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ABSTRACT

City of Phoenix Project Number: S’edav Va’'aki Museum (Pueblo Grande Museum) No. 2021-069

Report Title: Updated General Historic Properties Treatment Plan for the City of Phoenix, Maricopa
County, Arizona

Report Dates: November 10, 2023; revised January 26, 2024; revised February 1, 2024; revised May 17,
2024; revised June 11, 2024; revised July 25, 2024; revised July 30, 2024; final August 13, 2024

Agencies: City of Phoenix (COP), inclusive of all departments; COP Arts and Culture Department,
Archaeology Section; COP Historic Preservation Office; and Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

Applicable Historic Preservation Regulations: COP Historic Preservation Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance
Chapter 8); Arizona State Historic Preservation Act (Arizona Revised Statute [A.R.S.] § 41-861, et seq.);
Arizona Antiquities Act (A.R.S. § 41-841, et seq.); A.R.S. §41-844 and A.R.S. §41-865; COP 2020
Guidelines for Archaeology; and National Historic Preservation Act, 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part
800, Section 106

Project Description: Providing a general historic properties treatment plan for archaeological testing and
data recovery projects located within or near cultural resource sites in Phoenix, Arizona

Acreage and Land Jurisdiction: Acreage will vary by project. Jurisdiction is COP owned or controlled,
including leased land, right-of-way, other city-owned land, and private projects that apply for zoning
changes and/or permits for Planning and Zoning and/or the Development Services Department.

Location: The project area or “area of potential effects” is within Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona. It
may also include land owned or controlled by the COP outside the city boundary. The specific location will
be determined with each individual project.

Type of Archaeological Activity: Arizona/National Register of Historic Places eligibility testing, boundary
extent or identification testing, Phase | data recovery, and Phase |l data recovery

Comments: This document presents a general plan of work to conduct cultural resource testing and data
recovery for COP projects that are city-, state-, or federally funded and that are located within 250 feet
(76.2 m) of, or are within, one or more cultural resource sites, as indicated by the S’edav Va’aki Museum
database. Federal agencies must concur with the use of this Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) for
federally funded projects. The Arizona State Museum must also approve the use of the HPTP for projects
requiring an Arizona Antiquities Act permit. The COP Archaeologist may authorize the use of this HPTP by
private parties conducting projects within the city. However, the use of this plan by private parties will require
a written application to the COP Archaeologist. The COP Archaeologist will determine whether the HPTP
may be used for such projects on a case-by-case basis.

Statement of Confidentiality: Disclosure of the locations of historic properties to the public may be in
violation of both federal and state laws. Applicable United States laws include, but may not be limited to,
Section 304 (54 United States Code [U.S.C.] § 307103) of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 U.S.C. § 470hh). In Arizona, applicable state laws include,
but may not be limited to, A.R.S. Title 39, Section 125.
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GENERAL NOTE

This general historic properties treatment plan, including but not limited to the research design and field

methods, has been developed in consultation with affiliated Tribes.

Section 106 undertakings involving phased data recovery shall also plan to collaborate with consulting
Tribes, on the results of the fieldwork, to properly, adequately, and respectfully account for Tribal views,
values, perspectives, and beliefs. Consulting Tribes shall be offered the opportunity to produce a
meaningfully contributing narrative about their own histories and Tribal values of the site within the

associated landscape.
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ARTS AND CULTURE DEPARTMENT
LAND ACKNOWLEDGMENT STATEMENT

We acknowledge that modern-day Phoenix is on the traditional lands of the Akimel O’Odham (Pima) and
the Tohono O’Odham and before that their ancestors (Hohokam) as well as the Piipaash (Maricopa). We
honor the elders of both past and present, as well as future generations that enable us to live here today.
Further, we acknowledge the sovereignty of the 22 Tribal Nations who continue to steward the lands that

make up the state of Arizona.
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GENERAL ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

WestLand Engineering & Environmental Services (WestLand) prepared this general Historic Properties
Treatment Plan at the request of the City of Phoenix under an on-call contract with the City Finance
Department. City Archaeologist Laurene Montero, Rebecca Hill of the City Archaeological Office, and
Lindsey Vogel-Teeter of the S’edav Va’aki Museum provided guidance on the content and organization of

this document and contributed critical reviews of the drafts.

Two Tribal consultation meetings were held during the early stages of drafting this document. The meetings
were held on March 16, 2023, and June 1, 2023, and included representatives from the Gila River Indian
Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community Tribal
Historic Preservation Office, the City of Phoenix Archaeology Office, the S’edav Va'aki Museum, and
WestLand. Perspectives, comments, and guidance received during these meetings were crucial to the

development of this plan.

Written comments were also received from the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation
Office, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office, the Pascua
Yaqui Tribal Historic Preservation Office, the Arizona State Museum, the Arizona State Historic
Preservation Office, and the Federal Aviation Administration in response to a consultation request from the
City of Phoenix on March 20, 2024. Additional written comments were received from the Hopi Tribe Tribal
Historic Preservation Office, the Pascua Yaqui Tribal Historic Preservation Office, the State Historic
Preservation Office, the Salt River Project, and the Bureau of Reclamation following a subsequent

consultation request from the City of Phoenix on June 13, 2024.
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

AAA Arizona Antiquities Act

ADOT Arizona Department of Transportation

ARHP Arizona Register of Historic Places

ARPA Archaeological Resources Protection Act

A.R.S. Arizona Revised Statute

A.R.S. §41-844 Arizona’s legal statute for the protection of all cultural resources, including but not

limited to human remains, funerary objects, sacred ceremonial objects, and objects
of national or Tribal patrimony, on state, municipal, and county land

A.R.S. § 41-865 Arizona’s legal statute for the protection of human remains and funerary objects on
private land

ASM Arizona State Museum

AZPDES Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

BDA Burial Discovery Agreement

CAO City [of Phoenix] Archaeology Office

CCC Civilian Conservation Corps

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

COP City of Phoenix

EOF End-of-fieldwork [report]

EPG Environmental Planning Group

F Fahrenheit

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

GIS Geographic Information Systems

GPS Global Positioning System

HPTP Historic Properties Treatment Plan

HSU Hand stripping unit

HUD Department of Housing and Urban Development

1-10 Interstate Highway 10

LSD Logan Simpson Design

MSU Mechanical stripping unit

NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NISP Number of identified specimens

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

OSL Optically Stimulated Luminescence

PMAP Pueblo Grande Village Mapping Project

SAR-OSL Single Aliquot Regeneration-Optical Stimulated Luminescence

SHPA Arizona State Historic Preservation Act

SHPO Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

SR State Route

SRP Salt River Project

SWCA SWCA, Inc., Environmental Consultants

TL Thermoluminescence

U.S.C. United States Code

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

UT™M Universal Transverse Mercator
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INTRODUCTION

This document presents a treatment plan to serve as a general guideline for small- to medium-sized
Arizona/National Register of Historic Places (A/NRHP) cultural resource eligibility testing, boundary extent
or identification testing, and Phase | and Phase Il data recovery projects for City of Phoenix (COP) projects
within a site, within a 250-foot buffer zone surrounding a site, or within a 50-foot buffer zone surrounding a
canal. The determination of when a project can be considered small or medium sized is subjective and will
be made in consultation with the City Archaeologist. Projects that may affect large areas of major
archaeological sites, multi-year projects, or projects at unusual sites may require a separate treatment
document. Other projects will use this Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP). The purpose of this
updated general HPTP is to ensure a consistent approach to the treatment of cultural resources in COP
projects and to streamline the historic preservation consultation process by identifying a set of approved
field and research methods for archaeological testing and data recovery for COP projects. For the purposes
of this document, the term “cultural resources” refers to prehistoric or historical archaeological sites or
objects. This HPTP was prepared by WestLand Engineering & Environmental Services (WestLand) under
an existing COP on-call archaeological services agreement (Contract No. 148354). The HPTP was
produced in coordination with Laurene Montero, COP Archaeologist (S’edav Va’aki Museum—formerly

known as Pueblo Grande Museum—Project No. 2021-069).

The HPTP is to be used for cultural resource investigations associated with all types of ground-disturbing
projects that may be conducted by various departments within the COP and applies to both prehistoric and
historical archaeological sites. The HPTP is intended to be used for COP-sponsored projects on COP-
owned land (including but not limited to Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD]-funded,
Federal Aviation Administration [FAA]-approved, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-permitted, and Federal
Highway Administration [FHWA]-funded projects), utility projects permitted by the COP in COP right-of-way,
projects involving COP-owned facilities inside and outside the COP boundary (e.g., Goodyear Airport), and
private developer projects within COP right-of-way or on private land (Figure 1). Examples of project types
include commercial/private development, commercial/recreational development (e.g., stadiums), affordable
housing, street or sidewalk improvements, waterline installations, COP facility utility upgrades, and COP

parks renovation and development (e.g., new ramadas, restrooms, and trailhead improvements).

The COP Archaeologist will determine if a specific project may use the HPTP or if a separate treatment
document is warranted (i.e., larger, more complex cultural resource investigations may require separate
treatment plans). A written request (email is sufficient) is required to use the HPTP, and a site-specific work
plan addendum is always required for each project. The addendum must consist of a completed General
Historic Properties Treatment Plan Addendum Form (Appendix A) and a figure showing the proposed
excavation plan. The figure is to include a key, scale, four Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) points,

and a north arrow.

