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Chapter | e Introduction

Management Summary

The following constitutes a Cultural Landscape Report (CLR) that has been prepared by John
Milner Associates, Inc. (JMA) for the Grand Canyon National Park’s Indian Garden, a rest stop
and campground along the Bright Angel Trail and approximately 3,200 feet below the South
Rim. The site has been continually used as a stopping point for hikers, campers, and mule riders
for over 100 years, although the fertile landscape of water-bearing creeks, springs, and seeps was
used by American Indians and miners for many years prior to the beginning of tourism.
Although prior studies and reports have evaluated Indian Garden as part of the Bright Angel
Trail, this CLR focuses specifically on the Indian Garden landscape, whose study boundary is
described later in this chapter.

Included in this CLR are descriptions of the physical development of the Indian Garden
landscape—from the time of American Indian involvement to contemporary changes to the
site—and of the existing conditions of the project area as observed in 2002. Also provided is a
preliminary statement of significance; a comparative analysis of existing and historic conditions;
an evaluation of the landscape’s integrity; and treatment recommendations and guidelines that
propose management strategies for the project area’s cultural, historic, and natural resources.

The need for this CLR arose from the identification of management issues and proposed projects
that could affect the existing landscape and its associated cultural and natural resources. The
Grand Canyon National Park’s (GRCA) 1995 General Management Plan (GMP) addressed the
need for interpretative programs, enhanced visitor services, and building rehabilitation projects
in Indian Garden. The information contained within this report is intended to be used by the
National Park Service (NPS) in the development of appropriate proposed actions for Indian
Garden, during NEPA/NHPA compliance processes, and to aid with the determination of the
effects of alterations to the cultural landscape.

This CLR was developed by JMA and its consultants, Rivanna Archaeology and History
Matters, LLC, and in conjunction with SWCA, Inc., under the guidance of NPS park and
regional personnel. Numerous individuals from the NPS and GRCA were involved in the
development of this report by supplying critical information, documents requested by JMA, and
detailed reviews of draft versions of this report. These persons include Denver Service Center
AE Manager/Contracting Officer’s Representative Karen Vaage, LA/RLA; Fee Demo Program
Manager Victoria Stinson; Inter-Mountain Region Historical Landscape Architect Jill Cowley;
GRCA Chief of Cultural Resources Jan Balsom; Cultural Resource Specialists Susan Weaver,
Norah Martinez, and Michael Anderson; Denver Service Center Project Manager Paul Cloyd,
PE/RA; GRCA Project Manager Michael Leary, RLA; and GRCA Museum Technician Colleen
Hyde.
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Historical Overview

Because of its reliable supply of water from Garden Creek, Indian Garden has attracted people
for hundreds of years. American Indians, such as the Havasupai, Ancestral Puebloan, and
Cohonina people, occupied the area to take advantage of Garden Creek. Miners discovered the
region in the late 1800s, beginning an era of consistent and permanent white occupation. In the
late 1880s, Ralph Cameron and his colleagues filed mining claims in the Grand Canyon,
including Indian Garden, and began to erect buildings and structures to protect these claims.
Cameron and his group built the Bright Angel Trail by improving an American Indian route.
Cameron operated the trail as a toll road after 1903 to allow tourists a more accessible means of
reaching Indian Garden than was afforded by the earlier, aboriginal trail.

Between 1901 and 1903, Cameron began a tourist camp at Indian Garden consisting of tent
cabins, meal service, and a telephone line to the rim. He also planted cottonwood trees and
dammed Garden Creek to irrigate a garden and orchard. Over the next decade, Cameron
performed little maintenance at the camp and reports written in 1916 referred to Indian Garden
as filthy and disgraceful. The Fred Harvey Company prepared plans to create a more substantial
camp with permanent buildings, livestock, gardens, and other facilities to serve up to sixty guests
per day. Mary Colter contributed architectural renderings of potential buildings for the project.
These plans were never implemented, however, due to Ralph Cameron’s influence in the region
and resistance to the project.

After numerous and prominent legal battles, Ralph Cameron was relieved of his claims to Indian
Garden and Bright Angel Trail by the Federal government. In 1927, the NPS took legal
possession of Indian Garden and began to revitalize the site. NPS crews improved trails, built
buildings, erected a trans-canyon telephone line, and made several other improvements.

To take advantage of the prodigious supply of water in Indian Garden, the Santa Fe Railway
built a water pumping system in 1932 that included a pipeline, two pump houses, and a water
reservoir. Concurrently, Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) crews were stationed in the Grand
Canyon and Indian Garden, beginning in 1933. The crews planted vegetation and implemented
new construction during their tenure at Indian Garden. The CCC left Grand Canyon National
Park in 1942 when the Corps was officially disbanded due to the onset of World War II. Over the
next two decades, Indian Garden’s landscape changed very little.

The 1960s saw a number of improvements that catered to the increasing number of park visitors
and day-trippers. In the late 1980s, the NPS carried out plans for extensive rehabilitation of
Indian Garden that were prompted by the need to control heavy flooding in the site and prevent
flood damage, and for increased amenities for visitors and personnel. The plans created new use
areas and relocated or demolished certain existing buildings and structures. Much of the work,
however, was done using Rustic Revival design principles that were compatible with the
aesthetic character of the site and inner canyon. Indian Garden appears today much as it did after
the 1989 rehabilitation efforts.

Introduction | - 2
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Scope of Work and Methodology

Project Scope

In April of 2002, the NPS developed a scope of work for the Indian Garden CLR that delineated
the following tasks:

Administrative Data

preparation of an administrative data report section in consultation with the NPS.

Landscape History

conducting historical research of primary source materials relating to all cultural
landscape elements within the project area;

studying the evolution of the landscape, including a review of historic maps,
photographs, oral history transcripts, site records, and written records with an emphasis
on known resources;

review of all secondary source materials relating to the study area including natural and
cultural resource documents;

preparation of an annotated cultural landscape chronology outlining notable periods of
the landscape development and key characteristics and components of the landscapes
during the historic period(s) and preparation of a narrative physical history; and

preparation of graphic landscape chronology maps with one graphic for each notable
period of landscape development. Key characteristics and components of the landscapes
present during the historic period(s) will be identified on the maps.

Existing Conditions Documentation

conducting field surveys to inventory and document existing conditions in the project
area;

where existing base maps are inadequate, conducting additional fieldwork in the study
area and preparation of an accurate planning-level base map indicating existing
topography and all built and natural features including, but not limited to, key landscape
features such as property lines, structures, vegetation, walks, drives, views, and
viewsheds;

photographic documentation of the site including representative features. Incorporate
selected existing conditions photographs into the report;

undertaking, when practicable, existing conditions photography in locations of historic
ground photographs for the purpose of comparative analysis;
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e preparation of an existing conditions photographic station point map documenting the
location and orientation of photographs.

