


FORESTVILLE STORE, its white
pillars and roof extending over a
wood sidewalk, probably looks
mauch as it did in 1857. The family
lived above the store and in the
two-story section to the left of the
business. At right are two views of
the interior. The center picture
shows some of the tools used on
farms or in homes — storage
crocks, lamps, cooking utensils,
and a newfangled gas-burning
stove — about 1894 — bearing
the name “Quick Meal.” At far
right is a nickel-plated coal-
burning stove. In the foreground
is a saddle; at left, in the glass
case, are bolts of imported cloth;
above are drums.

B

the store’s contents began early in 1967. It was theu that
Kenneth B. Sander of the Parks Division discovered that
the store contained the “dregs” of a once voluminous
stock. Judging from the three-page typewritten inven-
tory drawn up later, even the “dregs” were impressive.
Although some of the contents were of modern vintage,
the investigators found such antiques as sidesaddles, a
horse’s straw hat, ox yokes, a spinning wheel, a Civil
War drum, phonograph records and horn, a tin box con-
taining the post-office records, and a wealth of other
items that had somehow survived Thomas Meighen's
openhanded generosity over the years. The profusion
and variety of patent medicines led to a decision to
center the display about that feature. The Minnesota
Historical Society owns and has supervision over the
contents of the store.30

The reconstruction of Forestville envisioned by some
of the Parks Division's planners would have tended to-
ward the grandiose and, if carried out, would have ap-
proached the garishness of an amusement park. With the
notion of reconstructing the town a la Lincoln's New
Salem in Illinois, they proposed taking visitors around
the site in stagecoaches. It is probably fortunate that
sober second thoughts — or the legislature’s failure to
provide support — have put the quietus on this kind of
development, more appropriate to a privately owned
tourist trap than to a state park. But the efforts to repair
the store and to investigate thoroughly the history of the
site were all to the good. Since some of the buildings
erected in the 1850s survived only a few decades,
difficulties were encountered in determining their exact
locations. 3!

92 Minnesota History

Tt :
My ‘ARR'}' =

W
"
ik
i

e

o

While restoration work on the store was going on and
attempts were being made to find the locations of the
gristmill, distillery, and other buildings, the park was
also being readied for the accommodation of visitors. A
picnic area was developed along the south bank of the
Root River, just upstreamn from the store and on the
opposite side of the river. A campground was laid out
somewhat farther upstream and on the left bank. Ini-
tially, it was equipped with nineteen campsites; plan-
ning called for a possible expansion to as many as 200
sites. Trails were laid out through portions of the
woods, largely along the route of former logging tracks.
Some of these were cleared of underbrush so that snow-
mobilers could use them in the winter. Much of the
work in the first couple of seasons was done by men over
hfty-five, working as part of the “Green Thumb” pro-
gram. The park was opened to the public at the beginning
of the 1968 park season, though the formal dedication
did not take place until May 21, 1972.32

AFTER NEARLY THIRTY years of intermittent work
by local citizens and state officials. Forestville State Park
was finally established. It might be supposed that, once
the appropriate legislation had been passed and the

30 Sander to Hella, et al., March 8, 1967; inventory of store
contents, in DNR; Rnth Rogers, “A New Park Opens in Area,”
in Winona Sunday News. May 12, 1968, p. 18A.

3 Rochester Post-Bulletin, April 4, 1968, p. 12; undated
prospectus, in DNR.

32Rachester Post-Bulletin, April 4, 1968, p. 12. There was
also a scheme to dam up a stream and create a small lake. See



necessary land acquired, the woods it was intended to
preserve would be safe for all time. Such was not the
case, however. Like so many other natural, historic, and
archaeoclogical sites, the Forestville woods have been
threatened by the ubiquitous United States Corps of
Engineers. In 1966 a proposal was advanced for two
flood-control dams on the Root River, one near Lanes-
boro, another just west of Preston. The latter, if con-
structed according to plan, would inundate wuch of the
park and adversely affect the trout streams on which
much of its recreational value depends. Conservation
Commissioner Wayne H. Olson protested immediately,
as did concerned individuals in the locality. Since then
the danger has receded in the face of citizen and Parks
Division opposition. Still, one hesitates ever to pro-
nounce a Corps of Engineers plan dead, and Forestville
may not be secure even yet.33

Actually, the chief danger to the park may come, as
in so many other cases. not from extraneous forces like

Preston Republican, February 6, 1964, p. 1: and "Profile —
Forestville State Park.” in DNR. About a year after the dedica-
tion of the park, the Forestville townsite was added to the
National Register of Historic Places See press release. office
of Congressman Albert H. Quie, of Minnesota, April 30, 1973,
A “Fine Arts Festival” was held at the park on May 19. It was
intended to be the first in an annual series. See Rochester
Post-Bulletin, May 21, 1973, p. 17.

