson, Arizona, May 21, 1990. 
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The focus on recreation management in the National Forests increased in June 1958 when Congress 
established the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC), which was charged with 
reporting on future outdoor recreation trends and suggesting policies and programs to meet needs.9 
The ORRRC significantly advanced the Forest Service’s recreation management capabilities by releasing 
its findings and recommendations in a 1962 report titled Action for Outdoor Recreation in America. It 
became the catalyst for federal and state legislation affecting recreation, including the Wilderness Act 
of 1964 and acts creating the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the National Trails System, and 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. Additionally, the National Forest Recreation Survey, initiated 
by the Forest Service in 1960 and updated periodically since, became a critical source of data on 
outdoor activities and demographics of recreationists. 
 
In 1960, the Congress passed the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act with the intention that all uses of 
the National Forests would be treated more equally, including recreation, range, timber, watershed, 
wildlife and fish management. In part, this act was a response to the intense timber development that 
occurred following WWII to furnish the housing boom across the country. By the Post-war Era and with 
the passage of the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, Recreation was fully incorporated into Forest 
Service Policy and the agency continues to maintain, manage, and expand recreation opportunities in 
the National Forests to this day. 
 
iii. National Recreational Residence Program 
 
Adapted in part from “Recreation Residences: Historic Context and Evaluation Guidance for Region 4” 
by Richa Wilson, Region 4 Heritage Program Manager 
 
When the Forest Service was created in 1905, it followed the General Land Office’s previous policy for 
issuing special use permits for a wide range of purposes.10 The Forest Service’s 1905 Use Book stated, 
“Hotels, stores, mills, summer residences, and similar establishments will be allowed upon reserve 
lands wherever the demand is legitimate and consistent with the best interests of the reserve.”11 
Initially, Forest Supervisors could issue “terminable permits” for “any term consistent with the interests 
of the reserves.”12 Summer homeowners in California found this approach, which allowed for 
termination at any time, too unstable and petitioned for a policy that provided more security. Congress 
responded by passing the Occupancy Permits Act on March 4, 1915. Although the act authorized thirty-
year permits on lots up to five acres, Forester Graves limited them to fifteen-year permits on lots of 
one acre or less. Graves also recommended that the Forest Service continue using terminable permits 
unless substantial costs were expended on improving a lot. Many homeowners preferred the 
terminable permits because they were cheaper and did not have an expiration date, which led to the 
misunderstanding that they were 99-year leases or leases in perpetuity. Initially, the Forest Service 
issued few permits for summer homes under the Occupancy Permits Act.13 
 
 

 
9 Dick Costly, “Recreation Management Training Session, Salt Lake City, UT, March 16, 1983,” 54, Accession No. R4-1680-2006-
0406, USDA Forest Service Region 4 History Collection. 
10 Lux, et al., “Strategy for Inventory,” 35-36. 
11 USDA Forest Service, The Use of the National Forest Reserves (Washington, D.C.: 1905), 50. 
12 USDA Forest Service, The Use of the National Forest Reserves, 16. 
13 Lux, et al., “Strategy for Inventory,” 38. 
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The 1915 Occupancy Permits Act promoted the creation of recreation residence tracts, prompting Chief 
Graves to issue Instructions Regarding Term Occupancy Permits that same year. These and the 1915 
Forest Service Use Book included several requirements that: 
 

• lots be kept neat and sanitary 
• improvements be constructed within a reasonable time and in accordance with plans and 

specifications 
• filed with forest officers 
• timber be removed only under permit from forest officers 
• a fair annual rent be paid 
• structures be removed within a reasonable time after the permit is terminated 
• a right-of-way be reserved for forest officers and other users of the National Forests14 

 
In 1917, the Forest Service hired Frank Waugh, a professor of landscape architecture at Massachusetts 
Agricultural College, to tour the country and provide an assessment of recreational use of the National 
Forests. In his 1918 report on the topic, Recreation Uses in the National Forests, he addressed the 
importance and popularity of recreation in the National Forests, as well as the then-recent 
development of private summer homes on National Forest lands. His description of the summer homes 
highlights the development of the tracts as collective resources: 
 

“A great many persons prefer to do their summer camping in comfortable cabins of 
their own building… Naturally, these camps are gregarious, both because most 
campers like a little society, even in the woods, and because the attractions of pleasant 
streams or lakes appeal to many persons alike.  
 
The obvious tendency therefore is to develop this important type of forest recreation 
in the form of small summer colonies, usually upon streams or lakes.”15 

 
Waugh continues to remark at the peculiar situation of the tracts, noting that the phenomena requires: 
 

“the development of a practically permanent community on virgin land. Streets must 
be laid out, lots surveyed, water supply protected, sanitary precautions insured, and 
provision made for public buildings, playgrounds, and all equipment of a full-fledged 
and active community. In short, we have here presented a most fascinating problem in 
town planning.” 

 
Waugh acknowledged the unique management challenge for the tracts early in their development and 
the balance of the summer cabins as being both rustic and developed, as well as both secluded and 
communal. From their outset, recreational residences were elements of larger cabin tracts intentionally 
designed to provide a sense of community in the forests. 
 
That same year, Waugh detailed the qualities of recreational residences tracts in his publication 
Landscape Engineering in the National Forests, which served as a guidebook for planning and 
subdivision of future tracts. One can imagine his suggestions for planning were inspired by the organic 
development of tracts he observed in his 1917 nationwide tour. These tracts were characterized by 

 
14 Lux, et al., “Strategy for Inventory,” 38. 
15 Waugh, Frank, Recreation Uses on the National Forests,” 1918, 21. 
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curvilinear roads, proximity to recreation opportunities, a rustic environment, and clusters of cabins 
which provided “a little society, even in the woods”. In the report, his principles for future development 
were focused on the design of the roads and lots, as they related both to each other and to nearby 
recreation resources such as a lake or creek.  
 
In Landscape Engineering in the National Forests, Waugh advocated for a standard one-acre lot size for 
cabins, though admitted that too much uniformity would be undesirable. He suggested a minimum cost 
for structures of $300-500, “to prevent, by rigorous means if necessary, the building of disreputable, 
unsightly structures which disfigure the natural landscape surroundings.” He continues that “a cheap 
log hut, properly placed, and neatly built, may be more in keeping with its forest environment that a 
$50,000 Italian villa… No reasonable man need misunderstand.” Waugh contends that the lots 
shouldn’t be set in a straight line, though they may be generally parallel to a natural feature such as a 
stream or a lake, and that in order to break up the uniformity of such an arrangement small roads could 
intersect to provide public right of way to the shore. Lots shouldn’t be “checkerboarded” but rather 
irregularly shaped to complement the natural environment. Waugh recommends that first place 
markers such as ranger stations and entrances be developed, followed by primary roads, then 
secondary roads, and finally the lots. Roads should follow the topography and formal arrangements 
avoided.  
 
Further direction came some years later with the issuance of The National Forest Manual in 1928. 
Outlining the Forest Service’s role in providing recreational opportunities, it provided a prioritized list of 
recreational facilities. Campgrounds were at the top while summer homes, which served individuals 
over the greater population, ranked last. The low rating was “merely relative” and summer homes were 
encouraged if they did not conflict with higher priority uses.16 
 
Forest Service officials increasingly viewed summer homes, eventually called recreation residences, as a 
legitimate use of national forests. They also found them advantageous as a source of revenue and 
because homeowners could assist with managing fire risk.17 Leadership’s direction and clarification of 
policy prompted the survey and approval of numerous recreation residence tracts in the 1920s and 
1930s. By 1940, more than 13,000 recreation residences existed on national forests.18 
 
The push for recreation residences began to slow during the New Deal period and nearly halted with 
World War II. Some forests, perhaps anticipating increased recreational use after the war, laid out 
tracts in the mid- to late-1940s but saw minimal construction until the 1950s, most likely due to post-
war shortages of building materials. Interest in recreation residences grew that decade, and the Forest 
Service reported that requests for permits came in faster than forest officers could plan and survey the 
tracts.19 
 

 
16 USDA Forest Service, The National Forest Manual: Regulations and Instructions ([Washington]: [Government Printing Office], 
1928), 99. 
17 Norman McIntyre and Berit Svanqvist, “Living in the Forest: Meanings and Use of Recreational Residences,” Working Papers 
of the Finnish Forest Research Institute 2, 156, http://www.metla.fi/julkaisut/workingpapers/2004/mwp002-23.pdf, accessed 
March 26, 2015. 
18 USDA Forest Service, National-Forest Vacations (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1940), 
http://www.foresthistory.org/ASPNET/Publications/vacations/index.htm, accessed March 24, 2015. 
19 Gerald J. Coutant, “A Chronology of the Recreation History of the National Forests and the USDA Forest Service: 1940-1990” 
(1990), 7, Accession No. R4-1680-2000-0013, USFS Region 4 History Collection, Ogden, Utah. 
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Attitudes toward the recreation residences on National Forests began to shift as the public perceived it 
to be an elitist use benefitting a few people at the cost of public access. An amendment to the 1955 
Forest Service Manual required the Chief’s approval for new recreation residence tracts. The tracts 
could not be in areas needed for present or future non-exclusive recreation developments, nor could 
they interfere with other national forest uses. Proposals had to include financial data and a map of 
recreation areas and roadside and waterfront zones within five miles.20 
 
By 1960, there were nearly 20,000 recreation residences on the national forests, and most were in the 
western states.21 An increasing demand for recreational facilities such as picnic areas and campgrounds 
inevitably led to growing conflict. Congress responded in 1963 by asking the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) to investigate the Forest Service’s policy on recreation residence fees. The GAO concluded that 
the cost to administer the recreation residence program was higher than the fees collected. 
Responding to continued scrutiny, the Chief in 1968 issued a moratorium on tract developments. Two 
years later, the Public Land Law Commission recommended that public lands should not be available 
for private recreation residences and that existing uses of this type be eliminated. The Forest Service 
announced in 1979 that no additional recreation residences would be permitted in the national 
forests.22 As permits expired and went un-renewed, the number of recreation residences dropped from 
the 1960 peak of 20,000 to about 15,200 in 2002.23 
 