Landscape Analysis and Evaluation
« identification of characteristics that are significant and contribute to the integrity of the
cultural landscape; identification of characteristics that contribute to the cultural
landscape and why they are contributing; identification of characteristics and elements
that are supporting and non-contributing; and location and labeling of contributing,
supporting, and non-contributing features on a site plan;

o analysis and evaluation using landscape characteristics identified by the National
Register of Historic Places and in the Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports;

o preparation of graphic analyses to clearly identify these elements.

Landscape Significance, Integrity, and Condition Assessment
o completion of a draft integrity assessment of the resource, using National Register
criteria and guidance in the Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports;

« assessment of the condition of the landscape as a whole and of each subsection of the
landscape;

« identification and description of existing and potential threats to the integrity of the
cultural landscape;

« identification of the historical context of the cultural landscape, preparation of a
statement of significance, and identification of periods of significance using National
Register and National Historic Landmark criteria.

Landscape Treatment Recommendations and Design Criteria
o development of suggestions for management goals based on the park’s GMP and
objectives to meet these goals, including goals for an interpretive program;

o determination of an overall treatment for Indian Garden, using the Guidelines for the
Treatment of Cultural Landscapes for guidance;

o preparation of more detailed recommendations beyond overall recommendations that
address surviving historic landscape features and systems;

o development of specific landscape treatments for component landscape areas within
Indian Garden while providing justifications for recommended treatments;

o preparation of a landscape treatment plan that outlines any recommended
seasonal/annual/periodic landscape treatments to direct future site maintenance;
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o preparation of design criteria recommendations that identify the types and degree of
changes that can occur without adversely affecting the landscape’s physical and visual
character-defining features;

o development of specific project recommendations that will support park projects,
specifically those features within proposed project areas and those mentioned in the
GMP; and

o preparation of Class C cost estimates for specific project recommended treatments.

Project Methodology

The JMA team provided all necessary services and supporting activities in the fields of
landscape architecture, historical landscape architecture, historical research, historic architecture,
archeology, ethnography, and natural resources to prepare this CLR. The primary standard for
this effort was A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, Process and Technologies
published in 1998 by the NPS. This document detailed the content, format, and methodologies
appropriate for a CLR. Recommendations arising from this CLR comply with pertinent Federal
standards, policies, and regulations, as well as all applicable state, local and national building
and life safety codes including, but not limited to, the following:

NPS Management Policies (2001)

NPS Director’s Order #28, Chapter 7

Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, Process, and Techniques (1998)

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties, with
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (1996)

5. The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines and Standards for Archeology and Historic
Preservation

PwbdhpE

Other documents used include National Register of Historic Places Bulletin #15: How to Apply
the National Register Criteria for Evaluation and The Chicago Manual of Style, 14™ edition.

Background Research and Data Collection

A substantial amount of information and resources were provided to JMA by the NPS prior to
the initiation of research. This information included a base map for Indian Garden prepared by
the Denver Service Center, the 1992 draft Bright Angel Trail National Register Nomination
form, a list of existing buildings, and the 1995 General Management Plan for Grand Canyon
National Park. Additional materials, including information on archeological sites and prehistory
of the Grand Canyon region, were collected by SWCA, Inc. and distributed to other team
members. The methodology for all directed research was based on review of this preliminary
body of collected primary and secondary data sources.

Directed research was conducted in three stages. The first stage involved a review of the material
received from the NPS, SWCA, Inc., and secondary sources relating to the history of GRCA.
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The result of this review was the construction of a draft chronology for the project area and the
creation of a short list of sources to request or locate.

The second stage of research involved visiting selected regional repositories in northern Arizona.
Several research trips were made by SWCA, Inc. in the late summer and early fall of 2002 to
gather and copy primary and secondary sources relevant to the project area and its regional and
national contexts. Three repositories were visited during this trip: the Cline Library at Northern
Arizona University in Flagstaff, the Museum of Northern Arizona in Flagstaff, and the Grand
Canyon National Park Museum Collection at Grand Canyon Village on the South Rim. Historic
maps and photographs, books, reports, documents, subject and clippings files, and microfilm
records were reviewed and copied where possible. Digitized historic photographs of Indian
Garden were requested and received from Northern Arizona University’s Cline Library and the
Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection.

During a visit to the project area to document existing conditions in September of 2002, team
historians examined subject files kept in a filing cabinet in the Storage/Laundry/First Aid
building in Indian Garden. Copies of important documents from these files were made on site.

Additional research trips to the University of Virginia Library were conducted by Rivanna
Archaeology to investigate appropriate local, state, and national contexts related to Arizona and
the Grand Canyon. Records reviewed during these trips included early twentieth-century guide
books for the Grand Canyon and Southwest regional and early twentieth-century Congressional
Records.

Field Investigation

A fieldwork trip was conducted in September 2002 by JMA, Rivanna Archaeology, History
Matters, LLC, and SWCA, Inc. The focus of the field investigation included ground-level
reconnaissance of the Indian Garden project area and documentation of existing landscape
conditions and features. Prior to fieldwork, NPS Ranger Chuck Sypher provided the team with a
general overview and walking tour of the site.

Fieldwork efforts included ground-truthing base map data and photographic documentation of
landscape features. JMA, with the assistance of Rivanna Archaeology, completed general
existing conditions fieldwork and condition assessments. An architectural historian from History
Matters, LLC conducted on-site investigations and condition assessments of existing buildings
and structures within the project area. SWCA, Inc. completed a vegetation analysis of Indian
Garden as well as identification of archeological sites.

Site Physical History

The site physical history (Chapter Il of this CLR) was organized chronologically within two
sections: a non-European History of the Grand Canyon and a history of human occupation from
a European viewpoint. These sections are further divided into separate periods. Each period is
introduced by a narrative summary outlining the physical landscape developments known to
have occurred during that period; these narratives are followed by an annotated chronology of
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events organized by landscape characteristic. Graphic illustrations are interleaved within the text
and depict important events or concepts.

Graphic chronologies were prepared to illustrate change over time in the Indian Garden
landscape. These period plans were based on review, evaluation, and comparison of primary
resources including photographs, historic maps, historic narratives, and information provided in
the narrative history text. All maps were hand-drawn and imported into AutoCAD, then overlaid
onto digital topography from existing base map data. Features appearing over multiple periods
were consistently located. Vegetative change over time is only representative and incorporates
educated assumptions.

Evaluation of Significance

Preliminary significance evaluations were undertaken using data from the site physical history
chapter of this report; National Register of Historic Places nominations; Teri Cleeland’s thesis
“The Cross Canyon Corridor Historic District in Grand Canyon National Park: A Model for
Historic Preservation;” and guidance from National Register Bulletins #15 and #18. The
evaluation of significance included a review of the physical history to determine potential
significance associated with all National Register criteria, an identification of potential historic
contexts associated with the site, and identification of periods of significance.

