




































































































































































were published in the local newspapers concerning the exca-
‘'vations and discoveries at the site. Halseth also wrote a
series of weekly articles about Pueblo Grande and Hohokam
occupation of the Salt River Valley. In 1933 Paramount
Studios produced a film documentary about the Pueblo Grande

development work although it is not known whether the
film was released.
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Pl}blic_Housing in Phoenix 1938-1942.

The first municipally sponsored projects to provide housing
for low-income families in Arizona were constructed by the
City of Phoenix in 1941. Three public housing projects were
built after a nearly three year campaign by civic leaders,
local and state government officials to improve the condition
of housing for the poor.

The United States Housing Authority, created in 1938, provided
low interest long-term loans to cities to undertake ''slum
clearance programs.'" On November 18, 1938, the Phoenix
Gazette began publishing a series of articles outlining the
condition of housing for the poor in Phoenix, the purpose

of the federally assisted slum clearance programs and how

such a program could be implemented in Phoenix.

During the 1939 Legislative Session, Arizcna passed a
municipal housing law that authorized municipalities to
undertake slum clearance projects. The bill was spearheaded
by the efforts of the Phoenix Gazette and led the way for
communities throughout the state to provide public housing
in slum areas.

After the legislation was passed, Phoenix City Commissioners
created the Phoenix Housing Authority to implement a local
slum clearance program. layor Walter Thalheimer appointed

the first members of the Authority. They included the
Reverend Emmitt McLoughlin, chairman; architect Chris Totten,
vice chair; R.E. Becker; C.W. Bond; and J.E. Refsnes.

Phoenix applied for and received funding from the U.S. Housing
Authority for three slum clearance and public housing projects.

On May 4, 1941, the Mathew Hensen Public Housing Project

( 350 ) was dedicated. Identified as '"nhomes for low-income
colored families'" it was the first public housing project
in Phoenix and Arizona. 7Two other projects, the

Frank Luke Jr. Housing Project ( 325 ) and the llarcos de Niza
Housing Project ( 327 ), each to provide homes for '"White

and Spanish families'" respectively, were still under
construction. Mathew Hensen Project consists of 132 living
units at a cost of $420,000. The project was developed in

a "parklike setting'", a simplified superblock site plan with
internalized pedestrian circulation and open space, and grouped
parking areas.

The project attracted national attention due to the low cost
per unit of $1,684, which was $1,027/unit below the national
average of $2,711/unit. The Marcos de Niza Housing Project
was completed in the fall of 1941 and the Frank Luke Jr.
Housing Project was dedicated on January 11, 1942. Iach
contained 230 housing units in 72 buildings.
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Designing and supervising architects for all of the projects
were Lescher and Mahoney. Associated architects were
Orville A. Bell, W.0. Wallingford, Paul Eaton, and Malcolm D.
Seashore.
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PART IV - Recommendations of Potentially Eligible Properties.

Individual Properties:

Several individual properties on

the Inventory of City-Owned Properties are recommended as
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic

Places.

They are significant as good representatives of the

developmental themes important to the history of Phoenix.

Survey

Site No.

003

131-1

131-2

138

291-13

303-1

303-3

249-1

249-2

Name

City-County Building
(1929)

Pueblo Grande--Director's

House (1934)

Pueblo Grande-Shop and

Storage Building (1935)

Rancho Ko-Nat-Ke
(Albrecht House)

Coerver House (1925)

Papago Park
Amphitheater (1934)

City Water Supply
Pumping Plant (1931)

City Water Supply
Overflow Tower (1931)

City Water Supply
Overflow Tower (1931)

University Park Bath
House (1935)

University Park
Pumphouse (1936)
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Address/Location

17 S. 2nd Avenue
4819 E. Washington
4819 E. Washington

1346 South Mountain

5005 E. Camelback

Papago Park

42nd Street/Thomas
42nd Street/Thomas
42nd Street/Thomas
1006 W. Van Buren

1006 W. Van Buren

Ave.



Individual properties that may be eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places once they
become at least 50 years of age include the following.