WestLand Engineering & Environmental Services August 13, 2024 | Page 1






For the City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona — 3

Users of the HPTP are responsible for obtaining their own Arizona Antiquities Act (AAA) project-specific
permit from the Arizona State Museum (ASM), as applicable, as well as their own Burial Discovery
Agreement (BDA) from the ASM. Because repatriation requirements often change, this is important for all

projects.

The HPTP can be used by other agencies upon request and COP Archaeology Office (CAO) approval. The
COP Archaeologist will make the determination if the general HPTP’s methods and research design are
appropriate for the scope of the project and the resources to be impacted. Agencies commonly conducting
projects within the COP or surrounding areas include but are not limited to the Bureau of Reclamation, the
Federal Communications Commission, Salt River Project (SRP), and Valley Metro. Agencies are required
to submit a copy of the resulting technical report to the CAO either for review or as a courtesy, depending
on project specifics. Users of the HPTP are also responsible for obtaining the most recent guidelines for all
work conducted under this plan, including CAO guidelines, S’edav Va’aki Museum repository guidelines,

ASM and Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) guidelines, etc.

The project-specific Addendum Form and figure will be reviewed by the CAO, relevant agencies and Tribes,
where applicable, and appropriate individuals from the sponsoring COP department. Cultural resource

investigations may not commence until approval has been received from all applicable parties.

The methods and procedures outlined in this document meet all CAO standards and procedures, including
those in the City of Phoenix Guidelines for Archaeology (COP 2020a or subsequent updates) and the
Pueblo Grande Museum Archaeological Repository Guidelines (COP 2020b or most recent update).
Table 1 [next page] summarizes the municipal, state, and federal laws and the legal nexuses that trigger

compliance with them.

The methods presented herein are designed to comply with the COP Historic Preservation Ordinance
(Chapter 8, Section 802[B2]), administered by the CAO; the AAA (A.R.S. § 41-841, et seq.), administered
through the ASM Permits Office; A.R.S. § 41-844, administered by the ASM State Repatriation Office
(applies to all cultural resources including but not limited to human remains, funerary objects, sacred
ceremonial objects, and objects of national or Tribal patrimony encountered on municipal land; A.R.S.
§ 41-865 (applies to human remains and funerary objects encountered on private land); and the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (for projects with a federal nexus—FAA, FHWA, HUD, etc.). If there is no
federal or state nexus for eligibility determinations, the SHPO makes the formal determination of eligibility.
The methods and procedures outlined in this plan are designed to meet or exceed the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards and Guidelines for archaeological documentation (Federal Register 49 FR 44734-37)
as well as the reporting and fieldwork standards required by the SHPO and the ASM. This HPTP does not
address the historic preservation of standing historical buildings, structures, districts, or other standing
elements of the historical built environment. It does, however, address the treatment of subsurface

archaeological remains affiliated with those properties.
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Table 1. Applicable historic preservation laws and legal nexuses for COP projects?
COP AAA
Legal Nexus Cg:sttieo’ns’ §":{R_§gs (":’_';_‘gf‘g SHPA s::?(\)e ARPA | NAGPRA
802[B2 § 41-844
LAND OWNERSHIP
Private (within city limits) X X - - - - -
Municipal X - X - - - -
State X - X X - - -
County X - X - - - -
Federal X - - - X X X
. Fuomne |
Private X - - - - - -
Municipal X - - - - - -
State X - - X - - -
County X - - - - - -
Federal X - - - X - X

2Legal abbreviations:

e City of Phoenix Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 8, Section 802[B2])

e Arizona Revised Statute (A.R.S.) § 41-865: Arizona’s legal statute for the protection of human remains and funerary
objects on private land

e A.R.S. §41-844: Arizona’s legal statute for the protection of cultural resources on state, municipal, and county lands,
including human remains, funerary objects, sacred ceremonial objects, and objects of national or Tribal patrimony

e AAA: Arizona Antiquities Act, A.R.S. § 15-1631 and § 41-841, et seq.

e SHPA: Arizona State Historic Preservation Act, A.R.S. § 41-861, et seq.

e NHPA Section 106: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 54 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 306108

e ARPA: Archacological Resources Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. § 70aa—470mm

e NAGPRA: Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, 25 U.S.C. § 3001-3013. Although primarily applicable
for work on federal and Ttribal lands, human remains and cultural items recovered from private ot state land may be subject
to NAGPRA as a holding or collection.

Whereas this plan guides investigations that are in or near cultural resource sites, several additional guides
have been prepared to assist in more specific applications. Monitoring projects and discovery situations
should use the General Monitoring and Discovery Plan for the City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona

(Henderson 2020 or the most recently updated version).

City Archaeology Office Initiatives

An important initiative of the CAO is a pilot project called The Phoenix Mapping Archaeology Project
(PMAP). An ESRI file geodatabase data structure was created into which existing project data from S’edav
Va’aki were migrated (Mitchell et al. 2022). PMAP recorded archaeological projects conducted in the village
of S’edav Va’aki, both within and outside the former Pueblo Grande Museum and Archaeological Park—

now called the S’edav Va’aki Museum.

PMAP translated data from various formats, including analog (field notes, reports, etc.), ESRI shapefiles,
and computer-aided design maps, into a consistent format. This task is almost complete for features and

excavation areas, and the next step will be to include artifact and subfeature data.
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Based on the PMAP study, the CAO and a team of volunteers have expanded their efforts and are working
to standardize and incorporate archaeological excavation data from other ancestral village sites along the
lower Salt River Valley into a master geodatabase. A template has been created for these data so that

archaeologists can provide their results to the CAO in a compatible format.

The PMAP project will establish a consistent geodatabase structure for the storage and access of
archaeological spatial data for large village sites in the city of Phoenix. In addition to being a management
tool, the goals for this Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping project are similar to those research
goals described herein—specifically, to be used as an analytical tool for understanding settlement patterns
within and between prehistoric village sites. Another important goal is to provide content for potential S’edav

Va’aki Museum exhibits such as story maps and interactive computer maps.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The city of Phoenix is located in the Basin and Range physiographic province of Arizona, with the South
Mountains to the south, the Phoenix Mountains to the north, the Sierra Estrella Mountains to the southwest,
and the Superstition Mountains to the east. The Salt River is usually dry but flows east to west through the

valley. Elevations range from approximately 950 to 2,700 feet above mean sea level.

The area has a mean annual temperature of 72°Fahrenheit (F), a July maximum of 104.4°F, and a January
minimum of 41°F. Sunshine averages 86 percent of the possible days, with a January minimum of
78 percent and a June maximum of 94 percent. There are two rainfall seasons: the first during July and
August, with moisture from the Gulf of Mexico, off the west coast of Mexico, and in the Gulf of California,

and the second from November through March, with occasional storms from the Pacific Ocean.

Vegetation is a combination of the Lower Colorado River Valley subdivision—characterized by the creosote-
white bursage-salt bush series—and the Arizona Upland subdivision of the Sonoran Desertscrub—
characterized by the palo verde-cactus-mixed scrub series (Brown 1994). Destruction of riparian habitat
has occurred along the lower Salt River in all but a few areas, and native vegetation is rare due to
encroachment from the expansion and development of the city of Phoenix. There is also a great deal of
agriculture along the river. Faunal diversity has decreased markedly in the area for these same reasons,
with large numbers of remnant native species found only in some mountain enclaves (Darling 2005:2-1 to
2-2; Loendorf et al. 2011:9-11).

Many of the projects using this plan will be in urban settings in the city of Phoenix characterized by modern
development, clearing, and grading, although many still contain buried archaeological resources. Portions
of intact natural ground surface are still present in Phoenix, but a large amount of the city surface consists

of disturbed or developed land.
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CULTURAL SETTING

The cultural setting for the Phoenix area is discussed in the following sections and presented in Figure 2.

Pre-Paleoindian Period (ca. 11,500-10,000 B.C.)

The existence of a paleolithic occupation of the Americas has been debated—and often rejected—for
decades (Boldurian and Cotter 1999:1-3; Faught and Freeman 1998). Many purported early man sites
identified in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were hoaxes, and few sites older than 13,500
calibrated radiocarbon years before present (B.P.) have been securely dated or excavated by reputable
scholars (Faught and Freeman 1998:33-38). As careful stratigraphic excavation techniques and radio-
carbon dating demarcated the Clovis horizon during the 1930s through 1960s, the possibility of earlier

occupations was vigorously rejected.

Sites in Virginia (Cactus Hill), South Carolina (the Topper Site), Texas (Buttermilk Creek and Gault), and
Chile (Monte Verde) do seem to contain intact cultural deposits that date to before 13,500 B.P. (Collins
2005; Madsen 1999). However, purported southwestern pre-Clovis occupations at Sandia Cave, the Lucy
Site, and Hermit's Cave, all in New Mexico, are not generally accepted (Cordell and McBrinn 2012:108—
109). Recently, footprints were uncovered in New Mexico’s White Sands National Park that dated to 22,000
years ago (Bennett et al. 2020).