Comparative Analysis of Historic and Existing Conditions

The comparative analysis in Chapter IV was completed for the entire project area and then for
each landscape characteristic. The analysis was based on information gathered during existing
conditions fieldwork and mapping, from the physical history prepared by Rivanna Archaeology,
and from numerous historic images, maps, and plans. Comparative photograph pairs illustrated
the changes that occurred over time in Indian Garden.

Integrity Assessment

The integrity assessment was based on the findings of the significance evaluation, the
comparative analysis, and the seven aspects of historic integrity as defined by the National
Register of Historic Places (location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association). Integrity was assessed for the Ralph Cameron sub-period of significance (1903-
1927) and for the NPS sub-period of significance (1927-1943). Threats to integrity were also
identified by determining which factors that influence the Indian Garden landscape could
diminish its integrity.
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Identification of Contributing, Non-Contributing, Supporting, and Missing Resources

After the completion of the comparative analysis, landscape features were placed into one of four
categories:

o Contributing features (surviving from the period of significance)

« Non-contributing features (post-dating the period of significance, or without integrity)

e Supporting features (post-dating the period of significance, yet constructed with the same
or similar design intent)

e Missing features (features from the period of significance that are no longer extant)

Each existing categorized feature was listed in Chapter IV, labeled on the corresponding existing
conditions map in Chapter I11, and listed in Appendix A. Missing features were identified on a
map in Chapter 1V.

Treatment Recommendations and Guidelines

JMA followed the guidance presented in The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes
when preparing treatment recommendations and guidelines for this CLR. The treatment chapter
was written using the findings of existing conditions and condition assessment documentation,
the assessment of integrity from Chapter 1V, and were based on actions proposed by GRCA
managers.

The treatment chapter includes a recommended treatment approach, an overarching treatment
concept that provides the philosophical basis for the guidance offered in the chapter,
recommendations and guidelines for the treatment of Indian Garden’s cultural landscape, and
recommendations for specific projects selected by the park. The chapter parses the six landscape
character areas into two sections: historic (Bright Angel Trail Corridor, Day Use Area, Pump
Station and Corral Area, and North Indian Garden Area) and non-historic (Administration Area
and Campground Area). Guidelines for new development and compatibility of new features are
offered for all six character areas, while more directed recommendations for mitigation of
condition issues, maintenance, and repair are offered only for the four historic areas.

Description of Study Boundaries

Indian Garden is located within Grand Canyon National Park in northern Arizona (Figure 1). It
is north of Grand Canyon Village and within the inner canyon, resting 3,200 feet below the edge
of the South Rim and approximately 3,700 feet above sea level (Figure 2). Indian Garden lies
approximately one and one-half miles south of Plateau Point and is part of the Tonto Platform, a
geomorphological feature of the Grand Canyon.

The scope of work for this CLR states that the project boundary should be based on the boundary
in Section 10 of the draft 1992 Bright Angel Trail National Register nomination form. The
boundary in this nomination was based on Teri Cleeland’s 1986 thesis, “The Cross Canyon
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Corridor Historic District in Grand Canyon National Park,” which was delineated prior to the
extensive 1989 rehabilitation. The 1989 rehabilitation created additional use areas to the south of
Indian Garden’s historic core, as well as relocating or demolishing other features. This CLR uses
a boundary for the Indian Garden project area that differs from existing documents by including
all historic and non-historic cultural and archeological landscape features present in 2002. The
revised CLR boundary was accepted by NPS and GRCA staff in September of 2002 and is
described in the following paragraph.

Indian Garden is located nearly four and one-half miles along the Bright Angel Trail and can
also be accessed by the Tonto Trail. The CLR project area boundary begins approximately 170
feet south of the Bunkhouse and includes the southern helispot. The boundary runs along the
western edge of the Indian Garden development and floodplain; roughly paralleling the Bright
Angel Trail, and between 150 and 225 feet west of the trail corridor. The boundary turns south at
the site of the Kolb Studio ruin to form Indian Garden’s northern edge. This northern edge is
approximately 3,400 feet north of the southern helispot. The eastern edge boundary of the project
area parallels the Bright Angel Trail, and includes the Pump Station and northern helispot as well
as the Cameron-era ruins located in the far northern portion of the boundary. The width of the
linear corridor created by the project boundary ranges from 250 feet to 420 feet.

This CLR study area also includes part of the trans-canyon telephone line, which is listed on the
National Register of Historic Places. The remnants of this system in this location include three
telephone poles located east of, but in close proximity to, Indian Garden. The poles are included
with the project area as a discontiguous boundary.

Recommendations for Future Research

The preparation of this CLR raised questions that merit further investigation. Resolution of these
issues may potentially yield information that will aid interpretation activities and future
management efforts.

Archeological Surveys

Additional archeological surveys and research should be undertaken to uncover any remaining
unknown information relating to Ralph Cameron’s occupation and use of Indian Garden. Any
new information uncovered may enhance interpretation efforts along with the visitors’
understanding of the evolution of Indian Garden.

Water Pumping System and Engineering Significance

At present, it is not known how the design and complexity of the historic 1930s water system—
that pumped water from Indian Garden to the South Rim—compares to other systems built
during the same era. Additional engineering-related research and comparison should be done to
determine whether the pipeline embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction; in other words, whether the water pumping system was innovative or
unusual for its time, or if its method of construction was once widely practiced but is now
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represented in only a few locations. Research must also be done to assess the integrity of the
water system and whether it exists much as it did during the period of significance or if it has
undergone enough changes so that few historic aspects remain.

Additionally, a water supply improvement project was undertaken in 1985 that may eventually
be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The directional drill hole project allowed
a new water line to run up the south face of the canyon, underneath the rock. This project made
use of pioneering oil field technology in order to combat the extremely challenging technical and
aesthetic requirements inherent to construction of the water line. The project has already
received recognition of its technical significance. In the future, the water line project may be
considered for inclusion on the National Register under Criterion C after fifty years have passed,
or Under Criterion Consideration G, for properties that achieve significance before they have
reached fifty years of age. The project may also be considered for Historic American
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation.

Addition of Indian Garden to Management Documents

During the process of preparing this CLR, JMA recognized a lack of management information
and data directly related to Indian Garden and its resources. Within the GMP, for example,
Indian Garden was treated as part of the Corridor Trails Area, rather than an individual entity.
JMA recommends that future management documents identify and treat Indian Garden as an
individual resource. Future documents should create goals and objectives, plans, drawings, and
recommendations specifically concerning Indian Garden in order to protect the site’s remaining
historic fabric and prevent incompatible design from occurring.

Mission 66 Development

A number of features were constructed in Indian Garden during the Mission 66 era, which
extended from 1956 until 1966. These features include an addition to the NPS Caretaker’s
Residence in the 1960s; a 1963 comfort station; a 1965 bunkhouse; retaining walls; a sewage
pump station; a campground and picnic area around 1963; and a footbridge. Plans from the
1950s also show that the 1967 North Pump House was conceived during Mission 66, although it
was constructed shortly after the end of the Mission 66 program. Of these features, only the NPS
Caretaker’s Residence, the North Pump House, and possibly portions of the old campground are
still extant.