  

 
20 Lux, et al., “Strategy for Inventory,” 42-43. 
21 USDA Forest Service, National-Forest Vacations (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960), 11, 
http://books.google.com/books?id=SUa1AAAAIAAJ, accessed March 24, 2015. 
22 Lux, et al., “Strategy for Inventory,” 45. 
23 McIntyre and Svanqvist, “Living in the Forest,” 156. 
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B. REGIONAL CONTEXT 
 
This section was adapted from “Utility and Service Combined with Beauty: A Contextual and 
Architectural History of USDA Forest Service Region 6: 1905-1960,” by Kay Atwood, Sally Donovan, 
Dennis Gray, and Ward Tonsfeldt, 2005. 
 
i. Region 6 Development  
 
Forest Reserve and Early Forest Service Era Development in Region 6 (1891-1911) 
 
The Pacific Northwest Region of the Forest Service is comprised of Oregon and Washington. Originally 
known as the North Pacific District, it was host to some of the earliest Forest Reserves in the country 
following the Forest Reserve Act of 1891. The Bull Run Reserve, now located in the Mt. Hood National 
Forest, was designated in 1891 to protect the City of Portland’s water supply. By 1893, the Pacific 
Reserve in Washington was the second reserve in the Region, now part of the modern-day Mt. Baker-
Snoqualmie National Forest. By 1905, there were several new Reserves created in the Pacific 
Northwest Region, including the Cascade Reserve and Ashland Reserve in Oregon, as well as the Mt. 
Rainer Reserve and Olympic Reserve in Washington. The reserves were met with a mix of sentiments – 
some opposed the Reserves and the strain the land management would put on adjacent communities, 
while conservationists and lumber companies applauded the movement. The lumber companies found 
the Reserves to work in their favor, as a regulation of timber supply would keep prices stable. Cloud 
Cap Inn, established in 1891 on the east slope of Mount Hood, was the headquarters of the Mazama 
mountaineering club out of Portland, a very early example of organized recreation on the National 
Forests. 
 
By 1907, there were 17 National Forests in Oregon and Washington, giving the Pacific Northwest 
Region more forest land than any other region in the country. The National Forests of Region 6 hosted 
grazing, though there remained much contention over land between conservationists, cattle grazers, 
and sheep grazers, as well as timber and a small amount of recreation.  
 
Custodial Management Era Development in Region 6 (1912-1932) 
 
In the 1910s and 20s, limited resource use and recreation continued on the National Forests of Region 
6. Though timber production was a component of the economy in the Pacific Northwest as early as the 
1850s, harvesting on National Forest lands was relatively modest at first. Until 1920, despite having the 
most forest land in the country, the Region supplied only 20% of the nation’s lumber. For the next 20 
years, the Forest Service sold timber in either small tracts to local operators, or huge tracts to large 
companies who would establish new mills. One of the largest sales of the 1920s by the Forest Service 
was the Bear Valley sale on the Malheur National Forest, which covered 890 million board feet of 
lumber. Through a variety of economic hurdles, the sale took 20 years to go from proposal to 
completion. During WWI, Region 6 hosted the Army’s Spruce Production Division, which produced 
1,000,000 board feet of spruce for aircraft production each day by the end of the war.  
 
Recreation and new uses continued to grow in Region 6 into the 1920s. During this period, the 
Agricultural Appropriation Act helped improve the infrastructure of roads throughout Region 6, and the 
Occupancy Term Permits act encouraged increased private investments in the Forest. Summer homes, 
resorts, and lodges continued to be built throughout Region 6, such as those at Union Creek in the 
Rogue River Siskiyou National Forest and at Government Mineral Springs in the Gifford Pinchot 



20 
 

National Forest. Region 6 also experienced devastating fires during this period, which led to more 
access roads for better timber fuel management and new fire lookouts on mountain peaks, such as the 
Cupola on Black Butte in the Deschutes NF. Ranger and guard stations also proliferated through the 
region to better manage the growing network of infrastructure, employees, and responsibilities.  
 
Region 6 was also the home of an early Forest Research center at Wind River Nursery in Washington, 
established in 1909. In 1912, a research station was added to the site. In 1915, the site contributed to a 
nationwide effort to synthesize research on timber and ecology across the country. Research 
achievements from the Pacific Northwest included methods to fight blister rust, a fungus disease that 
and had been introduced from Europe and was infecting pine trees.  
 
Depression-Era Development in Region 6 (1932-1941) 
 
By the arrival of the Great Depression, the lumber industries in the Pacific Northwest were suffering 
from over-production and low sales. Many mills closed down during the 1930s. However, CCC 
programs provided some relief with work programs for unemployed men while expanding the 
infrastructure of the National Forests. In Region 6, the War Department chose the Vancouver Barracks 
as the regional headquarters for administration, training, and supplies. From 1933 to 1942, there were 
67 CCC camps in operation throughout the region.  
 
The CCC made a significant contribution to the built environment of Region 6, including Timberline 
Lodge, a National Historic Landmark. The CCC also built roads and bridges throughout Region 6 as well 
as countless campgrounds and organization camps. Extant organization camps built by the CCC include 
Clark Creek Organization Camp and Longbow Organization Camp in the Willamette National Forest, as 
well as the Buck Creek Organization Camp in the Umatilla National Forest which now operates under a 
special use permit. 
 
Other recreation infrastructure continued to expand in the 1930s. Several lodges were constructed 
during this period with proximity to skiing opportunities, including at Leavenworth in the Wenatchee 
National Forest, the American River (now Ski Bowl) resort in the Mount Hood National Forest, and 
Tumalo (now Skyliner’s Lodge) in the Deschutes National Forest.  Private organization camps were 
growing in popularity during this period and were being established throughout Region 6, such as the 
Girls and Boys Scout camps at Lake of the Woods in the Fremont-Winema National Forest (then part of 
the Crater National Forest).  
 
WWII and Post-War Era Development in Region 6 (1942 – 1960) 
 
Near the end of the Great Depression, the lumber industry in the Pacific Northwest was beginning to 
recover, in part due to the onset of demand from the start of the second World War in 1939. Smaller 
logging operations in particular were able to flourish, operating with less debt and costs. In Klamath 
County, logging production had reached pre-Depression levels by 1935, though the sale prices and 
labor wages were lower. WWII also affected the mining industry in the National Forests, as war efforts 
ordered mining operations to focus on strategic mineral such as copper, tungsten, and chromite. Many 
of the mines in Region 6 shut down or deteriorated beyond repair. The war effort also used Forest 
Service lookouts to patrol the skies for enemy aircrafts.  
 
After the war, lumber production from the National Forests of the Pacific Northwest grew. In 1947, 
Oregon produced 20% of the nation’s lumber and Washington produced 10%. In the following decades, 
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lumber remained a strong market in the Pacific Northwest, though employment rates generally fell as 
automation increased. Following the passage of the Sustained-Yield Forest Management Act of 1944, 
the Simpson Logging Company of Shelton, Washington, partnered with the Olympic National Forest to 
create a sustained-yield unit of the two organizations’ combined timber lands. Similar proposals were 
made for the Weyerhaeuser and Booth-Kelly lumber companies in Oregon. Another variation of a 
sustained-yield arrangement was set up between the Fremont National Forest and local lumber 
companies in Paisley and Lakeview. In the agreement, the companies harvested a limited amount of 
lumber that was seen as both effective for forest management and the local timber economy. A similar 
partnership was proposed in southwest Oregon; however, it was not realized. 
 
Other post-war developments in Region 6 included widespread dam construction. The Bonneville Dam 
in the Columbia River Gorge and the Grand Coulee Dam in Washington were both constructed in the 
1930s. Following WWII, many small dams were constructed on the tributaries of the Columbia or 
replaced older irrigation dams. In the Willamette National Forest, for example, eight dams were 
constructed in the 1950s and 60s. These include the Detroit Dam, Lookout Point Dam, Cougar Dam, 
Blue River Dam, Saddle Dam, Hills Creek Dam, Foster Dam, and Green Peter Dam. The dams had a 
tremendous impact on the surrounding forests, as their construction necessitated tree removal and 
road construction, as well as provided the introduction of new recreation opportunities. 
 
In 1960, the passage of the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act was intended to balance the resource 
management of the National Forests. In the Pacific Northwest, timber remained a primary focus of 
Forest Service planning in terms of funding, revenue, staffing, research, technological innovation, as 
well as political and public attention. The passage of the National Environmental Protection Act in 1969 
increased the number of specialists employed by the Forest Service, including hydrologists, geologists, 
archaeologists, wildlife and fishery biologists, landscape architects, soil scientists, and botanists. In the 
1980s and 90s, conservationists and logging companies clashed in the Pacific Northwest as federal 
legislation limited clearcutting done on the forests. Federal court decisions greatly reduced the amount 
of land that could be harvested for timber by protecting old growth habitats for the northern spotted 
owl.  
 
Today, the Pacific Northwest Region of the Forest Service has 17 National Forests, two National Scenic 
Areas, one National Grassland, and two National Volcanic Monuments. The forests provide natural 
resources, grazing lands, wildlife habitat, and recreation opportunities to the people of Oregon and 
Washington. 

 
ii. Region 6 Recreation Planning 

 
Forest Reserve and Early Forest Service Era Region 6 Recreation (1891-1911) 
 
Region 6 was home to outdoor enthusiasts and conservationists as early as the nineteenth century. 
Judge John B. Waldo was one especially prominent advocate of what would become the National 
Forests of the Pacific Northwest Region. Born in Salem to a pioneer family in 1844, Waldo became an 
attorney and later a judge on the Oregon Supreme Court in the 1880s. In the summers, Waldo would 
travel by horse to the Cascade Mountain Range, venturing as far as Mt. Hood at the north to Crater 
Lake in the southeast.  
 