For southwestern Arizona and northern Mexico, Hayden (1976, 1998) revised the Malpais model based on
research in the Sierra Pinacate in northern Sonora. In that model, Hayden suggested that a recurrent
pattern of sites in a large geographic area of the Southwest could potentially predate Clovis (Heilen 2004:
307). Hayden based his model on heavily patinated stone tools and rock arrangements on the ground
surface and argued that these were as many as 40,000 years old. However, the artifacts are much like
regional Archaic period tools, and the dating of desert varnish on tools is controversial (Ballenger et al.
2017:210).

Paleoindian Period (10,000-7500 B.C.)

Paleoindian groups were highly mobile, following big game, as indicated by kill sites of late Pleistocene
megafauna associated with Clovis and Folsom projectile points (Faught and Freeman 1998; Huckell
1984a). The primary trait of the Clovis complex is a distinctive lanceolate spear point with a concave base,
longitudinal fluting, and lateral and marginal grinding (Slaughter 1992:7). Several Clovis sites have been
recorded in the upper San Pedro River Valley of southeastern Arizona, including AZ FF:9:1(ASM)
(formerly known as Naco), AZ EE:12:1(ASM) (formerly known as Lehner Ranch), and AZ EE:8:28(ASM)
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(formerly known as Murray Springs) (Faught and Freeman 1998:41). Elsewhere in Arizona, evidence of the
Clovis complex consists mainly of isolated Clovis points, examples of which have been found in the
St. Johns and Winslow areas (Faught and Freeman 1998:44; Neily 1985:10), near Safford (Seymour et al.
1997:1-8), near Globe (Johnson and Wasley 1966), and in the Phoenix Basin (North et al. 2005).

The Clovis complex was followed by the Folsom complex (Ballenger et al. 2017). Folsom points are also
lanceolate, fluted spear points but with fluting that extends the full length of the blade. In addition, the
margins of these points were retouched after fluting. In Arizona, Folsom points have been found only in
surface contexts on the Colorado Plateau and in the mountainous Mogollon Rim country (Faught and
Freeman 1998:45).

Plainview is a late Pleistocene or early Holocene Paleoindian complex found on the Colorado Plateau and
in the southern Basin and Range province. Plainview points and their subtypes include Meserve, Milnesand,
and Belen points. All these points resemble Clovis points in their basic configuration but are unfluted
(Faught and Freeman 1998:47). A Plainview point was discovered on the bajada of the Winchester

Mountains in the Sulphur Springs Valley (Carlson et al. 1989).

In the Phoenix Basin, evidence of a Paleoindian culture has been documented only through isolated finds
of projectile points (Crownover 1994; North et al. 2005). Huckell (1984b) and other scholars (Haynes and
Huckell 1986; Waters 1986) suggest that Paleoindian sites may have been buried or destroyed by natural
geomorphological processes. However, it is also possible that the environment of the Phoenix area was

not hospitable to Pleistocene megafauna, making it unattractive to early hunters.

Archaic Period (7500-200 B.C.)

Whether due to climate change, hunting by humans, or a combination of factors, the extinction of the large
Pleistocene mammals caused a change from an economy based on hunting large game to one based on
collecting a broad spectrum of wild plant foods and hunting small game. Those changes led to what archaeo-
logists call the Archaic period (Whittlesey et al. 2007), a period marked by an increase in the number of
archaeological sites in Arizona. Characteristics of the Archaic period include slab-lined storage pits, sleeping
circles, a change in projectile point forms, and ground stone tools for the processing of wild seeds (Mabry
and Faught 1998). The climate and environment during the Archaic period appear to have been much like
they are today. The Archaic in southern Arizona is known as the Cochise culture. Cochise artifacts include

projectile points mounted on spears, atlatl darts, and a variety of ground stone tools (Slaughter 1992).

The Archaic is divided into three periods: (1) Early, (2) Middle, and (3) Late. Archaeologists also refer to
the Late Archaic as the Late Archaic/Early Agricultural period, making a distinction between whether

cultigens were grown or not (Huckell 1995; Mabry 2008).
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The Early Archaic period (ca. 7500-3500 B.C.) is not well documented in southern Arizona (Huckell
1984b:137). Early Archaic groups occupied the region but in small numbers (Hall 2018). The material
culture during this period was characterized by tapering-stemmed projectile points comparable to Layton’s
(1979) Great Basin Stemmed series, including Lake Mohave, Jay, and Silver Lake points (Beck and Jones
1997; Huckell 1984b:190); rare ground stone implements, including simple, unshaped-cobble hand stones
and grinding slabs; percussion-flaked unifacial tools; and unworked marine shell (Mabry and Stevens 2000).
This period is equivalent to the Sulphur Spring stage of the Cochise culture as defined and described by
Sayles and Antevs (1941).

Confirmed Early Archaic sites are uncommon in southern Arizona (Mabry and Faught 1998). The deposits
at AZ Z:12:5(ASM) (formerly known as Ventana Cave), specifically the Volcanic Debris and Red Sand
strata, are perhaps the most well-preserved, studied, and documented Early Archaic materials in southern
Arizona (Haury 1975; Huckell and Haynes 2003). Although originally classified differently, it is now
recognized from tool forms, projectile point styles, and radiocarbon assays that these strata are attributable
to the Early Archaic period (Huckell 1996; Huckell and Haynes 2003; Lorentzen 1998). Artifacts from
AZ Z:12:5(ASM) include expedient unifacial scrapers, ovoid and domed scrapers, projectile points (several
early styles, including tapering-stemmed), a possible one-handed mano, marine shell, and a bone awl

(Haury 1975; Huckell and Haynes 2003).

In the Phoenix Basin, an Early Archaic occupation was found at AZ T:11:94(ASM) near the confluence of
the Gila and Salt rivers. Archaeologists discovered two pit structures and an extramural pit on the Blue
Point Terrace at the site (Graves et al. 2011; Hall 2018:58). Charcoal from the floor of one of the pit
structures returned radiocarbon dates of 5210-4940 cal B.c. and 45404400 cal B.c. (Graves et al.
2011:151). Charred wood from the floor of the other structure produced dates of 5040-4800 cal B.C., 5000—
4840 cal B.C., and 49604720 cal B.c. A more recent date range of 3970-3800 cal B.C. was returned by
charcoal from a thermal pit at the site. The findings at AZ T:11:94(ASM) are significant in that they show
that Early Archaic period people built habitation sites on preserved early and mid-Holocene alluvial
landforms along the Salt River floodplain (Graves et al. 2011:153). Other Early Archaic period sites might

be found on other, similar landforms.

An Early Archaic presence was also identified in Tempe. A thermal pit (Feature 14) from the Tempe Depot
Project (at the Tempe Historic Townsite — AZ U:9:309[ASM]) was dated to 4120-3550 B.C. through Single
Aliquot Regeneration-Optical Stimulated Luminescence (SAR-OSL) dating. A radiocarbon date range of
4681-4493 cal B.C. from charcoal from that same feature suggests that the charcoal was from old wood
predating the use of the pit (Hackbarth 2022:91). Radiocarbon dating of combined charcoal from two
charcoal concentrations at AZ U:9:309(ASM) returned a date range of 5208—4961 B.c. However, SAR-OSL
dates of 3785+ 260B.C. and 3935+ 290B.c. were obtained for samples taken near the charcoal
concentrations (Fertelmes and Hackbarth 2022:569).
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The transition to the Middle Archaic period (3500-1500 B.C.) was marked by population shifts in response
to the environmental stresses of the Altithermal Interval, a period once coined as the “great drought” (Antevs
1983). Arid desert basins were abandoned, and highlands were increasingly occupied, with populations
aggregating near reliable water sources. This hot, dry period peaked around 4000 B.c. (Mabry 1998a), with
reliable precipitation and moderately cooler temperatures returning to southern Arizona by 2500 B.c. The
number of Middle Archaic sites in southern Arizona reflects an increasing occupation of the region following
the Altithermal Interval (Dart 1986; Douglas and Craig 1986; Gregory 1999; Huckell 1984b; Whalen 1975).
Middle Archaic period site types include long-term bajada base camps, seasonally occupied bajada camps,
floodplain sites, montane hunting camps, small plant- or game-processing sites, rock shelters, and lithic

quarry sites.

Although some Middle Archaic period populations were highly mobile, integrating diverse and far-ranging
environments into their annual procurement ranges (Shackley 1996), others appear to have been practicing
limited patterns of mobility, which Freeman (1999) points to as the early evolutionary stage of Late Archaic

period semi-sedentism.

Projectile points diagnostic of the Middle Archaic period consist of San Jose/Pinto, Chiricahua, and Gypsum
styles. San Jose/Pinto points have yielded radiocarbon dates ranging from 3900 to 2000 B.c. (Mabry 1998a:
68). The Cortaro point also appears during the Middle Archaic period, but its temporal range includes the
Late Archaic period (Gregory 1999; Roth and Huckell 1992). Features from Middle Archaic period sites
include basin-shaped hearths, roasting pits, ground stone caches, rock alignments, domestic living
surfaces, flexed and extended inhumations, cairn mortuary features, and rock art (Freeman 1999; Huckell
1996:342).