With an understanding that landscape architectural context for Mission 66 design and planning
efforts in the National Park system is pending, the CLR team determined that an evaluation of
any Mission 66 planning, design, and construction was not warranted as part of the CLR scope
of work. The CLR team recommends that after a Mission 66 planning and design context has
been written and approved, the extant Mission 66 features within Indian Garden should be re-
evaluated regarding their eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places. If these resources
are found to be significant and eligible, they should be included on the Bright Angel Trail
National Register of Historic Places nomination form. Additionally, the end-date of the period of
significance, now ending at 1943, would need to be reconsidered and possibly revised to reflect
the inclusion of Mission 66 features.
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The CLR team recommends that all surviving Mission 66 features, thought assessed as non-
contributing in this CLR, should be retained and maintained until they can be evaluated within a
completed national planning and design context for the Mission 66 program.

Niobrara ambersnail

Protection of the Niobrara ambersnail, which inhabits much of the Day Use Area, must be
mitigated with the need to reclaim overgrown and waterlogged facilities in the same area.
Although the snail deserves adequate protection, additional research must be undertaken that will
find a balance between creating an acceptable habitat for the snail while allowing visitors and
staff to use and manage the Day Use Area.

Summary of Findings

Indian Garden is a palimpsest whose earlier traces of history are still faintly visible in today’s
multi-layered landscape. Whether ensuing generations of management and design were based on
hand-over of legal control, the need to rebuild due to flood damage, or the necessity of
enhancing facilities for an ever-growing number of visitors, Indian Garden has been a model of
how to keep pace with change. The issues that face Indian Garden most often are those that
involve mitigation of water—this element is both welcome as a source of cool and refreshment,
yet is also a source of apprehension when flash floods rush through the landscape. Throughout
history, it is water that has both drawn people to this site and shaped the form and appearance of
the cultural landscape we see today.

The CLR team identified the period of significance for Indian Garden to be from 1903 until
1943. The earlier date marks the year when Ralph Cameron began his tourism facilities at Indian
Garden in earnest. The latter year marks the end of CCC involvement in Indian Garden and the
final implementation of NPS Rustic-style design aesthetics within the landscape. Within this
overall period of significance exist two sub-periods: from 1903 until 1927, marking the years of
Ralph Cameron’s influence upon the site, and 1927 until 1943, marking the years of NPS and
CCC influence on Indian Garden.

After evaluating the Indian Garden landscape according to the National Register of Historic
Places’ seven aspects of historic integrity, the CLR team found that Indian Garden does not
retain integrity for the period of significance. This finding was based on the fact that Indian
Garden has undergone considerable alterations since the period of significance—changes that
have impeded Indian Garden’s ability to convey its historical significance and importance within
American history. For this reason, Indian Garden is not individually eligible to the National
Register of Historic Places as a district or a site. Portions of the landscape, however, including
all contributing resources, should be included in the Bright Angel Trail National Register
nomination and should be preserved and protected as part of the park’s management plans. These
portions are the historic character areas within the CLR project boundary and consist of the
Bright Angel Trail Corridor, Day Use Area, Pump Station and Corral Area, and North Indian
Garden Area. The remaining non-historic character areas—the Administration and Campground
Areas—should not be included in the Bright Angel Trail nomination at this time.
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Although Indian Garden does not retain integrity, it is still a significant historic landscape.
According to guidelines provided by the National Register of Historic Places, Indian Garden is
important within American history under Criteria A, C, and possibly D. Under Criterion A,
Indian Garden is significant within the areas of Recreation, for the landscape’s association with
tourism-related activities, and Politics/Government, for the landscape’s association with the
CCC. Under Criterion C, Indian Garden is significant within the area of Architecture, for its
collection of Rustic-style buildings. Under Criterion D, Indian Garden may be significant within
the area of Ethnic Heritage for the landscape’s potential to yield important information about
American Indian groups that historically and prehistorically used and inhabited the site. Indian
Garden may also be significant under this criterion within the area of Recreation, for the site’s
potential to yield information about Cameron-era activities.

Because Indian Garden does not retain integrity as an individual entity, and park managers have
outlined plans to make alterations and upgrades to the landscape, rehabilitation is the
recommended overall treatment approach for the four historic character areas. Treatment for the
non-historic Administration and Campground Areas consists of adequate maintenance of
existing features and the acceptance of necessary new development. Rehabilitation is defined as
“the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair, alterations,
and additions while preserving those portions or features [of the landscape] which convey its
historical, cultural, or architectural values.” As described in the definition, an emphasis must be
placed on the preservation of contributing historic resources. The CLR team feels that this
approach will allow park managers and personnel to protect significant cultural resources while
implementing necessary new features and services.

Treatment recommendations and guidelines in Chapter V of this report focus primarily on the
need for continual maintenance of all features, the necessity of preserving remaining
contributing features, the need to control flooding and excess water in Indian Garden, and the
compatibility and proper placement of new features.

1 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (Washington, D.C.: Heritage
Preservation Services, 1996), 48.
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Chapter Il « Landscape Physical History

Introduction

This Site Physical History chapter is divided into two sections: a non-European history of the
Grand Canyon and a history of human occupation from a European viewpoint. The non-
European section includes a brief summary of the beliefs as to the creation and human history of
the area for six of the seven American Indian groups that claim association with the Grand
Canyon. The European historical narrative is broken down into twelve separate chronological
periods. These periods are defined both by documented changes to the landscape and the cultural
contexts of their occupation. Each period is preceded by a brief introduction. The periods are as
follows:

o Paleo-Indian Period: 11,500-8,500 BP; o Early Anglo Settlement, Mining Claims,

and Pioneer Tourist Development on the

e Archaic Period: 8,500-1,700 BP; South Rim: 1880-1901;

« Formative Period: 1,700-700 BP; e Arrival of the Railroad and Private

Development of Indian Garden: 1901-

« Protohistoric Period: 700-460 BP; 1928;

e Spanish Colonization and European o National Park Service Tenure and the
Exploration of the Grand Canyon Civilian Conservation Corps Era: 1928-
Vicinity: 1540-1821 AD; 1945;

e Mexican Independence and e Post-War Indian Garden: Mission 66 and
Administration: 1821-1848; the Development of a New Water

System: 1945-1970; and
o Early American Exploration and the
Territory of Arizona: 1848-1880; o Late Twentieth-Century and Early
Twenty-First-Century Improvements:
1970-2002.