Waldo met William G. Steel in the 1880s, and the two would become some of the most outspoken 
advocates of the Forest Reserves in the late 1800s and early 1900s. Born in Ohio in 1854, Steel moved 
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to Oregon in 1872 with his family. After a trip to see Crater Lake in 1885, Steel met with Judge Waldo to 
discuss the need to protect Crater Lake as a nature preserve. Waldo supported the idea, further 
advocating for a forest reserve that would encapsulate a majority of the Cascade Mountain Range. The 
two would go on to advocate for the creation and retention of the Forest Reserves of Oregon in the 
following decades, traveling to Washington D.C. to lobby congress and writing letters and petitions 
from Oregon. Steel became Crater Lake National Park’s first superintendent. Steel and Waldo became 
members of the Mazamas, a mountaineering club that summited mountains throughout the Cascade 
Range (Figure 3). 
 

From their inception in 1886, Pacific Northwest 
mountaineering clubs were politically active. The Oregon 
Alpine Club—which became the Mazamas— became a 
major regional voice supporting conservation and the 
creation of the Cascade Forest Reserve. These generally 
affluent people, although not numerous, exercised 
significant influence as organized clubs. Later, outdoor 
clubs like the Izaak Walton League, the Sierra Club, and 
the Wilderness Society championed the 1964 Wilderness 
Act and other preservation programs. In 1891, the 
Mazamas constructed the Cloud Cap Inn on the east 
slope of Mt Hood. The following generation produced 
hikers and alpinists who were also active in the 
conservation and outdoor recreation movement. 
 

During the Early Forest Service Era (1904-1911), District Rangers managed campsites seasonally, as 
time permitted – clearing vegetation from well-used sites, building simple rock fireplaces, and installing 
outhouses and garbage pits. As historian Gail Throop states, “Priorities, budget limitations, and 
customs precluded recreation spending by the Federal government. Recreation development was 
primarily private, consisting of hotels, sanitariums, and camps, located in the mountains or near 
mineral or hot springs, lakes, rivers, and streams, that were accessible by road.”24 Minimal Forest 
Service development of popular sites emphasized fire prevention, health, and safety. These included 
improvements such as outhouses, signs, crude fireplaces, and protected water sources. Private 
developments included lodges, resorts, and bathhouses. Most recreation development was 
concentrated near urban areas and other population centers.  
 
Custodial Management Era Region 6 Recreation (1912-1932) 
 
Only after automobile roads penetrated the National Forests did forest recreation become truly 
popular. As historian Gail Throop points out, the Good Roads movement of the early 1900s had raised 
Americans’ expectations about highway travel. Automobiles were becoming more affordable, and 
more reliable. The 1912 Agricultural Appropriations Act reserved 10% of all forest receipts for road and 
trail construction, extending good roads into the National Forests. 
 
By the mid-1910s, newly developed roads and widespread ownership of the automobile made travel to 
Region 6 National Forests a popular diversion for the public. The Forest Service established the 

 
24 Throop, Gail, “Recreation Development in the National forests in Oregon and Washington 1905-1945,” (USDA Forest 
Service, Pacific Northwest Regional Office, Portland, Oregon: 2004), 77.  

Figure 3: The Mountaineers’ 1911 ascent of Mt. 
Adams. 
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Columbia River Gorge Park in 1915, an event that “appears to mark the first time the Forest Service 
dedicated an extended area to purely recreational use”25 The designation was in part due to the 
planning of the Columbia River Gorge Scenic Highway, which was then under construction. In the 
summer of 1916, the agency developed the Eagle Creek Campground on the highway along the Oregon 
bank of the Columbia River Gorge (Figure 4). The facility included tables, toilets, and a registration 
booth. In addition, Forest Service officials planned development of the Mt. Hood Recreation Area, 
including publicly financed trails with shelters, a winter sports area, and campgrounds.26 Although 
these facilities were planned, there was little national direction for their design.  
 

 
Figure 4: A c. 1930s Map of Eagle Creek campground development. 

In addition to the Columbia River Gorge Park, Region 6 set aside lands near Mt. Baker and Mt. Hood as 
“forest parks” in 1916. These were protected from homesteading, logging, or grazing. Most of the 
forests in Region 6 included scenic river canyons and mountains that could be reached by automobile, 
as well as extensive but much less accessible “high country.” These areas had a magnetic draw on the 
public in the 1920s, and they continue to do so. In 1915, the Occupancy Permits Act of March 4 set a 
policy that would make 30-year recreation leases available on national forest lands. Individuals could 
build cabins, churches, summer camps, businesses, and lodges without fear of permits being 
terminated by the Forest Service at will. Alpine clubs built lodges and ski areas. Commercial mountain 
or river lodges appeared on the Mt. Hood, the Wenatchee, the Olympic, the Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie, 
and most other national forests in the region. Hot springs also drew visitors, and almost every forest in 
the Region had one or more hot springs or mineral springs developed for tourists. Fishing and hunting 
were attractions, but wildlife management was not yet a major Forest Service management focus. 
 
However, interest in recreation was growing perceptibly. In 1917, the Forest Service hired professor of 
landscape architecture at University of Massachusetts, Frank A. Waugh, to conduct a study of 
recreation uses in the National Forests. The following year, Waugh published Recreation Uses in the 
National Forests and Landscape Engineering in the National Forests. The two publications summarized 

 
25 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 4. 
26 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 4. 
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recreation trends in the National Forests across the country and informed the agency’s future planning 
of recreation sites.  
 
In 1919, Region 6 created a Recreation Office, likely inspired by the popularity of Eagle Creek 
Campground and the Columbia River Gorge Scenic Highway. To staff the office, the Region transferred 
Frederick W. Cleator from his Deputy Forest Supervisor position on the Colville National Forest to 
Portland with the title of “Recreation Examiner”.27 At the time, Cleator was one of three employees in 
the entire Forest Service working specifically on recreation planning.28 In a letter to an unknown 
recipient c. 1938, Cleator stated that it was around 1918 that the forests of Oregon and Washington 
were beginning to understand the popularity and, if unregulated, negative effects of recreationists in 
the National Forests. Cleator advocated generally for retaining one third of forest land for public use 
and noted the need for planned facilities due to the increased use of the National Forests by tourists in 
1924. In a letter reflecting on his early years in recreation planning, Cleator stated: 
 

. . almost without warning, the Forest Service, as protector and administrator of an 
empire of mountains and forests, was suddenly brought face to face with the great 
problem of handling the visiting public who came in increasing thousands, in addition 
to its regular business.29 

 
In 1918, Cleator stated that in order to “properly administrate and segregate recreational lands, it was 
necessary to formulate Unit plans for various recreation centers, watersheds, lake shores, high 
mountain meadows, etc.”30 He advocated for campground development in the most accessible places 
that were “geographically or physically least subject to spread of fire or disease.”  
In general, however, the Forest Service developed recreation sites minimally during the Custodial 
Management Period. If facilities were built, the improvements were very simple in design and 
construction. For example, at Eagle Creek Campground, stoves were constructed of concrete and steel, 
tables of dimensional lumber. The campground featured one large parking lot for campers and an area 
for them to spread out with their tents. There was not yet a notion of loop roads or organized parking 
spots at individual sites. More extensive developments remained confined to privately financed resorts 
or summer cabins on national forest land. A number of small resorts and motor lodges appeared during 
the 1910s and 1920s throughout Region 6, such as the lodge at Union Creek in the Rogue River National 
Forest. 
 
The 1920s brought initial efforts at backcountry access in Region 6. While recreation trails were not 
developed as extensively as administrative service trails, Forest Service supervisors gradually undertook 
recreation trail construction in areas where a “recreation experience was the objective,” incorporating 
“scenic view, interesting terrain and vegetation, and other opportunities into the design.”31 Planning 
and design of recreation trails proceeded, under the guidance of Fred Cleator in the Regional Office, 
and numerous trails were constructed. Since recreation experience was the objective, these trail routes 
were planned in relationship to scenic views, interesting terrain and vegetation, and other natural 

 
27 Dietzler, Karl, “Pattern on National Forest Lands: Cultural Landscape History as Evidenced Through the Development of 
Campgrounds in the Pacific Northwest,” Master of Science Thesis, (Eugene: University of Oregon, 2001), 11. 
28 Tweed, William, A History of Outdoor Recreation Development in National Forests 1891-1942, (Clemson, SC: Clemson 
University, 1989), 13.  
29 Cleator, Fred W., “Recreation Objectives,” Parks and Recreation, (May-June), 467-475.  
30 Frederick William Cleator, Letter, Knight Library Special Collections and University Archies, University of Oregon, Eugene, 
quoted in Karl Dietzler, “Pattern on National Forest Lands”, 12. 
31 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 63.  
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features. Width, clearance, grades and other specifications set recreation trails apart administrative 
trails. Recreation trails were engineered for leisurely and pleasurable travel, in contrast with the direct 
and efficient travel ways for administration, communication, and fire access.32 
 
One of the most extensive plans involved development of a trail (now the Pacific Crest Trail) along the 
spine of the Cascade Mountains from the Oregon -California border to Canada. In the summer of 1920, 
Fred Cleator inspected the area between Crater Lake and Minto Pass in the central Cascade Mountains 
of Oregon alongside an engineer, two grazing experts, a cook, and a packer. Cleator began planning the 
trail, which featured numerous shelters. However, due to lack of funding, development of the Crest 
Trail progressed slowly, and plans for trail shelters were set aside until the increase in funding and labor 
during the Great Depression. 
 