330lson to J. R. Calton, chief, basin and project planning
branch, engineering division, Department of the Army, St.
Paul District Corps of Engineers, May 24, 1966, in DNR: Roy
W. Meyer interviews with Milt Krona, April 22, 1971, and
Carl Kohlmeyer, May 21, 1972.

the Corps ol Engineers but from the very people for
whom it was ereated, and not from the minority of van-
dals but from the sheer numbers of ordinary park users,
each one of whom contributes, il only slightly, to the
gradual erosion of park values. For many years now the
National Park Service has been trying to adapt to present
conditions the intent of the congressional act that
created the system in 1916. In the language of the act,
the “fundamental purpose” of the national park system is
“to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic
objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the
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enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such
means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment
of future generations.” How can “enjoyment” for in-
creasing millions of visitors be provided in the parks
without impajring them for the “enjoyment’” of future
generations? What is ‘enjovment,” as that term applies
to the experience the park visitor may be expected to
have? Is it roughly synonvmous with “recreation’? If so.
how can vecreation be reconciled with preservation? Or,
as Director Russell W. Fridiev of the Minnesota Histoyi-
cal Society asked recently, “how does one preserve a
pleasuring ground?"34

The problem may be either more or less acute in the
state parks. depending on what criteria one uses. They
are assuredly smaller than the national parks, and a greal-
er proportion of their total area receives heavy use. On
the other hand. most of those in Minnesota (except for
some in the norther part of the state) are ecologically
less fragile than the western parks with a thin soil cover-
ing and little rainfall, and the natural communities they
are intended to protect are seldom if ever unique.
Forestville has not yet suffered the heavy use of such
older parks as Whitewater, so the problem has not had to
be faced squarely as yet. Although the park seems
crowded on the first day of the fishing season, the visitor
can usually escape the throngs by hiking along the ten
miles of marked trails that wind through the woods. But
if the exponential increase in park use that has been
going on since shortly after World War LI continues, it is
only a matter of time — and not much of that — before
protection of the park from its users will replace de-
velopment for those users as the main business of its
supervisory personnel. One indication that the park
planners are thinking along these lines is the fact that
plans for campground size have heen scaled down
significantly. They would like to see private
campgrounds in the vicinity siphon off many of the camp-
ers who might otherwise congregate in the park.33

If Forestville does not yet exemplifv the problems of
park overuse, it does illastrate the rather chaotic manner
in which parks have commaonly been created and in
which the state park system itself has evolved. Often the
initiative has come from citizens’ groups who wanted a
local recreation site given the prestige of state park
status and have worked through their legislators to bring
about the desired end. The intrinsic merits of the area
under consideration have usually bheen outweighed by
community sentiment. In a few cases, land has been
given to the state for use as a state park. Although the
Parks Division has probably never accepted such a gift it
the site was wholly unworthy of purk status, changing
concepts ol what a state park ought to be have led to a
reappraisal of certain parks that came into existence in
this fashion in earlier vears.

The detailed studies that began in the 1930s were
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intended to inject an element of rationality into park
planning and to place the initiative in the hands of pro-
fessionals. This approach may have reached its climax in
the most recent such study, called “Project 80" and de-
scribed as the “most comprehensive statewide inventory
of significant natural, historic and scientific resources to
date.” Using computers to manipulate the mass of data
collected. Project 80 set up eleven categories of state
lands, defined the function of each, and then attempted
to determine the most appropriate classification for each
of the present state parks, waysides, recreation areas,
and monuments. Other areas considered for inclusion in
the system were also inventoried and classified as to
their potential. If the recommendations of Project 80
were to be adopted. the term “state park,” defined
somewhat more narrowly than in the past, would be
applied to only twenty of the present units of the park
system: the rest would be reclassified as recreation
areas, historical areas, scientific and natural areas, trai
waysides, or rest areas. Somne units, whose use is mainly
local, would be turned over to county or regional
jurisdiction.%6