For this Cultural Landscape Report (CLR), the chronological periods referring to non-European,
prehistoric cultures are referred to in “years before present,” or BP. European occupation and
settlement periods are referred to as AD, or “anno domini.” Beginning with the section entitled
“Spanish Colonization and European Exploration of the Grand Canyon Vicinity, 1540-1821" and
all subsequent chapters, the given dates should be treated as AD, although they will not be
labeled as such. Photographs and graphic chronology drawings, used to illustrate historical
concepts and landscape evolution within Indian Garden, are located within the chapter. The
illustrations are located at the end of each historical period to which they correspond.
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Non-European History of the Grand Canyon

Introduction

The Grand Canyon plays a tremendous role in the traditions, religions, myths, and legends of
American Indians that inhabit the region. Ten American Indian groups—the Kaibab Band of
Paiute Indians, the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Hualapai, the
Havasupai, the Navajo, the Hopi, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Yavapai Apache and the White
Mountain Apache—claim traditional use of the Grand Canyon and/or have religious beliefs
about the canyon and the Colorado River.! This section discusses American Indian views, human
history, and occupation of the Grand Canyon region. It is important to note that most American
Indian narratives of the Grand Canyon have no time scale that can be compared with a European
understanding of time. Wherever possible in this CLR, American Indian histories were obtained
from tribal authored or authorized oral histories and ethnographic accounts.

Southern Paiute 2

During Protohistoric times (700-460 BP) sixteen subgroups of Southern Paiute occupied a large
area north and west of the Colorado River, extending from northwestern Arizona and
southwestern Utah to southeastern Nevada and southern California. Of the Southern Paiute
subgroups, the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians, the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, and the San Juan
Southern Paiute occupied lands in and near the Grand Canyon from the fourteenth century to the
late 1800s, when they were moved to reservations.

According to oral tradition, Southern Paiute peoples were created by supernatural forces at a site
called Nuvagantu, near Charleston Peak in the Spring Mountains. This site is the singular
creation place for the Southern Paiute peoples and, as such, is their most sacred place. Religious
knowledge states that all of Southern Paiute traditional ethnic territory is sacred.

Southern Paiute peoples believe that, as a result of their creation, they are charged with a special
responsibility to protect and manage the land and its cultural, mineral, floral and faunal resources
within their traditional ethnic territory. This relationship is engendered in a philosophy of how to
live with and act towards the land, animals, plants, artifacts, and human interment. For example,
a prayer requesting that medicinal or nutritional needs are met is said before picking a plant.
Likewise, similar prayers are said before embarking on a hunt or taking an animal’s life. Water

! The Yavapai and White Mountain Apache have recently claimed ties to the Grand Canyon and the nature and
extent of the ties are currently being reviewed by the National Park Service. Their histories are not included in this
section.

% General information contained in this section is derived from Richard B. Stoffle et al., “Pia ‘Paxa ‘Huipi (Big
River Canyon): Ethnographic Resource Inventory and Assessment for the Colorado River Corridor, Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area, Utah and Arizona, GRCA, Arizona, Second Preliminary Draft” (Bureau of Applied
Research in Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson, July 15, 1993, photocopy); and Isabel T. Kelly and
Catherine S. Fowler, “Southern Paiute,” in Handbook of North American Indians, VVol. 11 Great Basin, ed. Warren
L. D’Azevedo (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution, 1986), 368-397.
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resources are honored and respected because of their life sustaining importance while rocks and
minerals are considered to have special powers.

Human burial sites are the most sensitive of traditional cultural resources to the Southern Paiute.
Burial is an important cultural and ceremonial event in traditional Southern Paiute culture; burial
sites contain “power” and have the potential to harm people who disturb them or even go near
them. Southern Paiute consider material culture on archeological sites to be the property of the
people who left them there. Consequently, they believe that archeological sites and the material
culture they contain should be left undisturbed wherever found. Material culture is also
considered a political resource with the potential to tie the Southern Paiute peoples to a specific
site or region.

Although there is no documentary or archeological evidence to support that Southern Paiute
groups specifically used Indian Garden, they did use the land, plants, and animals of the greater
Grand Canyon region for subsistence purposes through hunting, gathering, and farming.®
Furthermore, a Paiute legend about the Grand Canyon clearly indicates its importance in their
belief system:

...the canyon came into existence when Umbah, a chieftain, grieved at the
door of his house over the loss of his wife. Taavotz, a god, appeared to him and
told Umbah that his wife was in another land and he would lead him there. Before
taking him, the god made Umbah promise that he would never mourn again after
his return. Umbah agreed and Taavotz led him as he cut a trail through the
mountain that guarded the western spirit land. Umbah saw his wife and was
happy. After they returned through the great gorge cut by Taavotz, the god told
the chief to tell no one of the spirit land or its great beauty. Then Taavotz rolled
the river into the gorge which he had made, and that is the raging torrent which
flows through the Grand Canyon today. It is believed by the Paiutes to swallow
anyone who attempts to follow it west.*

Hualapai ®

The Hualapai Reservation adjoins the Grand Canyon National Park for 108 miles along the
Colorado River. Hualapai ancestral lands originally extended from the Colorado River on the
north and west, south to the Bill Williams and Santa Maria Mountains, and east to the San
Francisco Peaks.

® Richard V.N. Ahlstrom, David E. Purcell, M. Zyniecki, Dennis A. Gilpin, and Virginia L. Newton, “An
Archaeological Overview of Grand Canyon National Park” (Flagstaff: SWCA, Inc., 1993), 82.

* Richard Van Valkenburg, “Diné Bikéyah,” (Window Rock, Arizona: United States Department of the Interior,
Office of Indian Affairs, Navajo Service, 1941), 67.

® The information contained in this section is derived from Hualapai Cultural Resources Division, Hualapai Wildlife
Management Department, “Hualapai Tribe Ethnographic and Oral History Survey for Glen Canyon Environmental
Studies and the Glen Canyon Dam Environmental Impact Statement” (Hualapai Tribe, Peach Springs, Arizona,
1993, photocopy); NPS, “Draft General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement: Grand Canyon
National Park” (Grand Canyon National Park, Arizona, 1995, photocopy), 143; Thomas R. McGuire, “Walapai,” in
Handbook of North American Indian, Vol. 10 Southwest, ed. Alfonzo Ortiz (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian
Institution, 1983), 25-26.
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The Hualapai peoples have a particularly strong tie to the Grand Canyon and the Colorado River
because it is where the original Hualapai tribes emerged into the world. According to oral
traditions, god made the land and the Colorado River for the Hualapai tribes, and the Hualapai
peoples were created from the mud and sand of the Colorado River. Because of this intimate
connection to the Grand Canyon, traditional Hualapai lifeways require stewardship of all natural
resources within their ancestral territory.

In one origin story, Turcupa, an older twin, was directed by the Great Spirit to a place on the
west bank of the Colorado River where a bed of canes grew. The canes were cut and laid to the
east. During the night, the Great Spirit created humans from the canes. Turcupa showed the
humans how to live and led them to Meriwhitica Canyon, the territory of the historic Hualapai.
They were taught to hunt, gather, and farm by irrigation. Out of these original peoples, the
Mohave, Paiutes, Navajos, Hopi and Havasupai eventually left the Hualapai and migrated to the
areas they now occupy.