Region 6 created a Recreation Handbook in 1925, which was updated in 1933. The 1935 guidelines 
were broad and generally interpreted by District Rangers to adapt to their forests. In some cases, Fred 
Cleator was able to travel the Region and provide plans for what he saw as the areas most befitting of 
recreation development. Cleator wrote a comprehensive recreation plan for the Union Creek 
Recreation Area on the Crater National Forest (now Rogue River NF) in 1920. The plan included design 
guidance and a layout for three tracts of summer homes, a public campground and picnic area, and a 
resort, as well as direction on vegetation management within the highway corridor to preserve a 
particular old-growth character.33 
 
In the late 1910s and 1920s, small resorts and rural motor lodges were built in locations that had 
traditionally been popular recreation areas such as Mt. Hood, Crater Lake, and Mt. Rainier. Sited 
adjacent to the main road, these resorts were visible, convenient, and accessible to motor traffic. 
Nearly all were modest accommodations of vernacular design, frame or log construction, and rustic in 
character. The architecture may not be stylistically or materially cohesive but was compatible with the 
environment.34 
 
These early accommodations were not luxury establishments, neither in fabric nor design, nor were 
they at all pretentious, but they did offer a comfortable, informal experience. Typically, initial 
development of facilities included a lodge and some guest cabins. Food service, groceries and sundries, 
and gasoline were sometimes provided, either in the lodge or in auxiliary structures. In some small 
resorts, all services and accommodations were in a single lodge building. Some other building types 
associated with these early lodges include guest cabins, bathhouses, toilets, boat houses, service 
stations, retail stores, water and sewage structures, power-utility infrastructure, and signage. 
 
With the passage of the Term Permit Act in 1915, the number of summer homes and resorts in the 
national forests increased dramatically. Local affluent or middle-class residents who desired vacation 
homes in a National Forest now had an opportunity to apply for a permit and select a forested lot on 
which to erect a small summer home. Fees were low, and summer homes were often built on a shoe-
string budget by private individuals. 
 
 
 

 
32 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 62.  
33 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 32. 
34 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 52.  
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Depression-Era Region 6 Recreation (1933-1941) 
 
During the New Deal, the Forest Service received increased recreation funds and labor sources. The 
tight budgetary limits that had constrained the Forest Service recreation program disappeared, 
resulting in an unprecedented wave of recreation development in the 1930s. The intense building 
program that began in 1933 flourished until 1942 when support for work-relief programs and other 
national forest programs was replaced by support for the war effort.35  
 
During the nine-year building program, Region 6 staff planned innumerable projects completed by CCC 
workers. These include hundreds of public campgrounds and recreation areas, four organization camps, 
numerous winter sports areas with downhill runs, cross-country trails, jumps, and many trails, some 
with backcountry shelters.36 Designed in the Rustic style, buildings and structures were based on the 
Forest Service philosophy of non-intrusiveness, using native materials, and integrating the structure 
into the surrounding landscape. 
 
In 1933, Region 6 updated its Recreation Handbook, which provided requirements and regulations for 
siting of recreation sites, as well as associated improvements such as signs and roads. The handbook 
suggests organizing the elements of a Forest-wide recreational plan around specific attractions, namely 
a hot or mineral spring; a lake, pond, or reservoir; a creek or river; a trail, road, or highway; an alpine 
recreation area; or a primitive area. From there, appropriate improvements could be planned, ranging 
from parks and playground to organization camps to summer homes. The handbook includes an 
example “Sample Plat” by Fred Cleator for a lake in the Malheur National Forest. It includes summer 
homes, a playground, tennis courts, club sites, organization sites, a public campground, resort, spaces 
for commercial sites, a health camp, a golf course, dairy pasture, and a fish hatchery.  
Cleator refers to the amalgamation of recreation opportunities as a Recreation Unit.  
 
Forest Service manuals specify that after public forest camps were built in a Recreation Unit Plan, the 
next selection ordinarily was the resort. The basis for the priority order appears to have been "the 
greatest good for the greatest number.”37 Plans for resort areas required the approval of the Forest 
Supervisor and the Regional Forester. If any structure, either government or private, would cost 
$20,000 or more, then the Chief's approval was required for the resort development.38 
 
The development of resorts by private capital was favored, but Forest Service Manual directions stated 
that "it is especially desirable that resorts in localities of unique or outstanding character be 
constructed by the Government and priority in planning will be given to the development of such 
sites." Timberline Lodge on Mt. Hood is the only example of a Government financed, designed, and 
built lodge on the national forests in Oregon and Washington. Completed in 1937, Timberline Lodge 
was constructed entirely by hand by Federal WPA craftspeople. 
 
Forest Service planners provided for adequate space for resort development, while the permittee was 
responsible for siting and designing the specific commercial facilities. The public/private venture was 
meant to be cooperative and for the general public’s benefit. Forest Service guidance was lengthy and 
explicit. The permittee was urged to consider the design of the landscape and the interrelationship of 

 
35 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 10. 
36 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 8.  
37 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 33.  
38 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 33. 
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the buildings. Suggested buildings included lodges, guest cabins, gas and oil facilities, boathouses, bath 
houses, stables and corrals, power houses, water and sewage facilities, dock and swimming floats, 
beach developments, and playgrounds, also included were winter sports facilities that often included 
parking, toilets, housing and shelter, ski slopes, trails, lifts and tows, toboggan and sled runs, and 
warming huts.39 
 
Land for private organizational camp development was classified in the 1933 Recreation Handbook as 
"Organization Areas.” Organizations were defined as large, active, organized groups of people such as 
Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Campfire Girls, Elks Lodges, Y.M.C.A.s or Epworth League, and Many churches 
also built and operated summer camps on the national forests. “Organization tracts” were usually 
located well off the main road, and required good water, ample seclusion, and safe sanitation, while 
public forest camps and resort sites were allocated space on the main road for high visibility and 
access. The primary consideration for location of organization camps was safety, privacy, and ample 
area for outdoor activities such as hiking and boating. 
 
The types of facilities built at organizational camps varied according to a camp's purpose and need. 
Most included a lodge building, cooking and dining hall, toilets and bathhouse, sleeping shelters, 
bunkhouses or cabins, as well as accessory storage or utility buildings. Some provided an infirmary. 
Depending upon the organization's orientation, the camp might have an amphitheater and/or sports 
area or playing field, and swimming pools; church camps typically had a special outdoor area for 
worship services.40 
 
WWII and Post-war Era Region 6 Recreation (1942-1960) 
 
After World War II, Americans increasingly sought opportunities for outdoor recreation, soon 
overwhelming the number of developed recreation sites in the National Forests. The Forest Service 
constructed or improved trails and roads to accommodate the increase demand for lumber, which also 
helped facilitate the new interest in recreation. To meet the increased demands, the Forest Service 
added many campground facilities in the first decade after the war. The most common addition to the 
CCC era campgrounds were new toilet facilities and bathhouses. Picnic shelters were also added to 
these existing sites. Post-World War II private recreation facilities reflected pre-war developments 
including organizational camps complexes of lodges, cabins, bathhouses, boathouses, cooking and 
dining halls, toilets, sleeping shelters, utility/storage buildings, and recreation areas.  
 
In the late 1950s, another surge in recreational use of the national forests resulted in more extensive 
recreation construction. The Forest Service’s “Operation Outdoors” began in 1957 (in response to the 
National Park Service’s ambitious “Mission 66” building program), and while the program brought 
about widespread recreation developments, it also contributed to the loss of older resources. As Forest 
historian James B. Cox observed: 
 

That five-year plan was intended to rehabilitate and expand existing, and construct new, 
Forest Service camping and picnicking facilities. Over the next 5-7 years, most of the 
recreation facilities developed during the Depression-Era were rebuilt. This resulted in 

 
39 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 79. 
40 Throop, “Recreation Development,” 38. 
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the alteration or removal of many of the earlier improvement and the introduction of 
modern styles.41 
 

Skiing and winter sports flourished in the post-war era. Eventually there were a total of 28 ski huts and 
14 ski lodges in 17 of the region’s National Forests. Coming somewhat later, Nordic skiing trails, 
snowshoe trails, and snowmobile trails also drew winter sports enthusiasts. 
 
One interesting response to the post-war sports mania was the Dingell-Johnson Act in 1950, which set 
a 10% excise tax on manufacture of sport-fishing equipment. Funds collected from this tax were to be 
used for fisheries enhancement. On most forests, state and federal fish-and-wildlife agencies partnered 
with the Forest Service to erect hatcheries and various fishery-improvement projects. One early (and 
spectacular) use of Dingell-Johnson funds in Region 6 was the construction of a canal to drain the 
Umpqua National Forest’s Diamond Lake. Once the canal had drawn down the water level, the lake was 
treated with rotenone to poison undesirable fish species. 
 
iii. Region 6 Recreational Residence Program 

 
In 1915, the Occupancy Permits Acts authorized Forest Supervisors and Planners to issue permits for 
the establishment of recreational residences. At the local level, Forest Planners used this authority to 
lay out districts of summer cabins which were interconnected with forest service spur roads. The 
development of these recreational residence tracts as small districts, rather than individual lots spread 
out over the forests, occurred naturally if not simply out of convenience for management by Forest 
Service personnel and access by cabin-goers. The recreational residence program was met with 
enthusiasm by recreators who wished to build summer cabins on the National Forests and enjoy a 
sense of community with nearby cabin owners who were usually no more than an acre or two away.  
 
In 1918, the Forest Service published Landscape Engineering in the National Forest, written by land 
surveyor Frank A. Waugh after a nationwide tour of the National Forests. The publication provided 
guidance to field personnel for planning of recreation developments, including summer home sites. 
Waugh recommended a standard lot size of one acre for summer homes; a 200’ x 200’ or 150’ x 267’ 
forest lot was representative. Waugh warned against “the building of disreputable, unsightly structures 
which disfigure the natural landscape surroundings." General layout was to avoid straight alignments 
and "the checkerboard system" of rectangular plans. Waugh contended that “it is better administration 
to have three or four tracts surveyed and designed with no demand for leases than to have one colony 
established in helter-skelter fashion before the Forest Service gets started with its plans.” Waugh’s plan 
for summer-home tracts took into consideration topography, views, road system, sanitation limitations, 
setbacks from streams, lakes, and roads, and orientation of the summer home and its outbuildings. 
Each summer home usually had several features to the site. Some of the property types typically found 
on lots included cabins, garages, woodsheds, boathouses, outhouses, barbecues, garages, trash pits, 
benches, bridges, rock stairs, paths, and retaining walls. 
 