In Phoenix, archaeologists identified a Middle Archaic period occupation at AZ U:5:33(ASM) (formerly
known as the Last Ditch Site) (Hall 2018). More than 200 features at the site dated to the Middle Archaic
period (Hall 2018; Phillips et al. 2001; Rogge 2011), including two pit structures and numerous thermal pits.
Radiocarbon dates from the features clustered around 2900-2300 cal B.c. and 2500-1900 cal B.c. (Hall
2018:59). The Middle Archaic period component of AZ T:7:419(ASM) (formerly known as Falcon Landing)
consisted of over 700 features, including house-in-pit-style pit structures (Hall 2018; Hall and Wegener
2017; Wegener and Hall 2017). The site represents intermittent, seasonal occupation over thousands of
years. The main activity at the site appears to have been the processing of wild plants, especially mesquite
(Hall 2018:59).

The Late Archaic/Early Agricultural period is currently divided into the San Pedro phase (1200-800 B.C.)
and the Cienega phase (800 B.C.—A.D. 50). The phase between 1500 and 1200 B.C. has yet to be named,
but archaeologists are increasingly referring to the time between the Middle Archaic and the San Pedro
phase as the Silverbell Interval (Vint 2017:52; Whittlesey 2015). During the Late Archaic/Early Agricultural
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period, sedentary agriculture began, at least along the Santa Cruz River in the Tucson Basin (Gregory
1999, 2001; Mabry 1998b; Mabry et al. 1997). Residents of that area constructed pit structures and grew
corn. A carbon-14 (14C) date of 3145+ 50B.P. was obtained for a maize kernel fragment from
AZ AA:12:736(ASM) (formerly known as the Valley Farms Site) (Roth and Ahlstrom 2000). Irrigation
agriculture was also being practiced during the Late Archaic/Early Agricultural period (Hesse and Lascaux
2005). It is becoming increasingly evident that Late Archaic/Early Agricultural period populations were more
sedentary than archaeologists had previously believed (Doyel and Fish 2000; Gregory 2001; Mabry 1998b;
Mabry and Archer 1997). Settlement patterns were expressed in a dichotomy between upland and riverine
resource zones, with relatively permanent habitation sites located near water sources and smaller, limited-
activity sites located in the uplands (Roth 1992; Whalen 1971). Based on work conducted near the Phoenix
Convention Center (AZ T:12:70[ASM] [formerly known as Pueblo Patricio]), Archaic deposits may remain

intact within a prehistoric soil horizon developed approximately 3,000 to 4,000 years ago (Hackbarth 2010).

Material culture included ground stone artifacts; flaked stone, bone, and utilitarian items; shell and bone
ornaments; and a suite of possible ritual paraphernalia such as fired-clay figurines (Chenault 2016; Stinson
2005), beads, pipes, cornucopia-shaped objects, sherds from small, baseball-shaped bowls, crystals,
ground stone disks, and stone trays (Mabry 2008:Table 1.2; Whittlesey et al. 2007). Projectile points

included side- or corner-notched San Pedro points and Empire points (Stevens and Sliva 2002).

Archaeologists have investigated Late Archaic/Early Agricultural period components at AZ U:5:33(ASM)
(Hall 2018), AZ T:7:419(ASM), and AZ U:11:7(ASM) (formerly known as Finch Camp). The last site was a
large, multicomponent, nonriverine site located along the southeastern edge of the Phoenix Basin (Hall
2018; Wegener et al. 2011). Features found at the site included structures, pits, mortuary features, and a
reservoir. Archaeologists also recovered some of the earliest utilitarian pottery in the Southwest.
Subsistence evidence indicates that the site’s occupants gathered wild plants and hunted artiodactyls in
the upland zones near the site. This direct access to the uplands is not evident at AZ U:5:33(ASM) (Hall
2018) or AZ T:7:419(ASM) (Wegener and Hall 2017). Existing evidence suggests that Phoenix Basin
Archaic populations did not adopt maize agriculture or farming techniques until much later than Archaic

period groups in the Tucson Basin (Hall 2018:56).

Early Ceramic Period (200 B.C.—A.D. 450)

The Early Ceramic period in the Phoenix Basin is represented by the Red Mountain phase. Doyel (1991a)
and Dean (1991) placed the end of the phase at A.D. 300, but absolute dates (as summarized in Mabry
2000) indicate that the phase continues to A.D. 450. The Red Mountain phase has been suggested as a
bridge between the Archaic and the Hohokam cultures (Cable and Doyel 1987), and archaeologists have

hypothesized that Late Archaic/Early Agricultural sites in the Tucson Basin led to the Red Mountain phase
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in the Phoenix area (Mabry 2000:38). Traits of the Red Mountain phase include houses of numerous shapes
(Hackbarth 2019; Mabry 2000), flexed inhumation mortuary features, basin metates, large, corner-notched
projectile points (Doyel 1991a), clay figurines, and sand-tempered plain brown pottery (Crown 1991b). In
the Phoenix Basin, Red Mountain phase components have been identified at AZ U:10:2(ASU) (formerly
known as the Red Mountain Site), AZ T:12:70(ASM) (Cable and Doyel 1985, 1987; Hackbarth 2010;
Henderson 1995; Morris 1969), AZ U:9:68(ASM) (formerly known as La Cuenca del Sedimento) along the
Salt River in modern Tempe (Henderson 1989), AZ U:5:33(ASM) (Hackbarth 2001, 2019), and possibly
AZ T:12:69(ASM) (formerly known as Block 39) (Montero and Hackbarth 1992). A large number of Red
Mountain phase features were also found at AZ U:11:7(ASM) along the southeastern edge of the Phoenix

Basin (Wegener et al. 2011).

Excavations at AZ T:12:70(ASM) for the Phoenix Convention Center Project revealed site structure for the
Red Mountain phase that had not been previously identified. The pattern consisted of two contemporaneous
houses situated beside each other with both entries facing southeast. Extramural hearths and metates
were located in a work area in front of the houses (Hackbarth 2010:219, 2019). Structures dating to the
Red Mountain phase exhibit a diversity of house shapes, circular being the most common (Hackbarth
2019:52).

Hohokam (A.D. 450-1450)

The O’Odham people are the lineal descendants of the people whom archaeologists refer to as “Hohokam”
and are connected to Hohokam material culture (Loendorf and Lewis 2017), and the Piipaash people are
the descendants of the people whom archaeologists refer to as “Patayan” and are connected to Patayan
material culture. The O’Odham recognize the Hohokam as Huhugam. Huhugam refers to the deceased

ancestors and is not the same as the archaeological term Hohokam (Archaeology Southwest 2020).

The Hohokam appeared in the archaeological record in what is now central and southern Arizona at about
A.D. 450. Once thought to have originated in Mesoamerica (Haury 1976), current evidence indicates that
the Hohokam culture was the result of in situ populations developing from an Archaic base (Cable and
Doyel 1987; Doyel 1991a; Foster and Woodson 2002:25; Wallace 1997; Wallace et al. 1995; Wilcox 1979)
but with strong similarities to northwestern Mexican cultures (Cobb et al. 1999:170; Nelson et al. 2017).
Excavations of Early Agricultural period villages have aided in the rethinking of earlier interpretations of the
origin of the Hohokam (Doyel and Fish 2000:7). Nevertheless, the Hohokam did share many similarities
with cultures to the south, such as figurines, platform mounds, ballcourts, and copper bells (Foster and
Woodson 2002:25), and at present there is no consensus as to when or how these traits were adopted by
the Hohokam (Kelley 1966; Mathien and McGuire 1986; Nelson 1986; Wilcox 1991a; Wilcox and Sternberg
1983).
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The Hohokam regional system once encompassed an area between 73,000 km? (Bayman 2001:257) and
80,000 km? (Abbott et al. 2007:461) and occupied an extensive portion of central and southern Arizona.
Many researchers agree that the core of the Hohokam regional system was the Phoenix Basin.
Archaeologists have traditionally divided the Hohokam chronology into two main periods: (1) pre-Classic
and (2) Classic. A third period, the post-Classic/Protohistoric period (A.D. 1450-1690) covers the time

following the Classic period until the arrival of the Spanish in the Southwest.

Pioneer Period (A.D. 450-750)

The Pioneer period consists of three phases: the Vahki, Estrella/Sweetwater, and Snaketown. During the
Vahki phase (A.D. 450-650), two types of structures were built: (1) large, square houses and (2) small,
rectangular structures (Cable et al. 1985; Haury 1976). Pithouses throughout the Hohokam Pioneer period
in Phoenix (as well as the Colonial and Sedentary periods) were typically of the type referred to as houses in
pits (Haury 1976). Ceramics produced during the Vahki phase were manufactured by the paddle-and-anvil
and coil-and-scrape methods and consisted of plain brown wares, polished red wares, and red-on-gray
wares (Crown 1991a). Ground stone palettes, turquoise mosaics, human figurines, and shell jewelry were
all present during the Vahki phase (Cable and Doyel 1987; Gladwin et al. 1937). Exchange systems appear
to have been in place during this period, with Neily and Cogswell (2007:8) noting that the “presence of
some intrusive elements, including shell and turquoise, at principal settlements such as Snaketown
suggests the development of regional interaction patterns.” Mortuary features were primarily inhumations
but included cremations in pits or trenches, with cremations becoming dominant by the early Colonial period
(Doyel 1991a:239).