Although one may be justifiably skeptical of the value
of a computer analysis as the basis for judgments ulti-
mately subjective — and Parks Division officials have
servious reservations about the recoinmendations con-
tained in Project 80 — the philosophical basis underly-
ing the report reflects a view of the park concept more in
keeping with the realities of the 1970s than the attitudes
that prevailed during the decades in which the Min-
nesota park system acquired its present contours. For
one thing, there is an explicit recognition of the incom-
patibility in many cases of preservation and recreation.
The study points out that, unfortunately, it is not always
possible to combine preservation and some outdoor rec-

34 United States, Statutes at Large. 39:533. Russell W.
Fridley. “Yellowstone to Vovageurs: The Evolution of an
Idea,” in Minnesota History, 42:70 (Summer, 1972). Roderick
Nash states the case well: "The problem is that dams, mines,
and roads are not the basic threat to the wilderness quality of
an environment. People are. " See Wilderness and the
American Mind, 264 (New Haven, 1973). The complexity of
the jssue is suggested by Lawrence C. Merriam., Jr., who re-
marks in a recent article. A complete cure for the ills of the
park svstem requires resolution of the recreation/preservation
conflict, and the solutians to that problem generate more prob-
lenis of their own. ™ See "The National Parks System: Growth &
Ontlook.”™ in Nutional Parks and Conscrvation Magazine.
December, 1972, p. 12.

35Roy W. Mever mterview with Krona.

I8 tinnesota Department of Natural Resources and State
Planning Agency, Minnesota Resource Potentials in Qutdoor
Recrcation (Project 80), [1971]. p. 21, 23; Rochester Post-
Buldletin, September 9. 1971, p. 21 (quote). The last recom-
mendation has apparently been rejected by the Division of
Parks and Recreation. See Minneapolis Sunday Tribune, July
23, 1972, p. 14A.



reational activities on the same site” and foresees that
“Conflicts in use [will] become more frequent and less
desirable as population and leisure time increase.”3?
The solution — adinittedly not a wholly satisfactory one
— is to separate vnits of the park system according to
their dominant function and thus relieve the more fragile
and valuable ones of the growing pressure from people
bent on recreational activities of a potentially damaging
kind.

Another novel feature of the thinking behind Project
80 is a de-emphasis on scenery as the primary or sole
criterion in selecting park sites. In a section titled
“Minnesota’s Major Landscape Regions,” the new view-
point is summarized:

“Scenic beauty is too often given a disproportion-
ately high value in selecting State Parks. While

37Project 80, p. 20-21.
38Project 80, p. 63.

THE PHOTOGRAPHS on page 82 (top), 92, and 93 are by Roy
W. Meyer. The poriraits on pages 85 and 89 are from Franklyn
Curtiss-Wedge, comp., History of Fillmore County, Min-
nesota, 2:840, 960, 1010, and 1012 (Chicago, 1912); the photo-
graph of the gristmill on page 86 is published through the
courtesy of Farestville State Park. The photograph on page 95
is by Virginia L. Rabm. Other photographs are in the society's
picture collection. The maps on pages 84 and 93 are by Alan
Ominsky.

THE PROFUSION of patent medicines, left
on the shelves when Thomas Meighen
locked up the store, attracts the attention of
a contemporary visitor.

breathtaking scenervy is inspirational, nature has
created a wide variety of interesting scenes.
Rather than emphasizing scenic beauty per se,
the emphasis should be placed on portraying, in-
terpreting, and providing for recreation in this
variety of natural scenes,” 28

In line with this thinking, the state parks should repre-
sent a variety of landscape types, usually the best exam-
ples of each and the ones least impaired by the impact of
white settlement. Thus the hardwood forest of south-
eastern Minnesota would be represented by such parks
as Forestville, Carley, Beaver Creek Valley, and
Whitewater, the last three illustrating types of stream
dissection not found at Forestville.

Forestville State Park fares quite well when the
newer concept of the state park is applied to it. Though
scenically attractive, its rolling hills in no sense match
the rocky streams of the North Shore, with their water-
falls and tumbling rapids. It is. however, representative
of a landscape region, still possessing much of its original
integrity, thanks to the protection afforded by Felix and
Thomas Meighen to their great tract of woodland down
through the years. If the people of Minnesota, acting
through their legislature and their Department of
Natural Kesources, will that it shall be so, it can remain
one of the state’s natural and historic treasures, “unim-
paired for the enjoyment of future generations.”
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