Forest officers platted the early summer-home tracts in Region 6 using Waugh's principles. Waugh was 
hired by Mt. Hood National Forest in 1920 and wrote Recreational Units in the Mt. Hood Area. From 
this work, the agency created a recreation plan map identifying the development of campgrounds, 
summer home tracts, clubhouses, health camps, access roads, and trails, and identified the need to 

 
41 Cox, James B. Jr, “Historic Trail Shelters of the Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie and Wenatchee National Forests: An Inventory and 
Determination of Eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places,” (Portland, OR: USDA Forest Service, 1989). 
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maintain the natural landscape.42 Waugh’s plan is an example of the early master plans that examined 
how development within a forest area interrelated. 
 
In the 1920s, recreation in the National Forests boomed. Recreation lodges were constructed near ski 
mountains, rivers, lakes, and hot springs. Fred W. Cleator, the Recreation Examiner in charge of 
recreation for Region 6 at the time, was influential in recreation development in the region. He 
advocated for the cohesive development of recreation areas focused on natural features such as 
Diamond Lake. For example, similar to Diamond Lake, Cleator proposed that Marion Lake in the 
Willamette National Forest had the potential for two commercial resorts, a ranger station, two 
organizational camp sites, two campgrounds, and a health spa. Cleator was to become a pioneer in 
mapping out sites for such cabins and for establishing building and use standards. His philosophy was 
straightforward: 

 
"We backed the homesites away from the highway, out of the dust ... I made plats to fit 
river and shoreline, providing isolation, but not too much of it. I found that persons who 
thought they wanted to get away from everyone soon got too much of being alone. I 
made it so they could see a light in the distance" 

 
By 1930, there were several recreational residence tracts through Region 6, including the Zig-Zag, Still 
Creek, Camp Creek, Still Creek, and Mile Bridge tracts in the Mt. Hood National Forest, Block A of the 
Union Creek tracts in the Rogue River National Forest, Government Mineral Springs Tract in the Gifford 
Pinchot National Forest of Southern Washington, and the Lake of the Woods tracts in the Crater 
National Forest (now in the Fremont-Winema National Forest). These tracts followed Waugh’s 
suggestions for layout and development, with lots sizes near one-acre, modest cabins built with natural 
materials such as stone and wood, in proximity to recreation opportunities. Slowly but surely small 
neighborhoods of recreational residences began to develop in the National Forests. 
 
In 1932, Frank Cleator wrote Summer Homes in the National Forests of Oregon and Washington, a 
guidebook intended to provide the public with information on how to obtain a summer home lot 
and/or cabin. The guidebook also provided a contemporary perspective of the character of the 
residential residence tracts throughout the region as they had developed since their inception c. 1915. 
He elaborates on Waugh’s earlier suggestion for the construction and material of cabins, stating that 
cabins “must be put up in a workmanlike manner with substantial roofs, floors, doors, windows, brick 
or masonry chimneys, fly-proof toilets and garbage containers; and that the setback of residence and 
general ensemble be not out of harmony with the neighborhood.” He continues that the cabins “shall 
be of a generally accepted rustic style.”43 Cleator also mentions the necessity for summer homes to be 
maintained out of respect for neighbors, noting the need to upkeep the health of the community in 
sanitation and security. “Lots are practically always surveyed in colonies, which gives that feeling of 
safety desirable where women and children are so much in the majority.” Recreationists would have 
expected that a summer cabin would have neighbors, providing a sense of community in the 
wilderness. 
 
As to the design of the overall tract, Cleator stated that it is preferred to have groups of trees between 
cabins, roads, and streams. He adds that “occasional vistas or glimpses of the roads or water are 

 
42 AINW and Sally Donovan, “Determination of Eligibility for the Still Creek Summer Home Tract,” (Oregon Department of 
Transportation, 2003), 6. 
43 AINW and Sally Donovan, “Determination of Eligibility,” 5.  
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desirable and are preferred to a steady open view.” He maintains that cabins visible from primary 
highways must be kept in proper appearance to “retain the effect of natural roadside beauty.” Tree 
removal in and around cabin lots was regulated from the outset of tract development, wherein removal 
required a permit from a forest officer in order to protect the scenic beauty of the tracts. Cabin tracts 
are also typically designed to provide access to outdoor recreation. Cleator states that “Water of some 
kind is practically always a part of the picture and fulfills the greatest need of the vacationist” and that 
tracts are usually directly adjacent to “a lake, a river, a creek, a hot spring, a mineral springs, a cold 
spring, or a falls.”44 In addition, the tracts were often constructed adjacent other developed recreation 
opportunities, such as resorts and campgrounds.  
 
In the “Sample Plat” for a lake in the Malheur National Forest included in the 1933 Region 6 Recreation 
Handbook, Cleator includes additional instructions for tract development, noting that all lots are 
accessible by road and “so placed that toilets may be away from roadsides; also that 10 ft. trail rights of 
way left between blocks of lots, forming with roads convenient pedestrian routes for summer home 
siters.” 
 
Examples of recreational residences established in Region 6 in the 1930s and 40s include two additional 
blocks, B and E, at Union Creek, the Crescent Lake tract in the Deschutes National Forest, and Flag 
Mountain tract in the Mount Hood National Forest.  
 
After WWII, recreation in the National Forests flourished. The result was a large increase in 
campgrounds, ski resorts, trails, infrastructure, and other facilities. In the 1950s, investment in 
recreation infrastructure continued by both the Forest Service and private enterprises. Recreation 
residence tracts were established as well as expanded through the 1950s and 60s, such as the later lots 
at the Camp Creek tract in the Mt. Hood National Forest, which doubled the number of lots at the tract 
for a total of 138. New recreational residence tracts include examples such as the Cool Creek Tract in 
the Mt. Hood National Forest, established in 1955.  
 
In summary, recreational residence tracts were in part formed naturally through the desires of 
recreationists and the ease of management following the 1915 Occupancy Permit Act. Later, these 
trends informed Forest Service guidebooks for future tract planning. The desire for small communities 
of cabins occurred naturally in the earliest recreational residence tracts and was perpetuated 
throughout the twentieth century. Similarly, the character of the tracts surrounding the cabins formed 
naturally out of an appreciation for the scenery, but maintaining this character was later encoded in 
guidebooks such as Landscape Engineering. From these two developments – the formation of small 
communities in the forests, and the preservation of a natural and rustic environment, character-
defining features of historic recreational residence tracts can be established. Though at times 
seemingly obvious, it is often those obvious qualities which would be the most detrimental to lose. 
Such qualities include the density and coverage of trees and vegetation, the curvilinear and only 
minimally-improved roadways, the small and rustic quality of the cabins built with “substantial 
materials”, the proximity of cabins to one another, the accessibility of nearby recreation opportunities, 
and the appropriate grouping and sizing of outbuildings. These tracts are a manifestation of the Forest 
Service’s investment in recreation on public lands in the early twentieth century, and today, their 
cohesive assembly and management as districts are the most effective way to preserve their integrity 
and significance for representing this period in Forest Service development.  

 
44 Cleator, Fred, Summer Homes in the National Forests of Oregon and Washington, 1932, 2.  
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C. UMPQUA NATIONAL FOREST CONTEXT 
 
Adapted in part from “Archaeological Reconnaissance of Proposed Timber Units and Powerline Corridor 
in the Diamond Lake-Lemolo Lake Areas, Douglas County, Oregon,” by John A. Draper, Ph.D., RPA, 2008.  
 
i. Prehistory 
 
The area around Diamond Lake was historically occupied by the Penutian speaking Southern Molalla 
Indians.45 The Southern Molalla Indians appear to have occupied or seasonally shared mid-elevation 
terraces and upland areas along the North Umpqua river. The Southern Molalla were bordered to the 
southwest, west, and south by the Athapascan speaking Upper Umpqua and the Takelman speaking 
Cow Creek Bank of Umpqua Tribe of Indians. The Upper Umpqua Indians occupied the terraces and 
other lower elevation terrain along the North Umpqua. Although some archaeologists have proposed 
that the Athapascan speakers in the region arrived only 400 to 500 years ago, linguistic data suggests 
they were present as early as 1000 to 1200 years ago. The Cow Creek occupied portions of the South 
Umpqua River Basin, primarily between Myrtle Creek and the headwaters of Jackson Creek.  
 
Owing to population demise cause by the introduction of Euroamerican diseases and the subsequent 
rapid displacement of Indian groups by settlers, very little is known about the Southern Molalla and 
Upper Umpqua Indians. It is very likely that many areas in the upper reaches of the North Umpqua 
River and the South Umpqua River were shared or occupied at different times of the year by all three 
groups when procuring various plant and animal resources.  

 
ii. Umpqua National Forest Admin History 
 
Due to the rugged terrain, lack of formal trails, and small areas of land that might be used for 
homesteading, the upper Umpqua River Basin received little attention from settlers. It is likely that the 
first Euroamericans to enter the area were John Reed and Alfred Seton of the Pacific Fur company in 
1813. These fur traders reached the headwaters of the North Umpqua before returning to Astoria.46 
The first historic accounts of the Diamond Lake area occurred in 1852 when Judge John Breckenridge 
Waldo named the lake. Between 1877-1907, Waldo traveled the mountains almost every year, 
describing the Kelsay Valley, Diamond Lake, Lemolo Falls, and Crater Lake, as did Bill Bradley in 1903 
and 1909. Waldo also described a blazed trail going from Diamond Lake to his old camp on the North 
Umpqua River in the Kelsay Valley.  
 