The Hualapai engaged in extensive trade, social, and ceremonial interactions with other
American Indian groups—both before and during the period of European contact. This
interaction occurred both along the south rim and across the Colorado River in the Diamond
Creek, Granite Park, Lava Falls, Parashant Wash, Quarter Master Canyon, Separation Canyon,
and Spencer Canyon areas. Although there is no specific evidence that the Hualapai occupied the
CLR project area or its vicinity, it is possible that they had contact with groups like the
Havasupai at Indian Garden.

Havasupai °

The Havasupai Reservation consists of 185,000 acres in Havasu Canyon and the surrounding
uplands and are the only American Indians that actually live in the Grand Canyon today. An
additional 95,300 acres of GRCA has been designated as Havasupai Traditional Use Lands.
Havasupai ancestral lands originally extended from the Colorado River south to the Bill
Williams Mountains and San Francisco Peaks, west to the Aubrey Cliffs, and east to the Little
Colorado River gorge.

The Havasupai believe that Red Butte, located outside of GRCA, is the birthplace of the
Havasupai peoples, and that the Grand Canyon was created by the receding waters of a flood.
According to oral traditions, the daughter of a Havasupai god survived the flood and came to rest
on the south rim of the Grand Canyon. Her children were the ancestors of the Havasupai,
Apache, Hualapai, Hopi, Paiute and Navajo peoples. These people were told that the land was
theirs for the rest of time. The Havasupai were given particular responsibility to protect and
guard the south rim and the Grand Canyon.

Havasupai traditional cultural ties to the Grand Canyon are well documented. Many Havasupai
myths and beliefs include stories about the Grand Canyon. There is documentation of subsistence
use of the canyon country for grazing, hunting, and gathering of edible plants (especially agave).

¢ General information contained in this section is derived from NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 142-143;
Douglas W. Schwartz, “Havasupai,” in Handbook of North American Indians, VVol. 10 Southwest, ed. Alfonso Ortiz
(Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution, 1983), 13-24.
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Pictographs are located along the Bright Angel Trail below the south rim that have been
attributed to the Havasupai.” Furthermore, Indian Garden was given its name because of the
Havasupai horticulturalists documented by Spier and other ethnographers as living in the vicinity
around the turn of the nineteenth century.® The Havasupai continued to use the Indian Garden
vicinity well into the twentieth century. Havasupai habitation sites were still present at Indian
Garden in 1916, although beginning in 1924, the National Park Service (NPS) removed
Havasupai cultural remains from Indian Garden.’

Navajo *

The Navajo Nation is another American Indian group that shares a boundary with GRCA.
Traditionally, Navajo ancestral lands stretched between four sacred mountains: Blanca Peak near
Alamosa, Colorado; Mount Taylor near Grants, New Mexico; the San Francisco Peaks near
Flagstaff, Arizona; and the La Plata Mountains near Durango, Colorado. Archeological evidence
indicates that the Navajo came to the Grand Canyon/Coconino Plateau region by at least the late
1600s.

The Navajo believe that they emerged from a previous world into this, the fifth world, and were
given a mandate to take care of it through ceremonial practices and stewardship of the land. The
Navajo also believe that they were present during the creation of the Grand Canyon and
Colorado River. The Colorado River is considered sacred and to possess a life force. The river is
also viewed as a protector of the Navajo peoples and, as such, it is prayed to and given offerings.
The Grand Canyon and other minor canyons are also home to many Navajo deities and are
affiliated with clan origins and migrations.

Salt, and the mines it is obtained from, are considered particularly sacred to the Navajo peoples.
The Grand Canyon and its floral, faunal and mineral resources cannot be visited without a
specific purpose, and special ceremonies must be conducted before sacred sites in the canyon are
visited. Many sacred places pre-date European contact, but several are also tied to specific events
that occurred between 100 and 200 years ago, many of which were the result of hostile
interactions.

Although Navajo traditional cultural ties to the Grand Canyon and Colorado River exist, there is
little documented Navajo use of GRCA, and information on Navajo sacred places within the park

" Carma Lee Smithson and Robert C. Euler, Havasupai Legends: Religion and Mythology of the Havasupai Indians
of the Grand Canyon (Salt Lake: University of Utah, Press, 1994), vii-viii, 2; Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological
Overview,” 80; Teri A. Cleeland, “The Cross Canyon Corridor Historic District in GRCA: A Model for Historic
Preservation” (Masters Thesis, Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff, 1986), 13.

¢ Leslie Spier, Havasupai Ethnography, (New York: American Museum of Natural History, 1928), 83-392.

® Cleeland, “Cross Canyon Corridor,” 27; NPS, “Superintendent’s Annual Report [SAR], Grand Canyon National
Park, 1925,” 6. Grand Canyon Museum Collection; Nancy J. Coulam, “An Archeological Survey of Indian Gardens,
Grand Canyon National Park, Arizona” (MS on file at Grand Canyon National Park, 1986), 4.

9 General information contained in this section is derived from Alexa Roberts, Richard M. Begay, and Klara B.
Kelley, “Bits’iis Nineezi (The River of Neverending Life): Navajo History and Cultural Resources of the Grand
Canyon and the Colorado River” (Window Rock, Arizona: Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department, 1995);
NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 144,
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is scarce.™* Nevertheless, there is some evidence that a few Navajo families were living in the
vicinity of what is now GRCA during the late 1800s.*2

Hopi **

The Hopi have occupied the lands now recognized as the Hopi Reservation for about a thousand
years, and most Hopi still live in pueblo villages scattered over the three Hopi Mesas which
comprise the center of the reservation. At least one of the villages, Oraibi, has been occupied
continuously since AD 1150.

Ethnographic and archeological evidence indicates that the Hopi and their Puebloan ancestors
utilized the Grand Canyon and its resources for hundreds of years (evidence of Ancestral
Puebloan occupation is present near Indian Garden). In addition, the Grand Canyon has profound
sacred importance to the Hopi. Sipapuni, the Hopi place of origin, is located five miles south of
the confluence of the Colorado and Little Colorado Rivers. Geologically speaking, Sipapuni is a
travertine cone produced by an artesian spring. From Sipapuni, the Hopi spread to all parts of the
Grand Canyon vicinity including both rims and the inner canyon until their eventual
congregation at the Hopi Mesas. Devout Hopis believe that when they die, they return to the
place of origin. Consequently, the Grand Canyon is a common reference in the daily prayers of
many Hopi. It is also said that the Kohnina (or Cohonino) Kachina, who is believed to represent
the Havasupai peoples, lives in the Grand Canyon during the winter months.™ Historically, a
strong trade network existed between the Hopi and Havasupai.™®

One of the best documented religious pilgrimages of any American Indian group is the Hopi salt
pilgrimage to the Grand Canyon, which follows a sacred trail marked by important religious
shrines.'” In addition to salt, other mineral resources and all archeological sites, including
residential and religious structures, caves, and rock art, are significant to the Hopi. Each of these
sites serves as a cultural marker of Hopi ancestral presence within the landscape. Furthermore,
the Hopi consider Ancestral Puebloan archeological sites within the Grand Canyon vicinity
sacred and spiritually active.