Many Hohokam chronologies now combine the Estrella and Sweetwater phases into a single phase
(Estrella/Sweetwater phase, A.D. 650—700) (Abbott 2009; Henderson 2002). Differences between Estrella
Red-on-gray and Sweetwater Red-on-gray pottery are difficult to discern (Cable and Doyel 1987:42), and

these ceramics are often lumped together as Pioneer period gray ware.

Beginning in the Snaketown phase (A.D. 700-750), pithouses increased in size and were square to rectangular
in shape. Patterning of house clusters became apparent (Doyel 1991a). Production of buff ware ceramics
using the paddle-and-anvil method began in the Snaketown phase. Large-scale irrigation systems were
introduced (Wilcox and Shenk 1977), and cremation became the preferred method of interring the deceased.

Ground stone palettes, turquoise mosaics, clay figurines, and shell jewelry continued to be produced.

Colonial Period (A.D. 750-950)

The Colonial period follows the Pioneer period and is divided into the Gila Butte (A.D. 750-850) and Santa

Cruz (A.D. 850-950) phases. It was during this period that Hohokam influence spread beyond the Phoenix
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Basin to northern and southern Arizona. Ballcourts first appeared, possibly reflecting changes to social
structure and possibly influenced by Mesoamerica (Doyel 1980, 1991a; Wilcox 1991a, 1991b; Wilcox and
Sternberg 1983). These were likely a facilitator for the far-reaching trade that expanded during this era
(Abbott et al. 2007). Not all villages had ballcourts, however, suggesting unequal access to ritual behavior
along with certain goods and services. Currently, 228 ballcourts are known from 194 sites in the Southwest,

with the largest concentration located in the Phoenix Basin (Craig and Woodson 2017:333; Marshall 2001).

Ritual paraphernalia of all kinds increased during the Colonial period. Changes in ritual behavior can also
be seen in an increase in the frequency of cremation mortuary features, suggesting a fundamental change
in mortuary beliefs. Village size in the Phoenix Basin increased, and new sites were established. Pithouses—
mainly of the house in pit variety—were built in clusters, with doorways facing a common, extramural area.
Canal systems expanded. Red-on-buff pottery reached an artistic apex during the Santa Cruz phase, with
intricate design motifs that included curvilinear scrolls and the portrayal of humans, birds, insects, and
quadrupeds. Exchange networks expanded, and material from non-local sources continued to be imported,

including shell for ornaments, obsidian and other fine-grained stone for tools, and copper bells (Vargas 1995).

Numerous villages were established throughout the region during the Colonial period (Craig and Woodson
2017), including in peripheral areas along secondary drainages where canal irrigation was not possible or

was less substantial than along the Salt and Gila rivers.

Sedentary Period (A.D. 950-1075)

The Sedentary period (A.D. 950-1075) consists of just the Sacaton phase. At one time, archaeologists
proposed the Santan phase for the late Sedentary period (Gladwin 1928; Gladwin et al. 1937). And while
the Santan phase appears to be increasingly accepted by researchers, most now place it in the early Classic
period rather than the Sedentary (Abbott 2023; Doyel 2023:97).

During the Sedentary period, sites became larger, and many villages had communal plazas and ballcourts.
Larger villages often had more than one ballcourt (Craig and Woodson 2017:335). There was also an
increase in the number of cemeteries at sites, suggesting changing intrasite social boundaries and
dynamics wherein smaller social groups consisting of four or five households became the primary social
unit (Wilcox and Sternberg 1983:236). Pithouses were larger, with some elliptical and others rectangular in
plan. Hohokam canal systems were modified and enlarged to their greatest extent. The Hohokam
constructed the largest canal irrigation system in the New World north of Peru. Archaeologists estimate that
Hohokam canals could have irrigated up to 70,000 acres (28,000 ha) of agricultural fields (Woodson
2016:4). Individual Hohokam canal systems consisted of groups of canals with a common headgate location
(Lyons et al. 2011:375) and irrigated fields and settlements spread alongside the canals (Hunt et al.

2005:440-441). There were numerous canal systems on the Salt River in the Phoenix Basin (see Figure 3

August 13, 2024



16 — Updated General Historic Properties Treatment Plan

below), including four main systems: System 1 and the Lehi System, located south of the Salt River, and
System 2 and the Scottsdale System, located north of the river (Abbott et al. 2003:7; Hunt et al. 2005). The
Scottsdale System is located within the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and is not shown in
Figure 3. In addition to those four main systems, Howard and Woodson (2018:Figure 7) illustrate two other
systems north of the river—the Colinas and Tolleson systems—and three systems south of the river—the
Primero, Laveen, and Viejo systems. Caseldine (2020a) identified many more systems, especially south of
the Salt River.

During the Sedentary period, the distinctive Gila Shoulder first appeared on some ceramics; however, there
was a general drop-off in the quality of pottery manufacturing. Red wares increased in number, and shell
etching became widespread. Trade networks continued to flourish (Crown 1991a, 1991b; Doyel 1991a,
1991b), and copper bells, obsidian, marine shell, and non-local ceramics attest to trade with several different
cultural groups, including groups from western and northwestern Mexico (Caseldine 2020b; Craig and
Woodson 2017), Kayenta and Cibola Pueblo groups, Mountain and Mimbres Mogollon, Dragoon,
Trincheras, Yuman, and coastal California groups (Doyel 1991a:252). Ballcourts likely formed the nexus of
trade networks. By the end of the Sedentary period, numerous sites were abandoned, and the Hohokam
population appears to have congregated in the Phoenix Basin. The ballcourt system ceased to operate
during this period, and most ballcourts appear to have fallen out of use by A.D. 1070 (Craig and Woodson
2017:328). Doyel (2023:85) places the start of platform mound construction during the Sedentary period at

approximately A.D. 1000.

Classic Period (A.D. 1075-1450)

Doyel (2000) suggested adding the Santan phase to the Hohokam sequence during the Classic period for
the period between A.D. 1075 and 1150 rather than to the Sedentary period. Both Doyel (2023:97) and
Abbott (2023) place the Santan phase in the early Classic period. This phase is based on changes in
settlement patterns, architecture, mortuary patterns, material culture, and ideology. However, no single-
component Santan phase site has been identified (Doyel 2000:225), making the identification of traits for
this phase problematic. At approximately A.D. 1050 to 1075, several major villages, including
AZ U:13:1(ASM) (formerly known as Snaketown) and AZ AA:2:2(ASM) (formerly known as Grewe), were
depopulated, and the ballcourt network ceased to operate (Clark and Abbott 2017; Craig and Woodson
2017:340). The reasons for this remain unclear. This depopulation does not appear to have happened at
most sites along the Salt River. Occupations shifted locations within the site boundaries over time, but

large-scale depopulation is not apparent.

During the Santan phase, residential architecture consisted of pithouses. Public architecture was

constructed of post-reinforced adobe walls (Doyel 2000:226) and included vertical-walled, rectangular
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platform mounds. Santan Red-on-buff jars were short with straight rims, and the design field between the
jar body and the jar neck was separated by a wavy line that encircled the neck. Painted designs varied from

the red/maroon of Sacaton to the faint red or pink of Casa Grande Red-on-buff (Doyel 2000:228).

The Soho phase (A.D. 1150—-1300) marks the beginning of the traditionally recognized Classic period, with
red ware ceramics becoming more prevalent than red-on-buff ceramics and inhumations increasingly
preferred (Doyel 1974). During the Soho phase, narrow-walled adobe structures were built for the first
time (Abbott and Foster 2003:29; Doyel 1981). Houses and mounds were enclosed within adobe-walled
compounds. Ballcourts were replaced by large platform mounds topped with elevated rooms (Doyel
1991a; Eighmy and McGuire 1989; Haury 1976). The function of these rooms remains unclear, but they
appear to have served a variety of purposes in different contexts, including as elite residences (Wilcox
1991a), ceremonial mounds, and administrative centers (Abbott 2023; Ciolek-Torrello 2023; Rice et al.
2023).

During the Civano phase (A.D. 1300-1375), adobe structures became more common, Salado polychrome
ceramics were prevalent, red-on-buff pottery became scarce to non-existent, and inhumations continued to
be the most common mortuary treatment (Doyel 1974, 1981). These mortuary features were often placed
in rows within cemetery areas (Hackbarth 2012a). There is some evidence that each canal system was
controlled by a large village that managed and maintained it as part of a closed community (Abbott 2000).
Toward the end of the Classic period, smaller sites were abandoned as the population aggregated into
large village centers. This aggregation is thought to be the result of the need for agricultural intensification
(Cable and Mitchell 1989), to better administer the water in the canal systems (Gregory and Nials 1985;
Nicholas and Neitzel 1984), and to counter the deterioration of the environment (Masse 1991; Weaver
1972). Other explanations include warfare (Doelle and Wallace 1991), migration (Masse 1980; Schroeder
1965, 1966), and a shift in the belief system that had resulted in the change from ballcourts to platform

mounds as places of ritual (Wilcox and Sternberg 1983).