During the 1870s and 1880s, Waldo became concerned about the impact of sheep grazing and land 
privatization on the environment of the Cascades. In 1893, President Grover Cleveland established the 
Cascade Forest Reserve in Oregon and Washington. In 1899, Rangers from the Cascade Reserve visited 
Diamond Lake. Prior to this development, Samuel C. Flint, U.S. Deputy Surveyor for the General Land 
Office, had surveyed portions of the Diamond Lake area in 1882, including the Sixth Standard Parallel, 
which crosses Diamond Lake. In 1903, the Southern Pacific Railroad paid for a survey of the land 
between Roseburg and east to the Williamson River for a standard gauge rail line. J. B. Pope, who 

 
45 Beckham, Stephen Dow and Rick Minor, Cultural Resource Overview of the Umpqua National Forest, Southwestern Oregon, 
(Eugene, OR: Heritage Research Associates Report No. 125, 1992).  
46 Snyder, Angie, “Historic Overview” in Norm Michaels et. al., Diamond Land Watershed Analysis, (Roseburg, OR: Umpqua 
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performed the survey and reported the results in 1902, included a segment that extended from upper 
Fish Creek Desert to Diamond Lake.  
 
In July of 1908, the Forest Service broke up the Cascade Forest Reserve into what became the Mt. 
Hood, Willamette, Umpqua, and Rogue River National Forests. In 1909, the Cowhorn Ranger Station 
(presently Diamond Lake Ranger Station) was constructed, followed by another Ranger Station in the 
Kelsay Valley. After the Umpqua National Forest was created, a permit system to graze sheep and goats 
was initiated. This system used a series of camps where flocks would be kept for brief intervals, and 
then moved to the next camp to lessen the impact of grazing. Sheep ranching remained a lucrative 
business until the early 1940s when a market decline occurred. Most of the sheep and goat range 
allotments were eventually converted to cattle and horse allotments, some of which remained active 
into the early 1990s. For the most part, however, grazing declined after WWII as recreational use of the 
area began to increase, especially with better access to Diamond Lake via the North Umpqua Road.  
 
Forest Service staff began building trails, constructing bridges, fighting fire, monitoring grazing, and 
erecting lookouts in the Umpqua National Forest in the 1900s and 1910s. Logging and mining began in 
1925. The North Umpqua Road from Diamond Lake to Copeland Creek was initially built as a Forest 
Service Road connecting the Diamond Lake Guard Station with Big Camas Ranger Station in 1925. Soon 
thereafter it became part of the only through route between Roseburg and Diamond Lake in 1939. The 
road was opened to the public in 1940. Although the road was initially a one-lane tread dirt road, it 
marked the beginning of a new era of recreational use of the Diamond lake and Lemolo Lake areas as it 
was developed over the years the forest began using motor vehicles to traverse the main routes on the 
various districts. With the new route in place, logging increased in the upper reaches of the Forest. 
 
The Forest Service also constructed several fire lookouts throughout the first half of the twentieth 
century. A tower was built at Cinnamon Butte in 1943 and replaced by the present structure in 1955. 
The Hemlock Butte Lookout tower was also constructed in 1934 and may have replaced the Mt. Bailey 
Lookout nearer the summit. The Mt. Bailey Lookout was staffed as early as 1918. Lookout towers like 
the one at Cinnamon Butte were constructed at Kelsay Point in 1933 and Tenas Peak in 1939. Both 
were destroyed in the 1960s.  
 
Between 1945 and 1964, construction of what is today Highway 138 between Roseburg and Diamond 
Lake was an ongoing project. Many segments of the modern highway follow the route established by 
the North Umpqua Road. Since 1964, however, portions of the old North Umpqua Road have been 
used and maintained by the Forest Service. Interest in the Diamond Lake area grew with access 
provided by the North Umpqua Road and later Highway 138. Auto camps were established along the 
route, including Thielsen Creek Forest Camp. 
 
In the 1920s, the Umpqua National Forest began issuing special land use permits to various groups, 
many of which were built at Diamond Lake. These include the Diamond Lake Boy Scout camp in 1923, 
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife for the Diamond Lake Fish Hatchery in 1922, the Diamond 
Lake Resort in 1922, Diamond Lake Recreation Cabins between 1924 and the mid-1950s, Silent Creek 
Dairy in 1924, the South Shore Store in 1926, and a YMCA camp before 1956.  
 
iii. Umpqua National Forest Recreation Planning 
 
Diamond Lake gained prominence as a recreation destination with increased visitation to Crater Lake, 
which had been established as a National Park on May 22, 1902. The first forest rangers on the 
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Umpqua spent time establishing infrastructure, including communication systems, ranger stations, 
trails, lookouts, and road construction. The guard station at Diamond Lake was one of the first projects 
in the region. In June 1911, the Forest completed work on the Crater Lake Road to Medford with over 
twenty miles of connecting trails built so that “access was easy to Diamond Lake.”47 While many visitors 
enjoyed Diamond Lake’s solitude and beauty, anglers were disappointed. In September 1911, the 
mayor of Gold Hill, Oregon, noted the conditions: 
 

Mayor Beeman of Gold Hill, who has just returned with a party from a trip to the Crater Lake 
country, brings news of a little-known but very beautiful body of water called Diamond Lake, 
which is utterly barren of fish. The lake is about six miles long by four wide, and is easily 
accessible by wagon and auto. The attention of the state Game and Fish Commission will be 
called to the fact that Diamond lake is without fish, and Mr. Beeman hopes that it will stock the 
lake as Crater Lake was stocked, so that it may become of the attractions of Crater Lake Park.  

 
The Oregon Game Commission planted rainbow trout soon afterwards. The trout flourished on 
Diamond Lake’s abundant food chain and grew rapidly. Gradually the number of spring and summer 
anglers at the lake increased. As described in an article on June 16, 1929, by Oregonian columnist 
James H. McCool: 
 

… more than 15 years ago the state found Diamond Lake barren of fish. The trout 
planted there then found so much food in the cold healthy waters that they grew to be 
extraordinarily large and fruitful. 

 
In the 1910s, the popularity of Diamond Lake drew attention from conservationists and recreationists 
alike. In 1914-1915, William G. Steel renewed earlier recommendations to expand Crater Lake National 
Park boundaries to include Diamond Lake, as well as Mt. Thielsen and Mt. Bailer. On August 23, 1915, 
the Ashland Tidings reported that “The territory surrounding Diamond Lake may be commended as a 
national park as a result of investigations made by U.S geographical survey men.” On April 6, 1918, 
Senator Charles McNary of Oregon introduced a bill to transfer 92,800 acres from the Umpqua National 
Forest to the National Park Service. The land encompassed Diamond Lake, which was described as a 
body of water “beautifully located”. The bill passed the Senate on April 5, 1920. Oregon newspapers 
covered the bill’s progress. On September 29, 1920, the Ashland Tidings reported that “Diamond Lake 
may be placed in Crater Lake National Park.” 
 
Opposition to the proposal soon surfaced. On September 3, 1921, the Morning Oregonian ran a letter 
to the editor urging the retention of the Diamond Lake in the National Forests, for the region’s value as 
grazing land, for the lake’s value as a natural reservoir for storing water for power, and for the lake’s 
public value for camping and hunting. Numerous and vocal objections by regional sportsmen as well as 
official opposition from the Agriculture Department, effectively led the House to reject the bill.  
 
In 1920, Region 6 Recreational Examiner F.W. Cleator prepared a report on Diamond Lake which 
emphasized the lake’s importance as a recreation area and argued against damming the lake for water 
storage. “So far as natural beauty is concerned the present water level could not be improved upon”. 
He also noted that highway access to the lake was poor, with the road from the east needing 
improvement and the road from Medford “impassable to automobiles for a considerable distance.” 

 
47 Brown, Carrol, Historic of the Rogue River National Forest, Volume I, Medford, OR: USDA Forest Service, Rogue River 
National Forest, 115. 
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The roads were scheduled for improvement, he noted, and although “… neither road is 1st class for 
autos… [both] will be useful for tourists or campers.” 
 
In March 1922, the Umpqua National Forest announced that they would soon issue a permit for 
construction of a summer resort, including a store, gasoline station, lodge, and cottages, at Diamond 
Lake, “one of the most popular vacation spots in the forest” and now accessible by car over an 
undeveloped road cutting off from Crater Lake Highway, and also accessible by an unimproved road 
from the Dalles-California Highway (Highway 97). The Forest Supervisor, W.F. Ramsdell, continued:  
 

For many months this lake has figured prominently before Congress, the National Park 
Service waging a fight to extend the boundaries of the Crater Lake National Park to 
include Diamond Lake and its surrounding vicinity. The Forest Supervisor is now 
convinced that this change is not to be made and working on this basis is preparing to 
develop the lake as a vacation spot.48 

 
By the mid-1920s, the importance of Diamond Lake for recreation was well documented. C.M. Granger, 
District Forester, noted in a letter to Washington DC in 1925, that Diamond Lake had been “put under 
recreation administration” by the Forest Service and that he was not inclined to change that 
designation. This meant that he would not approve the lake for water storage, timber, grazing, or other 
uses that would conflict with recreation. Granger estimated that 18,000 visitors had come to the lake in 
1924 (Granger to the Forester, March 25, 1925). In the following year, C.M. Granger reported an 
increase in the number of visitors to 25,000. He also reported that that 22 cabin permits had been 
issued and that the Diamond Lake Improvement Company had invested over $35,000 in their lodge and 
facilities. Elsewhere on the Umpqua National Forest, the Forest Service constructed small infrastructure 
projects to facilitate recreation, including trail shelters.  
 