1 Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 83.

2 Sallie Pierce Brewer, “The Long Walk to Bosque Redondo, as told by Peshlakai Etsedi,” Museum Notes Vol. 9,
No. 11 (1937): 55-62.

# The information contained in this section is derived primarily from NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 143;
Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 82-83.

P, Whiteley, Deliberate Acts: Changing Hopi Culture through the Oraibi Split (Tucson: University of Arizona
Press, 1988), 13.

 Teri A. Cleeland, John A. Hanson, Lawrence M. Lesko, and Neil S. Weintraub, “American Indian Use of the
South Kaibab National Forest: An Ethnographic Overview” (MS on file at Kaibab National Forest, Williams,
Arizona, 1992), 34-35, 40-41.

*Frank H. Cushing, The Nation of the Willows (Flagstaff: Northland Press, 1965), 362-374, 541-549; Spier,
Havasupai Ethnography, 83-392.

7 Mary Russell Colton and Harold S. Colton, “Petroglyphs: The Record of a Great Adventure,” American
Anthropologist Vol. 33, No. 1 (1931): 32-37; Thomas G. Orr, “The Romance of Common Salt,” Science Monthly
Vol. 39 (Nov. 1934): 449-454; Helen Virginia Hunter, “Ethnography of Salt in North America” (Masters Thesis,
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, 1940), 10-17; Harold Courlander, The Fourth World of the Hopis (New
York: Crown Publishers, 1971), 116-117; Merwin Kooyahoema, “Pilgrimage to Shrines Returns” Uga’Toqti (Oct.
19, 1978): 1.
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Zuni®

The Zuni live on a small reservation in western New Mexico and eastern Arizona. Their
traditional lands, however, extend northwest from the present-day Zuni, New Mexico to the San
Francisco Peaks. Although their reservation and traditional lands are a fair distance from the
Grand Canyon, the Zuni peoples believe that they entered this world through the Grand Canyon
at the “origin place” before settling the city of Zuni. According to Zuni origin and migration
narratives, the ultimate origin point of the Zuni peoples was at a place called Chimik’yana’kya
dey’a—also known as Ribbon Falls on Bright Angel Creek, a major tributary of the Colorado
River.” As they migrated to New Mexico, they lived at sites along the Colorado and Little
Colorado Rivers. Consequently, the Grand Canyon and Colorado River are sacred to the Zuni
peoples. In addition, the Zuni peoples consider all archeological sites to be traditional cultural
properties, and other sacred sites to be significant. The Zuni still utilize historic trails from Zuni,
New Mexico to the Grand Canyon.

European Narrative History of the Indian Garden Region:
11,500 BP to 2002~

Archeologists generally divide the 11,500 years of pre-European human history in the American
Southwest into four broad periods: Paleo-Indian, Archaic, Formative, and Protohistoric, all of
which are represented at the Grand Canyon. The text describing the remaining eight periods
discusses European human history at the Grand Canyon and in Indian Garden up until 2002.

Paleo-Indian Period: 11,500-8,500 BP

Introduction

Although Paleo-Indian sites are rare, archeological evidence suggests that humans first occupied
the Grand Canyon region approximately 10,500 years BP. Evidence of Paleo-Indian occupation
of the Grand Canyon consists of a single pre-form Folsom point.

Brief Historical Context

The earliest period recognized in the Southwest is the Paleo-Indian, generally accepted as lasting
from at least 11,500 to 8,500 BP*

8 The information contained in this section is derived primarily from NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 145;
Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 83.

1T, J. Ferguson and E. Richard Hart, A Zuni Atlas (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1985), 51.

2 Throughout this text, BP will refer to “years before present.”

2 Within the specific project area there is no material evidence for Paleo-Indian occupation. However within the
larger Colorado Plateau region including the Grand Canyon itself, material evidence suggests that Paleo-Indians
were present and thrived on the rich megafauna. Because of this, the discussion of the Paleo-Indian Period will
necessarily focus on the larger region as it speaks to the specific project area
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Towards the end of the Pleistocene, a general global warming took place as glaciers retreated
northward and melting of the expansive ice sheets created a wetter and cooler climate.?” As a
result, water became plentiful and numerous lakes were created. Lush vegetation proliferated
with the moist environment. Coniferous forests, composed of Douglas Fir, Rocky Mountain
Juniper, Limber Pine and later the Ponderosa Pine, became more widespread and grew at much
lower elevations. Valleys contained a rich mix of woodlands and savannas. The woodlands were
dominated by pinyon and juniper, with shortgrass and sagebrush characterizing the savannas.

The lush environment supported a diverse population of megafauna including mammoth,
mastadon, giant sloth, and camel. Following the seasonal migrations of the megafauna were
highly nomadic bands of humans that relied heavily on the mammals for subsistence. Distinctive,
fluted, lanceolate projectile points (such as Clovis and Folsom points) often associated with Kill
and butchering sites indicate that the Paleo-Indian peoples were efficient big-game hunters.

Although fluted projectile points are a continent-wide archeological phenomenon, Paleo-Indian
sites are extremely rare, and evidence for the presence of these people in the Grand Canyon
environs is limited to a single pre-form Folsom-style spear point found in Marble Canyon. The
point, made from a chert source in the Little Colorado River Gorge, was apparently broken
during manufacture.?® Elsewhere, Folsom points were used to kill long-horned bison in the
period from about 10,800 to 10,000 BP.**

Towards the end of the Paleo-Indian Period, the region slowly became both warmer and dryer.
Lake beds and rivers began to dry up. Native flora and fauna responded accordingly to this
climatic change. As the region became drier, the variety of native flora diminished as the ranges
of species moved upward and northward. This in turn drove some native fauna east towards the
grassy savannas of the Plains, or in some cases, led to extinction.?® The changing environment
and loss of the megafauna prompted people to become more efficient in utilizing specific
ecological niches.

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic: 11,500-8,500 BP:
Land Use and Activities
Hunting Paleo-Indians relied heavily on megafauna,

including mammoth, mastodon, long-horned bison,
giant sloth, camel and horse.

2 The Pleistocene, commonly referred to as the Ice Age, began approximately two million years ago and gave way
to the Holocene around 10,000 years BP; while glaciers did not formally extend as far south as the American
Southwest and the Grand Canyon region, their presence directly impacted the entire Colorado Plateau region.

= Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 69.