Some researchers regard the Polvoron phase (A.D. 1375-1450) as the last phase of the Classic period;
others, as post-Classic (Crown and Sires 1984; Sires 1984). Subject to debate (Chenault 1996, 2000;
Henderson and Hackbarth 2000), this phase appears to correspond to a decrease in population and a
return to pithouses rather than adobe structures (Crown and Sires 1984), although some adobe rooms may
have been reused. Courtyard groups appear to have consisted of paired structures (Gregory 1988). Polvoron
phase sites exhibit higher frequencies of obsidian and red ware ceramics and a reduction in buff ware
ceramics (Doyel 1991a; Sires 1984). Polvorén phase components have been identified at several Phoenix
area sites, including AZ U:9:1(ASM) (S’edav Va’aki) (formerly known as Pueblo Grande) (Abbott and Foster
2003), AZ T:12:47(ASM) (formerly known as Pueblo Salado) (Chenault 1996), AZ T:12:36(ASM) (formerly
known as Casa Buena) (Howard 1988a), and AZ T:12:256(ASM) (formerly known as Grand Canal Ruin)
(Cable and Mitchell 1989).
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Post-Classic/Protohistoric Period (A.D. 1450-1690)

The date range of the post-Classic/Protohistoric period is much debated in the Southwest (Gilpin and
Phillips 1998; Ravesloot and Whittlesey 1987; Wells 2006; Woodson 2002). Consequently, a definitive
timeline for the period has yet to be established. Some reasons for this uncertainty are the lack of
recognized post-Classic/Protohistoric period sites in the archaeological record and the various times at
which the Spanish occupied different portions of the Southwest. (Spanish occupation traditionally marks
the beginning of the Historic period.) The Spanish presence in what is now Arizona was established by
A.D. 1700. Much of the material culture that is the hallmark of the Hohokam expression has not been well
documented by archaeology after A.D. 1450, and post-A.D. 1450 sites are elusive and have not been
recognized for what they are. Exceptions to this are found in continuities between Classic period Hohokam
projectile points and Historic period O’Odham points (Loendorf 2012, 2014). Although many aspects of
material culture and land use changed over time, the Hohokam are considered the lineal ancestors of the
modern O'Odham.

During the 250 years between the Prehistoric and Historic periods, major changes occurred in the Phoenix
Basin. The large Hohokam villages were replaced by the small homesteads of the O’'Odham, and large-
scale irrigation was replaced by floodwater and dry-farming agriculture (Wells 2006). Based on the
accounts of Spanish explorers such as de Niza, Kino, and Coronado, ethnographic research (Castetter
and Bell 1942; Ezell 1983; Russell 1908), and modern archaeological survey and excavations (Gasser et
al. 1990; Wells 2006; Woodson 2002), life during this period consisted of self-sufficient, autonomous
families living in rancheria-style households (Ezell 1983; Gasser et al. 1990; Wells 2006:8). Diagnostic
artifacts include “Sobaipuri” projectile points and “Sobaipuri” plain, Pima Plain, Pima Red, and Pima Red-
on-buff pottery (Wells 2006). Unifacial tools may have also been important (Brew and Huckell 1987; Masse
1981).

Historic Period (A.D. 1690-1974)

Native Americans

In addition to the O’Odham, who are the lineal descendants of the Hohokam, the Yaqui, Zuni, and Hopi
claim association with the prehistoric cultural resources in the Phoenix Basin. There are believed to have
been multi-ethnic interactions among the Hohokam, Yuman groups, Hopi, Zuni, and northwestern Mexican
groups (Dongoske et al. 1997; Ferguson and Lomaomvaya 1999; Ferguson and Lyons 2003; Fish and Fish
2022:116, 2023; Hill et al. 2015; Nelson et al. 2017; Shaul and Andreson 1989; Shaul and Hill 1998; Teague
2009).
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In the mid-1800s, the Akimel O’Odham rebuilt parts of the Hohokam canal systems along the middle Gila
River. Yaquis also helped build the canals during the latter part of the 1800s (Fish and Fish 2022:120).
Canals in the Phoenix area were constructed with labor provided by members of the Akimel O’Odham,
Tohono O’Odham, Piipaash, Yuma, Yaqui, and Apache Tribes (Jones 1960; Jensen et al. 1998; Fish and
Fish 2022).

Spanish Exploration and Euroamerican Settlement

Spanish explorers first entered Arizona during Fray Marcos de Niza’s 1539 expedition and again the
following year during the Coronado expedition. The forces of Spanish colonization, exemplified by the
establishment of presidios to secure and control the region, present a unifying and common historical thread
that intricately links Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, and California and contributed significantly to the
trajectory of the development of the southwestern United States. Systematic Spanish exploration and
documentation of Arizona, however, did not begin until the 1690s. At this time, Spanish explorers reported
the presence of small O’Odham and Piipaash communities along the Gila River and within the Phoenix
Basin (ASM 2023a; Doyel 1991a:263, 267; Hallenback 1983). Circa 1750, O’'Odham communities began
growing wheat and other crops in canal- and ditch-irrigated fields along the Gila River (Doyel 1991a:267).
From the late 1840s through the late 1860s, the most substantial Native American agricultural communities,
named Pima and Maricopa villages by the Spanish, were located approximately 15 miles south of
downtown Phoenix, where verdant fields of corn, wheat, pumpkins, and melons were grown and sold to
incoming American soldiers, settlers, and travelers (Doyel 1991a:267; Nelson 2020:129). In 1848, the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo brought the future location of the city of Phoenix under the control of the
United States, and in 1854 the United States acquired the remaining southern half of Arizona under the
Gadsden Purchase. With ownership of the new lands secured, Anglo-American settlers entered the Arizona

Territory to prospect for precious minerals, farm, and raise livestock.

The United States Army established Camp McDowell in 1865 along the Verde River, northeast of the future
Phoenix townsite, to protect established travel routes from Apache raiding. Camp McDowell required
supplies, including hay for livestock and grain for the enlisted men, and in 1867 the U.S. Army contracted
John Y. T. Smith to harvest wild hay along the Salt River. Smith hired John William (Jack) Swilling, a former
confederate turned Union Army scout, experienced freighter, and entrepreneur, to assist him (Luckingham
2016:13—15; Vandermeer 2012:14). Swilling saw the potential of the Hohokam-constructed network of
irrigation canals and ditches along the Salt River and organized the Swilling Irrigation and Canal Company
to repurpose them for modern use. Having secured a workforce of 16 miners from Wickenburg, Swilling set
to work clearing and repairing the Hohokam canals. With a small field system established, more Anglo-

American farmers moved into the valley.
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As was typical with most early settlements, individuals and corporations chose to settle near reliable
sources of water. The federal government encouraged these settlements through congressional action,
including granting “Ditch and Canal Owners” right-of-way across public lands in 1866, followed by the
Desert Land Act of 1877, which sought to promote the irrigation of desert lands throughout the West, and
finally the passage of the Federal Reclamation Act of 1902 (Steeley and Gilpin n.d.). This act established
the Reclamation Service (renamed the Bureau of Reclamation in 1923), which designated the Salt River
Valley as a collector for the SRP, one of its first five demonstration projects in the arid West (Steeley and
Gilpin n.d.). The largest historical project under this program, which was begun in 1905 and completed in
1911, was the Roosevelt Dam, named after then President Theodore Roosevelt. The dam became one of

the chief sources of power and water for Phoenix and helped promote the city’s later development.

Establishment of the Phoenix Townsite

By 1870, approximately 200 people were living in the Salt River Valley and calling for an official townsite.
Several locations were suggested, one of which was Swilling’s homestead in eastern Phoenix, but it was
John T. Alsap, a Yavapai County representative in the Territorial Legislature, who successfully proposed a
small, gridded area bound by the present-day locations of Van Buren Street to the north, railroad tracks to
the south, 7th Street to the east, and 7th Avenue to the west (Luckingham 2016:16—19; Vandermeer
2012:15). The early townsite included the first cemetery in Phoenix, established in 1871, located within the
confines of present-day city Blocks 57 and 58 (Hackbarth 2013:12—-13). The townsite was named Phoenix,
a reference to the resurrection of the prehistoric canal systems that furnished the community with water
(Luckingham 2016:16—19; Vandermeer 2012:15). The naming of the townsite is credited to Phillip “Lord”
Darrell Duppa, an Englishman who established a homestead at what is now 116 W. Sherman Street, just
west of 1st Avenue. The first Anglo and Mexican American farmers in Phoenix grew alfalfa, wheat, barley,
turnips, beets, onions, potatoes, and lettuce as well as traditional Native American crops like squash and
beans. Many of the new Anglo-American settlers, including Adam, Walter, Sawyer, Hoague, Larsen, and
Vandermark, in the Salt River Valley had come from the Midwest and East Coast and expressed a desire
to “civilize” the desert (Henderson 2016). They began planting ash, poplar, willow, and cottonwood trees,
which not only provided shade but an Eastern aesthetic to the growing southwestern town (Vandermeer
2012:16-19).