During the Great Depression, the CCC helped improve the circulation infrastructure of the Umpqua 
National Forest. On August 5, 1933, Lawrence Barber of the Oregonian described construction of roads 
in the area including one from Crater Lake National Park boundary northward to the south end of 
Diamond Lake, and another from the Union Creek Road through the Umpqua National Forest to the 
Cascade Lakes Highway: 
 

Diamond Lake, Oregon’s greatest rainbow trout fishing water, is now rapidly being 
connected up with the outside world by wide, fast, smooth automobile highways…  

 
In addition to the 102 lots on Diamond Lake, summer home sites in the southern Cascades were also 
available at nearby Union Creek, Lake of the Woods, and on Upper Klamath Lake at Recreation Creek 
(Kirby to Forest Sup., Sept. 12, 1916; Buck to Forest Sup., Sept. 21, 1916). A Forest Service publication 
entitled Vacation Land: The National Forests in Oregon noted that virtually every national forest in 
Oregon had recreation leases available on lakes or rivers. Later, in the Region 6 1933 Recreation 
Handbook, Cleator used Diamond Lake as the ultimate example of an “Extremely Important Lake” for 
recreation.  
 
 
 
 

 
48 Oregonian, March 19, 1922, 1:19. 
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iv. Umpqua National Forest Recreation Residence Program 
 
Excerpt from 2006 Diamond Lake Determination of Eligibility. 
 
In addition to the commercial lodge and tourist facilities, Diamond Lake was also to have recreational 
cabins. Fred W. Cleator himself conducted the first survey in August of 1922, which included lots 1-27, 
50-52, and 100. In September 1925, D. Matthews surveyed lots 28 to 43, 101-112, and 150. In 1931, 
K.E. Banks surveyed lots 44-49. Lots leased during the 1920s include the following: 
 

Lot # (Old Numbers) Year Leased 
12 1924 
8 1925 

24 1925 
107 1926 
11 1926 
10 1928 
6 1928 

22 1928 
 
Will Hansen was the first person to build a cabin on the Diamond Lake lease tracts. In a letter dated 
October 24, 1924, Hansen described his experiences building the cabin. He reports that he began work 
on September 21 and labored for 20 days to get the cabin’s walls and roof in place for the winter. 
Hansen’s cabin was 20’ wide, but other dimensions are not known. He chinked the logs on the outside 
with mortar secured with metal lath. He set the floor on 6”x6” joists on 12” centers. He had doors and 
windows in place by the time he left, but he had not completed the masonry flue for the stove. “The 
cabin would do for some people just the way it is now, but it will take me three weeks’ work yet to 
complete it to me likeing [sic] in the springs” (Hansen to Benjamin C. Irvine, October 24, 1924). Hansen 
also related that the weather was cold and snowy that October, and that he shot a black bear which 
came into the cabin at 8:30 one evening. 
 
Cabin construction during the 1930s proceeded slowly as families from Medford and Roseburg secured 
leases and built cabins. In 1939, the North Umpqua Forest Highway opened to Diamond Lake, including 
new segments completed by the CCC. In 1941, the War interrupted construction for five years. During 
World War II, fishing and recreation at Diamond Lake slowed as it had elsewhere, but at the end of the 
War recreation at Diamond Lake increased dramatically. The improved roads and the fact that more 
people could afford automobiles made the Umpqua National Forest especially appealing. In the late 
1940s into the 1960s, the remaining summer home lots were leased and built upon. 
 
As early as the 1920s and periodically thereafter concerns arose about the recreational residence 
program. Simply put, the cabins consumed prime National Forest recreation land that could be used by 
more people as public campgrounds. As the pressure on recreation sites increased in the post-war 
years, the Forest Service re-examined the recreational residence program. In most national forests, 
however, the original tracts were fully leased by this time. In 1966, the program was terminated, and 
no new tracts were opened for recreation leases. The last cabin constructed under an original permit at 
Diamond Lake (not re-constructed) was completed in 1969. 
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SECTION 3:  STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIAMOND LAKE RECREATIONAL RESIDENCE TRACT 
 
DLRRT has 102 lots with 102 cabins and their associated outbuildings. The tract is potentially eligible 
under Criterion A in the area of Recreation as a representation of an early twentieth century 
recreational residence tract in the National Forests. When the resources were considered for historic 
integrity under this Criterion, the majority were found to be non-contributing to a potential district. 
Only 43 lots (42%) retain integrity and could contribute to a potential historic district and 59 (58%) do 
not retain integrity and do not contribute to a potential historic district. Those lots which could 
contribute to a historic district are not found in a concentrated area, therefore, there is no potential for 
a smaller district within the area. 
 
Those lots which have been identified as contributing are only contributing as part of a potential 
historic district, not individually. As there is not a majority of contributing cabins, the district as a whole 
is not eligible. Therefore, none of the individual resources are eligible and should not be managed as 
such. 
 
Below is a summary of the tract’s eligibility under each National Register Criteria: A, B, C, and D, 
followed by a discussion of the integrity evaluation strategy. At the end is a summary determination of 
eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places for the Diamond Lake Recreational 
Residence Tract.  
 
A. Potential Areas of Significance 

 
The Diamond Lake recreational residence tract (DLRRT) is not eligible for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places. No individual resource is eligible under Criteria A, B, C or D in the district, none 
having either exceptional architectural merits of the Rustic style under Criterion C nor exceptional 
qualities which convey their association with recreation planning or development in the National 
Forests under Criterion A. These considerations pale further when any individual cabin is considered 
alongside 101 similar resources to which they are related. 
 
DLRRT is also not eligible for listing as a historic district. For a district, integrity considerations for each 
cabin/lot may have a lower threshold for that resource to be considered contributing. However, 
despite this lower threshold, the majority of cabins in the district do not retain sufficient integrity to 
contribute to a historic district under Criteria A, B, C, or D. Each Criteria is discussed in detail below for 
the potential for the tract to be eligible as a historic district. 
 
Criterion A 
 
Under Criterion A, resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register are those “That are 
associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history” 
and retain sufficient integrity to convey that significance. To retain integrity under Criterion A, eligible 
properties must “retain the essential physical features that made up its character or appearance during 
the period of its association with the important event, historical pattern, or person(s).” 
 
DLRRT, and all recreational residence tracts, have the potential to possess significance under Criterion 
A for their association with recreation planning in the National Forests as established in the historic 
context statement Utility and Service Combined with Beauty: A Contextual and Architectural History of 
USDA Forest Service Region: 1905-1960. In the early to mid-twentieth century, the Forest Service 
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increased investment in public recreation infrastructure as well as opportunities for private investment 
in the National Forests. This agency-wide effort significantly increased the amount of recreation on 
National Forests – an era of planning and investment that made a meaningful contribution to the 
expansion of recreation and leisure culture in the twentieth century United States. 

Recreational residence tracts in the National Forests were one aspect of recreation development in the 
National Forests that was popular from the passage of the Term Occupancy Act in 1915, which allowed 
for long-term leases to recreational residence lessees, until 1968 when the program was terminated 
nationwide. Recreational residence tracts were common across the country and particularly in the 
Pacific Northwest. Tracts were typically platted and surveyed by Recreation staff or District Rangers, 
and small cabins were meant to be permitted for part-time seasonal use. Tracts were design 
intentionally as districts, a natural manifestation of the desires of recreationists and ease of 
management by the agency. The tracts provided a sense of rusticity as well as a sense of community 
and easy access to other recreational opportunities such as lakes and hiking trails. They were, in a 
sense, rural recreational suburbs. 

Existing recreational residence tracts may convey their historic significance and association with this 
era of recreation development if they retain their cohesive nature as designed districts, undeveloped 
and rustic setting, and if each individual resource (cabin lot, include primary cabin and outbuildings) 
retains integrity of feeling, association, design, setting, and location. Material and workmanship aspects 
of integrity not as critical for Criterion A considerations as they are for resources eligible under 
Criterion C. In addition, the threshold for a resource to retain integrity is lower when they are resources 
within a district, rather than when potentially individually eligible.  

When evaluated under Criterion A, the resources at DLRRT which could contribute to a historic district 
are the minority. Even when the thresholds for the material and workmanship aspects of integrity are 
lowered, there are not enough resources which retain integrity for the district to have integrity. An in-
depth analysis of the integrity of the resources and district can be found in the following section. 

Criterion B 

Under Criterion B, resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register are those “That are 
associated with the lives of persons significant in our past” and retain sufficient integrity to convey that 
significance.  

DLRRT was originally surveyed by Fred Cleator, Recreation Examiner for Region 6. Cleator had surveyed 
several areas in forests around the Region for recreational opportunities, including nearby Union Creek. 
Though surveyed by Cleator, DLRRT is not unique within that context. Nearby Union Creek is a more 
robust and complete example of Cleator’s recreation planning work, and other potential projects of 
Cleator’s have not been fully explored. 

None of the cabins were designed by any architect of particular note. No individual person occupied a 
cabin who was especially significant to national, state, or local history. Neither the LOWRRT as a district 
or any of the individual resources meet Criterion B.  
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Criterion C 

Under Criterion C, resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register are those “That embody 
the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work 
of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack individual distinction.” 

DLRRT was previously determined to be potentially eligible for listing on the National Register under 
Criterion C. The USFS has determined that none of the resources are eligible under Criterion C due to 
changes to integrity, but also due to modern scrutiny of resources which are truly significant and 
listable under this Criterion. Resources eligible under Criterion C require a high degree of material and 
design integrity as well as notable physical features or design. Due to the nature of the location and use 
of recreational residences, these elements are naturally changed over time. In addition, due to their 
proximity to one another, a cabin would need to have an extremely high degree of integrity to be 
individually listed in the National Register under Criterion C.  

Surveys of cabins in the National Forests and National Parks tend towards evaluating resources as 
architecturally significant for embodying the Rustic style. These resources would be significant for 
embodying “the distinctive characteristics” of the Rustic style. The Rustic style was a popular 
architectural trend for administrative and recreation structures in the National Forests c. 1930 – 1945, 
particularly in Region 6. According to Region 6 Historian Gail Throop, “The basis of rustic architecture 
was a design philosophy founded on an ethic of non-intrusiveness. Architectural design related to the 
landscape, expressed in forms and materials responsive to the environment in scale and proportion to 
the physical features.”49 The Rustic style typically employed native materials which were minimally 
processed, and complimented the natural environment with “an emphasis on horizontal lines, low 
silhouette, organic forms.” Though fundamentally rustic, its ornamentation was derived from its hand-
hewn accents and novel unrefined component parts. These included elements such as carved ends of 
full log purlins, tree cutouts in wood shutters, and covered porches accented with log railings. It was 
typically material and labor-intensive, eschewing then-modern materials and machinery, which creates 
a sense of high workmanship.  