Survey
Site No. Name Address/Location
069 Fire Station #8 (1942) 541 W. Encanto Blvd.
230 Grant Park Bath House
(1938) 714 S. 2nd Avenue
259-2 Eastlake Park
Bandshell (1945) 16th Street/Washington
350 Mathew Hensen Public
Housing Project 9th Avenue/Grant Street

Historic Districts: Those groups of properties associated
historically and physically with important aspects of
Phoenix' history are recommended as eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places as historic districts. They are
briefly described as follows.

Encanto-Palmcroft Historic District Expansion

Expansion of the existing historic district boundary to

include the remainder of the Encanto Park Golf Ccourse. The
present historic district listing includes only roughly the
east half of Encanto Park. The entire 220-acre area of the
park was developed simultaneously between 1935 and 1938.

The 18-hole golf course was the first municipal golf course

in Phoenix. Boundaries of the expanded district should include
the Norton House (139-1) and the Garage ;(0139+2).(139-2).

Both structures were purchased by the City in 1934 along with
109 acres owned by J.C. Norton to form part of the Encanto
Park site. The house has been associated with the Phoenix
Parks Department Administration since 1935. The maintenance
buildings, (144-1,2,3), built in 1935,are also included.

The proposed historic district expansion is west from 15th
Avenue to 19th Avenue and from Thomas south to Encanto
Boulevard along the park boundaries.

Hunt Bass Hatchery and Recreation Area Historic District

The Hunt Bass Hatchery, developed by the Arizona Fish and Game
Department beginning in 1932, was the largest state-run

fish hatchery in the United States. The first improvements

to Papago Park as a recreational facility were begun a year
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later and completed by 19236-37. Recreational facilities
including picnic table ramadas and a restroom building

were developed adjacent to the western edge of the chain

of lakes by the Civilian Conservation Corps. he proposed
historic district illustrates, through its landscaping

and architecture, important aspects of state-sponsored
wildlife conservation programs, regional recreational
development, and the influence of the Civilian Conservation
Corps and National Park Service on parks development in the
Salt River Valley.

Proposed boundaries for the historic district extend west from
the Phoenix Zoo, incorporating the first four lakes and

dams in the chain, and extending north and west along a

loop road that encompasses the picnic table ramada area.

South Mountain Park Historic District

Historic Associations: South Mountain Park is the largest
municipally-owned public park in the United States.

The original 14,513 acres were purchased in 1930. It is one of
the best illustrations in Arizona of the work-relief programs
initiated as part of President Franklin D. Roosevelt's

New Deal during the Great Depression. Most construction was
undertaken by the Civilian Conservation Corps, one of the
most successful of New Deal programs. Between 1933 and 1935
the CCC encampments at South Mountain were the largest of

the + 30 camps statewide. It illustrates an unusual use of
CCC forces for a municipal project, who worked at the site
for eight years.

Landscape Planning: It is the largest historic example of

a master planned public park in the United States. An
excellent illustration of a Phoenix historic landscape,
designed and implemented as a cooperative effort between
National Park Service architects and landscape architecis

and the newly-created Phoenix Parks, Playgrounds, and
Recreation Board. The plan included design of infrastructure
such as roads, trails, waste disposal, water storage and
distribution; recreational facilities including ramadas,
picnic tables, and restrooms; major buildings such as a
museum, park office, residences, and maintenance buildings.
The sensitive design considered natural setting, the estab-
lishment of wilderness areas, wildlife refuges, and protection
of prehistoric resources.

Architecture: An excellent representation of NPS/CCC design
and construction. Design of all buildings and structures ’
executed in either stone or adobe illustrate the rustic
style which was the trademark of National Park Service
Thematic building programs built by the CCC during the
Depression.
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The recommended boundaries of the proposed South Mountain
Park Historic District 1is the original 14,513-acre area
purchased by the City in 1930 and master planned by the
National Park Service in 1935.