In the early years of the townsite, because of its isolation and the high cost of shipping, buildings were
constructed using locally available materials, primarily adobe and sun-dried clay. Anglo-American
Phoenicians and city boosters seeking to promote a more urban image of the community decided to replace
the traditional adobe and clay structures with architectural forms that would appeal to Eastern sensibilities.
This was achieved in 1879 with the construction of a fired-brick factory and the arrival of the Southern

Pacific Railroad in Maricopa, a station 25 miles south of Phoenix from where passengers and freight could
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continue their trip by wagon road (Garrison et al. 1989:8; Vandermeer 2012:25). In 1886, a spur line
between Phoenix and Maricopa was completed, making travel easier and reducing shipping costs for
building materials (Luckingham 2016:22; Vandermeer 2012:25). At this time, brick became the preferred
building material for new homes, businesses, and schools. The popularity of brick was reinforced by fires
that swept through the townsite in 1885 and 1886, leading to a ban on wooden structures in the town center.
In 1891, yet another fire damaged many of the adobe buildings that still remained from the earlier decades.
Phoenix’s Anglo-American residents welcomed new Victorian architectural styles derived from the Eastern
United States, including Queen Anne, French Second Empire, and Victorian Eclectic (Vandermeer 2012:
25-27). With many of the original southwestern-style buildings gone, city officials claimed Phoenix as a
progressive oasis in the Sonoran Desert filled with Victorian architecture and manicured landscaping. As
the community developed, the City Council decided to move the cemetery located at Blocks 57 and 58 to
free up land for residential, commercial, and warehouse spaces. This removal was declared complete in
1887, with the burials reinterred near the present-day Pioneer and Military Memorial Park at Neahr’s
Addition along Fourteenth Avenue and Jefferson Street (Hackbarth 2013:12—-13). In 2012, Logan Simpson
Design (LSD) conducted archaeological data recovery in Block 58 in preparation for anticipated construction.
Following data recovery, in 2013, historical graves that had been missed during the relocation of the
cemetery in the nineteenth century were encountered during construction monitoring and were documented

and recovered by LSD (Sticha 2013).

Ethnic Communities in Phoenix

The ethnic makeup of Phoenix in the nineteenth century was roughly split between Anglo-Americans and
Mexican Americans but also included small Chinese, African American, and Native American enclaves
(Vandermeer 2012:24). In 1890, approximately 200 Chinese men lived in an area bounded by Madison,
Jefferson, and Second streets (Luckingham 2016:34). The earliest African American community in Phoenix
was located in the area bounded by Van Buren to the north, the Southern Pacific to the south, Central
Avenue to the west, and 24th Street to the east (Dean and Reynolds 2004:33). Later, in the early twentieth
century, additional African American communities formed south of Grant and north of the Salt River
between 7th and 19th avenues and south of the Salt River and north of Southern Avenue between 16th
and 28th streets (Dean and Reynolds 2004). During the Great Depression of the 1930s, Phoenix’s African
American population increased rapidly as both urban and rural people left the eastern states looking for
work. A new subdivision for African Americans was developed in 1931 on east Jefferson Street between
19th and 20th streets (Dean and Reynolds 2004:33). Between the 1930s and 1960s, The Negro Motorist
Green-Book was published to help African Americans find safe lodging, services, and entertainment across
America, including in Phoenix. The safe locations advertised in the Green Book clustered in and around

these African American neighborhoods (Library of Congress 2023).
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In 1878, members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Latter-day Saints) from Idaho and
Utah established Mesa City to the east of Phoenix. The community was officially incorporated as Mesa in
1883, and like their Phoenician neighbors, the Latter-day Saints farmers used the prehistoric Hohokam
canal systems to irrigate their fields (Luckingham 2016:22). Native Americans generally did not live in the
city prior to the construction of the Phoenix Indian School. While the O’Odham and Piipaash communities
to the south had once traded with Anglo-American settlers, tensions rose during the 1870s as Anglo-
Americans accused the Native American communities of trespassing in their fields and stealing crops and
cattle. Despite the accusations, Anglo-American flour mill operators in Phoenix readily purchased grain
from O’Odham and Piipaash farmers, and throughout the 1880s O’Odham and Piipaash came to Phoenix
to sell surplus crops, wheat, and firewood and purchase Anglo-American-manufactured goods and textiles.
Many Anglo-American Phoenicians complained that the O’Odham and Piipaash people visiting the city
were disorderly, prompting the city in 1881 to pass an ordinance making it illegal for any Native Americans
to remain in the city overnight and stipulating a dress code for city visitors (Luckingham 2016:33; Trennert
1993:55). Whereas the daily O’Odham visitors were regarded as somewhat of a nuisance by many Anglo-
American Phoenicians, the Latter-day Saints of Mesa readily welcomed Native American visitation as they

could not legally proselytize on the reservations (Trennert 1993:54-55).

The relationship between Phoenix Anglo-Americans and Native Americans changed when the Phoenix
Indian School opened in September 1891, with 41 O’Odham and Piipaash boys in attendance. The school
was situated just 2 miles north of the city proper. Phoenicians welcomed the new school for the federal
funding that benefited the local economy as well as the inexpensive, part-time labor that the students
provided to the community. Although the economic benefits of the school made Anglo-American
Phoenicians more accepting of their Native American neighbors, little consideration was given to the
impacts the school had on the lives of those in attendance. (In 1996, Professor Dorothy Parker chronicled
the history of the school, including an oral history component; however, a Tribal perspective on the school
has not yet been published.) As enroliment in the school expanded, the old city sundown ordinance was no
longer enforced, and Phoenix’s Native American population grew throughout the twentieth century (Bauer
and Rogge 1998:3; Trennert 1993:55-57).

During late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, an increased number of Yoemem or Yaqui people
began moving into Arizona to escape the violence of Mexican President Porfirio Diaz’s regime and the
Mexican Revolution (Spicer 1997). Many of them recognized the opportunities available working in farming,
ranching, or for irrigation companies. One of the largest employers of Yaqui people in the Phoenix area
was the Salt River Valley Water Users’ Association, which employed them to construct and maintain
irrigation canals until the 1950s, when mechanization replaced manual labor (Hoerig 2022). By 1936, Yaqui
laborers made up an estimated seven percent of Arizona’s agricultural workforce (Hoerig 2022). Although

most Yaqui within the Salt River Valley settled at the community of Guadalupe located between present-
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day Phoenix and Tempe, smaller, unnamed enclaves in Phoenix and adjacent areas in South Mountain

were established by the Yaqui (Hoerig 2022).

City Growth at the Turn of the Twentieth Century

With improved railroad transportation, tourists began to arrive in Phoenix in the 1890s. In the twentieth
century, Arizona became popularly known for its “five Cs,” referencing the state’s strong economy in copper,
cattle, cotton, and citrus as well as its attractive climate. At the turn of the century, city officials promoted
Phoenix for its warm climate and garden-like atmosphere and used Indian motifs to appeal to eastern
tourists. Tourists enjoyed interacting with Native American visitors to the city and happily purchased their
tourist market crafts and replicas of ancient artifacts. Recognizing the potential tourism revenue, the City
began sponsoring Native American parades and carnivals to attract more visitors. Throughout the first half
of the twentieth century, guest ranches and resort hotels cropped up in the city and its vicinity (Trennert
1993:60). Phoenix was also promoted as a reprieve for people suffering from lung ailments, including
tuberculosis, asthma, hay fever, and bronchitis. Further, city boosters advertised the climate as preventing
other illnesses like typhoid and malaria (Vandermeer 2012:33-34). The advertising of Phoenix as a
Southwestern mecca for health was perhaps too successful, and city hospitals and philanthropic
organizations found themselves overwhelmed by the number of tubercular and pulmonary disease patients
seeking care, many of whom were living in tent camps. To respond to these concerns, Phoenix women’s
organizations operated charities that helped those with tuberculosis find care and aid in the city. By 1903,
the number of ill and unemployed seeking reprieve had become a nuisance to locals, and in an attempt to
reduce vagrancy, the city banned the use of tents within the city limits. This policy pushed the indigent ill
outside the city limits to form new enclaves in Cave Creek and Sunnyslope (Lykes 1993; Vandermeer
2012:34). With slow and steady population growth due to tourism, boosterism, and health seekers, people

began to settle in significant numbers outside the incorporated city limits.

As Phoenix expanded, the earliest residential suburbs were constructed within walking distance and
adjacent to the original townsite (Vandermeer 2012:48). In 1887, a new streetcar system allowed residents
to easily commute from home to work. The first streetcars in Phoenix were pulled by horses or mules, but
by 1893 electric trolleys provided transportation around the city (Desert Archaeology 2013:12; Luckingham
2016:31). In the second decade of the twentieth century, automobiles became popular, and by the 1920s
this newly found mobility helped to expand the business district in downtown Phoenix, with people traveling
from the farther-flung communities of Tempe and Mesa to shop at both local and national chain department
stores (Vandermeer 2012:42—-48). While stately, Victorian-style homes had been fashionable in downtown
Phoenix during the nineteenth century, in the 1920s more affordable craftsman-style homes proved to be
cooler during the summer months and quickly became popular in the neighborhoods established away from

the central business district (Vandermeer 2012:50). City growth came to a brief pause during the
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Depression years but quickly resumed by the mid- to late 1930s, with new neighborhoods expanding past
the extent of the streetcar lines following the paths of the Grand and Arizona canals. These new suburbs
were advertised for their locations near picturesque orchards and resorts and relied on gravel and unpaved

automobile roads to connect residents to the city (Vandermeer 2012:51).