The Rustic style has been widely interpreted to include structures such as Timberline Lodge, as well as 
cabins in the woods that are small in footprint and made with modest materials. However, based on a 
more rigid interpretation of Rustic as an architectural style, for a cabin to be eligible under this 
Criterion it would need to retain a high degree of integrity of material, design, and workmanship that 
exhibits hallmarks of the style including local, handmade materials and intentional design. A simple 
cabin made of simple materials, notable for its lack of remarkability, is not sufficient for a cabin to 
embody this Rustic style.  

Few of the cabins at DLRRT possess characteristics that embody the distinctive characteristics of a 
“type, period, or method of construction.” As a type, none of the cabins embody the Rustic style aside 
from small footprints, and even those can be difficult to find. Though some may embody the period of 
construction having small footprints, there is not a critical mass of these worth note. In addition, none 
of the cabins are works of a master, nor do they possess high artistic values. Neither the district as a 
whole nor any of the individual cabins retain sufficient integrity to convey significance under Criterion 

 
49 Throop, Gail, “Region 6 Recreation Development, 1905-1945”,  
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C. An in-depth analysis of the integrity of the resources and district can be found in the following 
section. 

Criterion D 

Under Criterion D, resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register are those “That have 
yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.” The current DOE 
addresses the built environment of the area and does not address any prehistory or underground 
resources. None of the above-ground resources are eligible under Criterion D. 

B. Period of Significance 
 

The Diamond Lake recreational residence tract was originally identified by Fred Cleator in 1920 as a 
potential site for a recreational residence tract. Cleator surveyed the area in 1922 for the establishment 
of the recreational residence tract and the first cabin was constructed in 1924 on lot 89 (original lot 
#12), near the south end of the tract. Additional surveys in September 1925 and July 1931 completed 
the platting of the tract. Seven permits were issued in the 1920s and by 1948 there were 50 permits 
issued for lot development. By the 1950s, all 102 permits had been issued.50 In 1966, the recreational 
residence program was discontinued nationwide. However, though permits had been issued for all the 
lots, not all the cabins had been constructed. In 1969, the last cabin was constructed under an original 
permit.  
 
The period of significance spans from 1920, when the site was identified for summer home 
development, to 1969, when the final cabin constructed under an original permit was completed.  
 
C. Methodology 

 
The analysis of the district in Section III primarily utilized field work done by the Umpqua National 
Forest Heritage staff in 2018 and permit research completed by HistoriCorps in 2019 to evaluate the 
integrity of each lot and the tract as a whole. For each lot, determinations of integrity and eligibility 
considered the individual cabin, secondary buildings, and surrounding site. Cabin construction dates 
were largely gathered from the 2005 survey of permit files. Assessment of alteration dates, if not 
available in permit files, were gathered from photos taken in surveys in 2004, 2016, 2018, and 2019. 
This report was completed by Kate Kornder, Historian Resource Assistant for Region 6 of the USFS. Kate 
Kornder meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards as an Architectural 
Historian. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
50 Tonsfeldt, Ward, “Diamond Lake Recreation Residence Tract,” Oregon Inventory of Historic Properties Section 106 
Documentation Form, 2006. Oregon Historic Sites Database, accessed August 3, 2020, 
https://heritagedata.prd.state.or.us/historic/index.cfm?do=v.dsp_siteSummary&resultDisplay=657759.   
 

https://heritagedata.prd.state.or.us/historic/index.cfm?do=v.dsp_siteSummary&resultDisplay=657759
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D. Evaluation and Determination of Eligibility 
 

Evaluation Strategy  
 
DLRRT could be potentially eligible as a district and the resources were evaluated as components of a 
district rather than as individual resources. The lots were evaluated for their ability to contribute to a 
historic district, significant for its association its period of significance (1915-1969) under Criterion A as 
representative of Forest Service recreation planning in the early twentieth century. According to 
National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the Criteria for Evaluation, to retain integrity under 
Criterion A eligible properties must “retain the essential physical features that made up its character or 
appearance during the period of its association with the important event, historical pattern, or 
person(s).”  
 
Consideration of the tract and lots under Criterion C was quickly seen as futile, as few of the cabins 
retain a high level of integrity in the categories of material, design, and workmanship. In addition, few 
were originally designed with hallmarks of the rustic, or any other, architectural style of note.  
 
To evaluate the integrity of the lots under Criterion A as components of a district, the paramount 
aspects of integrity are location, setting, design, feeling, and association. These aspects of integrity are 
essential to convey the significance of the site as an early to mid-twentieth century tract of recreational 
residences. The materials and workmanship aspects of integrity are less critical as they do not, on their 
own, detract from the ability of the district to convey its historic significance.  
 
Common alterations which diminish the design, setting, association, or feeling of a lot include: 
 

- Large additions to cabins which alter their small rectangular character 
- Large site developments such as paving, substantial decks, large outbuildings, or garages. 

 
Common alterations which diminish the aspects of design, materials, and workmanship but do not 
diminish the integrity of the district potentially eligible under Criterion A include: 
 

- Replacement of wood roof with asphalt shingle or metal 
- Replacement of wood windows with aluminum or new wood in original openings 
- Moderately sized decks on secondary elevations 
- Replacement of brick chimneys with concrete 

 
Evaluation 
 
43 of 102 lots (42%) retain integrity and could contribute to a potential historic district and 59 (58%) do 
not retain integrity and cannot contribute to a historic district (Figure 5). 
 
Determination of Eligibility 
 
The Diamond Lake recreational residence tract is not eligible for listing on the National Register. 
Though it is potentially significant under Criterion A, it does not have a critical mass of resources which 
retain integrity to convey that significance.  
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Figure 5: Map of Diamond Lake Recreational Residence Tract showing potentially contributing cabins outlined in red. 
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Comparative Analysis 
 
The nearest recreational residence tracts to Diamond Lake are at Union Creek in the Rogue River-
Siskiyou National Forest, approximately 30 miles to the southwest, and at Crescent Lake, approximately 
30 miles to the north. There is also a tract at Odell Lake, approximately 10 miles farther north than 
Crescent Lake at Odell Lake. Both Crescent Lake and Odell Lake are in the Deschutes National Forest.  
 
Union Creek recreational residence tract was designed as part of a Recreation Unit by Fred Cleator in 
1920. It has three tracts, platted in 1925, 1940, and 1944, respectively. All three tracts were 
determined contributing as parts of the Union Creek Historic District (UCHD), which was listed on the 
National Register in 1980 (NRIS #80003328). UCHD was listed in the areas of significance of 
Architecture, Commerce, Landscape Architecture, Politics/Government, Transportation, Recreation, 
and Depression-Era America. The UCHD nomination does not provide in-depth research or analysis of 
the tracts, however, a recent survey conducted by the author suggests that the district retains integrity 
and a high level of significance. 
 
The Crescent Lake and Odell Lake recreational residence tracts were surveyed in 2009. The Crescent 
Lake tract was determined ineligible and the Odell Lake tract was considered eligible. No reports are 
available for the surveys, however, a Section 106 Documentation Form was prepared for each 
resource. The resources were likely evaluated under Criterion C for Architecture, as this has been the 
custom for nearly all recreational residence surveys in the past.  
 
There are 12 recreational residence tracts in Southern Oregon (defined herein as approximately south 
of Eugene and Bend). All of the tracts have been evaluated at least once, though some determinations 
are pending concurrence from SHPO. Of the five that have been determined eligible, one 
determination for Fish Lake is pending. Another two of these eligible tracts are Woodruff Meadows, 
which has only lot, and Castle Creek, which has only three lots. The two larger tracts in southern 
Oregon which have been determined eligible with concurrence from SHPO are Union Creek, listed on 
the National Register in 1980, and Odell Lake, evaluated in 2009.  
 

Tract Forest DOE Date Determination Concurrence 
Lake of the Woods Fre-Win 2020 Not Eligible Pending 
Recreation Creek Fre-Win 2020 Not Eligible Pending 
Fish Lake RRS 2020 Eligible – POS 1930-

160 
Pending 

Agness RRS 2006 Not Eligible Yes 
Woodruff Meadow RRS 2006 Eligible – 1 lot Yes 
Castle Creek RRS 2006 Eligible – 3 lots Yes 
Union Creek RRS NRHP 1980 Eligible – 48 lots Yes 
Diamond Lake UMP 2020 Not Eligible Pending 
Odell Lake DES 2009 Eligible Yes 
Crescent Lake DES 2009 Not Eligible Yes 
Elk Lake DES 2009 Not Eligible Yes 
Salt Creek WIL 2006 Not Eligible No 

 
 
  



43 
 

Conclusion 
 
The Diamond Lake recreational residence tract was first identified for recreational residence use in 
1920 on the west shore of Diamond Lake. From 1920 until the late 1960s, 102 lots were built upon to 
create the current district. Recreational residence tracts in the National Forests are potentially eligible 
for listing in the National Register under Criterion A as districts for their association with agency 
recreation planning and representing an important facet of recreation history.  
 
Diamond Lake was surveyed in 2018 and permit research completed in 2019. In 2020, the author 
completed a windshield survey of the tract. The resources (individual lots) were evaluated for their 
historic integrity and ability to contribute to a potential historic district. 43 (42%) of the lots were 
determined to contribute to a potential historic district and 59 (58%) of the lots were found to not 
contribute to a potential historic district. As the district does not retain a critical mass of contributing 
resources, the district is not eligible for listing. None of the resources were found to be individually 
eligible under any Criterion. In addition, none of the contributing cabins are eligible for listing, and 
should not be managed as such. 
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