Prehistoric Archaeological Component: Although identificaticn
of prehistoric sites were not included as a part of this project,
research indicates that archaeological resources exist through-
out the park. Four studies (Snyder, Grove, Rosenberg,Weaver)
exist on the subject. Two deal specifically with the pet-
roglyphs of the South Mountains of Arizona. While the Arizona
State Museum has only a few sites recorded on their Site

Survey Files, it is 1ikely from available information that

many more exist. A prehistoric archaeological component for
the South Mountain Park Historic District would be an impor- .
tant contribution toward its eligibility for listing on

the National Register of Historic Places. The City of Phoenix
should pursue a comprehensive survey of archaeoclogical rescurces
at South Mountain, not only to evaluate their significance

but to plan for their protection and management.
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PART V - Ongoing Planning: An Outline of Recommendations -

Through the comprehensive inventory and documentation of
City-owned properties presented as a result of this
Historical/Architectural Survey, the City of Phoenix can
make well-informed planning decisions regarding its own
historic resources. As one of the stated objectives of

the project, the City should seek determinations of
eligibility for listing on the National Register of
significant historic properties identified in the survey.
This will expedite the compliance procedures related to prop-
erties affected by federally assisted undertakings.

While only some of the City-owned properties

are recommended as eligible for listing on the National
Register, the City should recognize that all of its pre-19406
inventory is a limited resource, and some consideration should
be given them in future planning processes. Particular
attention should be given to those properties recommended

as potentially eligible in the future once they become

50 years old.

The National Register of Historic Places

The City of Phoenix should seek formal listing on the

National Register of all properties recommended as eligible.
The National Register of Historic Places is the nation's
official listing of historic and cultural properties worthy

of preservation. One of the primary purposes of the

National Register is formal recognition of buildings,
structures, sites, and districts significant in history,
pre-history, architecture and culture. Listing on the National
Register increases the awareness of our past, stimulates pride in
our sense of nlace, and serves as an incentive to protect and
preserve the best of our heritage for future generatitions.

Phoenix Historic Property Register

In 1985 the City of Phoenix adopted a Historic Preservation
Ordinance that establishes a historic property register.

That listing is intended to officially recognize historic
properties of local significance and establishes, through a
historic preservation overlay zone designation, a formal
means of review and comment during the planning process.

The City of Phoenix should pursue listing on the Phoenix
Historic Property Register of those resources eligible

under criteria established by the ordinance. A proceedure
should also be established whereby City agencies allow for the
Historic Preservation Commission to review and comment on any
proposed undertakings affecting those historic resources.
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Historic Resource Management Program

If a property is determined to be "worthy of preservation",
its designation is meaningless unless a '"management program"
is initiated to insure the significance of the resource is
in fact preserved. Many resources have been lost because
the properties were neglected, unmaintained, inappropriately
maintained, or indiscriminately altered. To insure that
historically significant properties are treated with the
sensitivity they deserve, a management program should be
initiated.

First, the agency or department responsible for both the
operation and potential alteration (i.e., Parks or
Engineering) must be notified as to the identification

and location of the historic property. They should review
and recognize why the property has been designated historic
and that it must be treated with care. They must understand
that even routine maintenance can cause irreversible

damage to the property.

Second, each property should be inspected on a cyclical

basis to initially identify significant features and
determine the affect and causes of deterioration; and then to
set priorities of major repairs and review maintenance
procedures. These inspections must be performed by

competent professionals familiar with the maintenance and
repair of historic buildings and structures.

Third, from the inspection recommendations, maintenance

manuals should be developed for each property. These manuals
should record repair and maintenance work and outline the
appropriate approach of any work to be done. Guidelines

should be developed based upon the "Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Preservation Projects."

Tourth, these standards should also be utilized whenever

any major modification is to be undertaken. No alteration to
an historic property should occur without review and ~

comment by the Phoenix Historic Preservation Commission and the
repair work and additions should be undertaken under the
supervision of an historic preservation specialist.

Fifth, the awareness of historic properties must be integrated
into the planning process so that new development can occur,
not in opposition to historic properties, but in harmony.

New development, if it is adjacent to or will directly

impact a historic property, must be evaluated as to its
appropriateness and any adverse effect mitigated TReview and
comment by the Phoenix Historic Preservation Commission should
be integrated into each city agency's planning process.
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Wherever the value of new development directly impacts the
significance or existence of a resource and avoidance is

impossible, that significance should be preserved by other
appropriate means such as relocation and/or documentation.