Phoenix during the Great Depression

During the Great Depression (1929-1939), a series of public works projects were enacted under the New
Deal signed into law by President Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1933. Phoenix’s diverse economy coupled with
federal New Deal-era assistance programs spared the city from some of the economic devastation felt
elsewhere throughout the country (Vandermeer 2012:79). After 1933, a number of federal offices were
established in the city, and the Public Works Administration, Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), Works
Progress Administration, and various agricultural programs were operating in Phoenix and its vicinity
(Vandermeer 2012:80). These New Deal programs allowed Phoenix to rebound relatively quickly compared
to other areas of the country. For example, through these programs, the COP was able to expand and
improve public roads and utilities, construct new recreational areas, improve access to medical services,

and employ over 6,000 people throughout the decade.

With limited recreational spaces prior to the New Deal, city parks established under New Deal programs
and city bonds were a significant development for Phoenix. Throughout the decade, existing parks were
improved, and new parks were constructed. In addition, places that had been unofficially used by Phoenix
residents for outdoor recreation became official parks. These included Vainom Do'ag (Piestewa Peak/

Phoenix Mountain Preserve), Papago Park, and South Mountain Park (Jones and Gregory 2017:8).

Prior to the 1930s, the Phoenix Mountains were mostly undeveloped, with the exception of modest mineral
prospecting and grazing allotments around Vainom Do'ag. The scenic vistas attracted local hikers and
recreationalists, and in 1929 the Biltmore Resort opened on the mountain’s southern slope. Throughout the
1930s, horseback riding and hiking trails took form organically; however, most of the development of the

features at Vainom Do'ag occurred later, in the 1960s and 1970s (Jones and Gregory 2017:11-15).

Papago Park had initially been slated for National Monument designation in 1914. That monument status
was abolished by the National Park Service in 1930, and the majority of the land was transferred to the
state. Soon after acquiring the property, the state constructed a fish hatchery and eight lakes. In 1933, a
CCC camp was established at the park. CCC workers constructed a boat house and docks for the lakes,
an amphitheater, ramadas, a water-distribution system, erosion-control features, trails, and an additional
lake (Jones and Gregory 2017:10).

South Mountain Park, formerly known as Phoenix Mountain Park, had been acquired by the COP just prior

to the start of the Great Depression. At the time, it consisted of a few unimproved roads and undeveloped
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desert. Between 1933 and 1942, two CCC camps were established on the park grounds, and CCC workers
constructed hiking trails, park facilities, and formal recreation areas and improved access roads throughout

the park (Jones and Gregory 2017:9).

With the inception of the federal relief programs, people from harder hit areas of the country began
relocating to Phoenix with the promise of employment, and by the 1940s the city’s population had increased
by 36 percent (Luckingham 1981:210; Vandermeer 2012:80). This growth continued throughout World
War Il and the post-war years when Phoenix and its suburbs rapidly expanded and new economic industries

in defense and technology emerged for the first time.

Phoenix during World War li

In the 1940s, military installations and defense industries began establishing their operations in Phoenix.
Three army camps and six airbases were constructed in the vicinity of the city, including a prisoner-of-war
camp for German and Italian prisoners called Camp Papago Park for its location at Papago Park in eastern
Phoenix (Luckingham 1981:216; Martinelli 1993:76). The Salt River Valley was chosen by the military for
its abundance of flat ground, open space, low winds, good visibility, and relatively good flying conditions.
The favorable setting attracted not only the military but private companies as well, and pilots from around
the world came to train at airfields near Phoenix and Mesa (Vandermeer 2012:100). In the summer of 1941,
the Goodyear Aircraft Corporation began construction of a plant west of Phoenix near Litchfield Park that
produced airplane parts for the defense industry (Schilling et al. 2010). Two years later, in 1943, the
Litchfield Naval Air Facility was opened and functioned as a test flight facility for Goodyear-manufactured
planes. The small town of Goodyear sprang up around the airpark and manufacturing plant, and the COP
improved transportation systems to the community, adding bus lines for Phoenix residents who chose to
commute (Luckingham 1981). After 25 years of military service, the COP purchased the airfield in 1968,
using it as an alternative to the larger Sky Harbor Airport. The airport facilities were updated in 1986, and it
remains in use as the Goodyear Airport to this day (City of Goodyear 2024). In 2009, the airport was
recorded as an archaeological site, AZ T:11:190(ASM), demonstrating the importance of World War I

aviation and the defense industry in the history of Phoenix (Schilling et al. 2010).

In addition to the Goodyear plant west of the city, other defense plants were constructed in Phoenix,
including AiResearch and the Aluminum Corporation of America (Luckingham 1981:216). During the war
years, city leaders in Phoenix had successfully courted the United States military, offering large, low-cost
land leases and quickly arranging utility services and railroad lines to the military-leased lands. Together,
these defense plants, airfields, and army camps provided an influx of millions of dollars to the Phoenix
economy (Luckingham 1981:216; Vandermeer 2012:101). Following the military boom, Phoenix civic

leaders saw the economic potential in technology and manufacturing during the 1940s and, similar to the
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earlier military contracts, successfully recruited large, established clean industry companies to the city in

the post-war decades.

Post-war Developments

Following the conclusion of World War I, road construction, improvement of air travel, air conditioning, and
steady economic growth contributed to the development of the city. Phoenix may have gotten its start as
an agricultural community, but by the 1950s manufacturing became the fastest-growing and most lucrative
economic sector. Aviation and electronics were the largest manufacturing subindustries, followed by the
production of machinery, metal fabrication, furniture, clothing, air conditioners and evaporative coolers,
radio components, and building materials (Vandermeer 2012:155-157). To encourage these industries in
the valley, city leaders provided tax incentives to manufacturers, improved shipping and transportation
infrastructure, and actively recruited desirable electronics manufacturers (Luckingham 1981:219-220).
During the mid-twentieth century, agriculture became the second most important economic activity in
Phoenix, followed by the completion of the interstate highway system, improvement and paving of local
roads and highways, and expansion of the airports and air travel, helping to make tourism the third most
significant economic driver. The Deer Valley Airport was constructed in 1960 as a private airfield located
approximately 20 miles north of downtown Phoenix. The facility was later purchased by the COP in 1971
and expanded over the subsequent years to accommodate increased traffic, including public, private,
corporate, and Phoenix Police Department aircraft (COP 2015; Phoenix Deer Valley Airport 2024). With
post-war improvements underway, many manufacturers chose to locate their plants in Phoenix, hoping the
climate and location would attract skilled and desirable employees (Luckingham 1981:219; McCauley
1993:197-199; Vandermeer 2012:160-161). Indeed, with high-wage manufacturing jobs and the increasing
availability of evaporative coolers and air conditioners, many Americans relocated to Phoenix, stimulating
a rapid post-war expansion and housing boom. Suburban development in the mid-twentieth century
significantly departed from pre-war residential forms with the rise of the master-planned community, the

single-story ranch-style home, and mass production.

Between 1940 and 1960, the population of Phoenix skyrocketed from roughly 65,000 to over 439,000
residents. The original townsite from 1870 had encompassed only a modest 0.5 square mile, increasing to
9.6 square miles before World War Il. In the 1950s, the COP began an extensive campaign of annexing
nearby unincorporated communities. City officials claimed they could provide inexpensive utilities, fix roads,
increase recreational resources, and improve police, fire, and sanitation services for annexed areas.
Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, the COP annexed the nearby suburbs of Sunnyslope, Maryvale, and
South Phoenix, increasing the incorporated area to just over 187 square miles (Luckingham 1981:224-227;
Vandermeer 2012:171-180). Although some urban planners derisively described Phoenix as sprawling,
housing construction during the post-war years attracted many people who were happy to leave behind

deteriorating, high-density urban areas for new, low-density suburban developments. After the 1950s,
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residential construction frequently used prefabricated components that could be produced off site and
quickly installed for mass-produced and inexpensive housing. This new method of production created
subdivisions of varying sizes, ranging anywhere from 30 to 400 homes, all produced by a single builder.
Single-level ranch-style homes characterized by simple rectangular plans and low-pitched roofs were
inexpensive to produce and quickly became the most popular housing form in the mid-twentieth century.
Overall, thanks to mass production, Phoenix homes were significantly more affordable than other similar
communities across the country, making the city an attractive place for newcomers (Luckingham 1981:230;
Vandermeer 2012:193—-206). The availability of jobs and housing has continued to attract new residents to

the city. Today, Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the United States.

Between the nineteenth and twenty-first centuries, Phoenix grew from a small farming community to a large
metropolis with a diverse economy based on agriculture, technology, manufacturing, defense, and tourism.
The original townsite that had once been characterized by a small, 0.5-square-mile grid of modest adobe,
clay, and wood-frame buildings is now part of a lively downtown business and entertainment district set

amidst an incorporated area of just over 500 square miles.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES OF THE CITY OF PHOENIX

This section identifies the types of archaeological resources known to be present in the COP (Figure 3).
These include large village sites, hamlets, farmsteads, field houses, canals, and historical homesteads as
well as above-ground finds like surface artifact scatters, trash dumps, rock features (e.g., rock piles, shrines,
and agricultural terraces), and petroglyphs in as yet undeveloped areas of Phoenix (e.g., in proximity to
[north] State Route [SR] 101 and SR 303) and in the city’s parks and preserves (South Mountain Park and
Preserve, Phoenix Mountain Preserve [Camelback, Papago, and Vainom Do'ag], Deem Hills Recreation

Area, North Mountain Preserve, and P