Without the initiation of an historic resource management

plan, many significant properties will be lost through
neglect or inappropriate planning.

Public Awareness and Interpretive Programs

Interpretation of our heritage is an important educational
tool that serves to connect our past with our future.
Proper interpretation of historic resources increases
awareness of local heritage and can strengthen Phoenix'
identity as a place with a past. Interpretation also
heightens the respect for buildings and structures that are
frequently used by the public. Such programs developed
over the past few years at Heritage Square demonstrate the
effectiveness of this facet of historic preservation.

The City of Phoenix owns and manages several significant
historic buildings and potential districts that illustrate

a variety of important aspects concerning our heritage. The
city has a tremendous opportunity to educate its

citizenry through interpretation of this rich and diverse
heritage. The city should initiate and develop a public
awareness and interpretive program in relationship to its
historic resources.

Most programs of this nature can be undertaken in conjunction
with the other functions of city properties and do not
necessarily require the use of historic buildings in a
"museum'" setting. Rather, interpretive technicues can bhe

as simple as markers or plaques identifying a place aand its
historic background, brochures that offer self-guided tours
of larger historic areas, or media presentations that can be
distributed through the public schools system. Formal
interpretive programs such as permanent or changing exhibits
can also be initiated at some locations.

Because the management of city-owned historic properties is
the responsibility of a variety of city departments, inde-
pendent departmental evaluation of the potential for

interpretive programs should be undertaken. This is
especially true of the Parks and Recreation Department managed
properties. They are not only the most frequented by the

public, but also represent a significant number of the

city's historic resources. Evaluation and subsequent planning
strategies could be coordinated by the City Historic
Preservation Officer, with review and recommendations made

by the Phoenix Historic Preservation Commission.
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Appendix A: National Register of Historic Places
Criteria of Eligibility

The quality of significance in American history, architecture,
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association, and:

A. that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or

B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in
our past; or

C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,

or method of construction or that represent the work of a master,

or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; or . - '

D. that have yielded. or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history.

Criteria considerations(Excentions): Ordinarily cemeteries, birth-
places, or graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious
institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have

been moved from their original locations, reconstructed historic
buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and
properties that have achieved significance within the past 50

years shall not be considered eligible for the National Register.
However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts

of districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the
following categories:

A. a religious property deriving primary significance from
architectural or artistic distinction or historical importance; or

B. a building or structure removed from its original location
but which is significant primarily for architectural value,

or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated
with a historic person or event; or

C. a birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding
importance if there is no other appropriate site or building



directly associated with his or her productive life; or

D. a cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves
of persons of transcendent importance, from distinctive design
features, or from association with historic events; or

E. a reconstructed building when accurately executed in a
suitable environment and presented in a dignified manner as
part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building
or structure with the same association has survived; or

F. a property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age
tradition, or symbolic value has invested it with its own
historical significance; or

G. a property achieving significance within the past 50
years if it is of exceptional importance.



Appendix B: Phoenix Historic Préperty Register
Evalpation Criteria

The Historic Preservation Commission shall evaluate each
parcel of property and each parcel of property within an area
that is included in the application for a demonstrated
quality of significance in local, regional, state or

national history, architecture, archaeology, engineering or
culture, and integrity of location, design, setting, mater-
ials, workmanship, feeling and association according to the
following criteria.

(1) Associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history;
and/or

(2) Associated with the lives of persons significant
in our past; and/or

(3) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period or method of construction or that represent
the work of a master or that possess high artistic
values or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; and/or

(4) Have yielded or may be 1likely to yield information
important in the understanding of our prehistory
or history of the City of Phoenix; and/or

(5) Are at least 50 years old, or have achieved signifi-
cance within the past 50 years if the property is
of exceptional importance.

(e) The Historic Preservation Commission shall, when applying
the evaluation criteria in paragraph (d), draw the boundaries
of a historic district as carefully as possible to ensure that,
to the maximum extent possible, the district contains only
properties meeting the evaluation criteria.