% Lynn A. Neal, Dennis Gilpin, Lilian Jonas, and Jean H. Ballagh, “Cultural Resources Data Synthesis within the
Colorado River Corridor, Grand Canyon National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Arizona”
(Flagstaff: SWCA, Inc., 2000), xix.

% William W. Dunmire and Gail D. Tierney, Wild Plants and Native Peoples of the Four Corners (Santa Fe:
Museum of New Mexico Press, 1997), 11- 14; Rose Houk, An Introduction to Grand Canyon Ecology (Grand
Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 1996), 14-15; J. Greer Price, An Introduction to Grand Canyon Geology
(Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 1999), 41-43.
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Gathering

Response to Natural Environment

Nomadic Practices

Resource ldentification

Shelter

Circulation Networks

Routes/Trails

Boundary Demarcations

Colorado River

Vegetation

Native Flora

While regional evidence for the utilization of plant
resources is not abundant, plants became an
increasingly important resource towards the end of
the Paleo-Indian Period.

Paleo-Indians were necessarily nomadic, following
the migrations and habitat of native fauna and
harvesting seasonally selected flora in a
dramatically changing environment.

Paleo-Indians appear to have targeted fauna at
diminishing regional water sources such as springs
and creeks.

Paleo-Indian peoples camped in the open or
temporarily occupied convenient caves and rock
shelters.

The pre-form Folsom point found in Marble
Canyon indicates that early inhabitants of the area
likely traveled from the canyon rim to the inner
canyon and may have followed informal routes or
trails tied to local topography.

The Grand Canyon portion of the Colorado River
may have served as a natural boundary during the
Paleo-Indian Period.

Towards the end of the Paleo-Indian Period and the
extinction and migration of megafauna, humans
came to depend more upon local vegetation.
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Archaic Period: 8,500-1,700 BP
Introduction

Humans began to intensively utilize all areas of the Grand Canyon, including the inner canyon,
during the Archaic Period. Archaic occupation of the Grand Canyon region is characterized by
an increase in the quantity and diversity of flaked-stone tools, the use of processing tools such as
milling stones to grind seeds and other vegetal matter, and the manufacture of woven implements
such as baskets, mats, and sandals. Art and/or ritual beliefs also became more elaborate during
the Archaic Period, as evidenced by the presence of petroglyphs, pictographs, and split-twig
willow figurines.

Brief Historical Context

The Archaic Period is the next prehistoric cultural period recognized in the Southwest. The
Archaic Period extended from the end of the Paleo-Indian Period around 8,500 BP to
approximately 1,700 BP.

By the beginning of the Holocene, the environment of the greater Southwest had begun to
stabilize, resembling the semi-arid or desert-like conditions present in the region today. Within
this stable environment, however, short and long-term fluctuations in precipitation occurred.
For example, between 7,500 and 6,500 BP, a long-term dry spell began within the greater
Southwest that lasted nearly 2,000 years.

The relatively stable environment enabled the Archaic peoples to pursue a different lifeway than
their Paleo-Indian predecessors. Subsistence activities shifted from hunting megafauna to
hunting smaller game such as deer, antelope, and rabbits. In addition, Archaic peoples placed
greater reliance on plant foods. Many Archaic camps throughout the Southwest are found near
springs, ponds, or other water sources that supported a great diversity of flora and fauna. Some
of these camps indicated that they were used for intermittent periods, suggesting a semi-
sedentary lifestyle. This greater reliance on plant foods may have led Archaic peoples to adopt a
more structured seasonal migration between spring-summer and winter camps, utilizing a variety
of flora in different environments.

To more effectively exploit the range of resources, Archaic peoples adopted new material culture
not seen during the Paleo-Indian Period. Milling stones (manos and metates) were used to grind
seeds and spear throwers (atlatls) were developed to hunt game. Projectile points generally
became smaller in a direct relationship with the game that was being hunted. Woven baskets,
mats, and sandals also became more prevalent during the Archaic Period.

Archaic Period sites that were identified in GRCA reflect this subsistence shift, and typically
consist of fire pits, fire-cracked rock, grinding stones, dart points and other flaked stone tools,
waste flakes from making tools, animal bones, and charred plant remains.?’ Perhaps most
interesting are those sites where the apparently rich intellectual and spiritual lives of the Archaic

% Dunmire and Tierney, Wild Plants and Native Peoples, 14.
27 Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 69-72.
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people are evident. For example, in ten caves within the Grand Canyon—where Archaic peoples
found bones of then-extinct Ice Age bighorn sheep—they left offerings of split-twig figurines
twisted into the shape of the animal.?® Elaborate pictographs known as the Shaman’s Gallery
(Site AZ B:9:201), which is located north of the Colorado River below the Kanab Plateau,
further attests to the artistic and spiritual sophistication of the canyon’s Archaic inhabitants.?

Although Archaic peoples appear to be the first humans to have inhabited the region
encompassed by GRCA to any degree, this did not occur until approximately 4,000 BP. While
many of the inner canyon Archaic Period sites identified are characterized by figurines and
pictographs, several pre-ceramic Archaic Period site components have also been identified along
the Colorado River corridor.®® None of the prehistoric sites that have been recorded in the
vicinity of Indian Garden have been definitively attributed to Archaic Period occupation.

Beginning at about 4,000 BP, and continuing for nearly 2,500 years to about 1,500 BP, there
occurred another major subsistence change in which people began widely experimenting with
maize agriculture while continuing to rely heavily on hunting game and gathering wild plants.*
On the Colorado Plateau, the adoption of agriculture is usually considered a diagnostic of
Basketmaker Il. Whether classified as a late Archaic or Basketmaker 11 trait, however, the
practice of agriculture is a prerequisite for the development of a Formative lifeway in the
American Southwest.*

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 8,500-1,700 BP:
Land Use and Activities

Hunting Archaic peoples hunted bighorn sheep, elk, deer,
rabbit, turkey, and other local fauna.

Gathering Archaic peoples began to focus more intensively on
utilizing local flora for diet, medicine, functional,
and ceremonial uses.

Patterns of Spatial Organization
Semi-sedentism The location of sites adjacent to specific ecological
resources and evidence for their reuse suggests that
a semi-sedentary lifestyle may have been adopted
towards the Late Archaic Period.

Site Location Camp sites are frequently associated with a

% Steven D. Emslie, Robert C. Euler, and Jim I. Mead, “A Desert Culture Shrine in Grand Canyon, Arizona, and the
Role of Split-twig Figurines” National Geographic Research Vol. 3, No. 4 (1987): Table 1.

% NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 140; Christopher M. Coder, An Introduction to Grand Canyon
Prehistory (Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 2000), 17-21.

% Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 71-72; Fairley, et al. .

* Neal et al., “Cultural Resources Data Synthesis,” XiX.

 Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 71.
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seasonal or permanent water source.

Response to Natural Environment

Shelter Archaic peoples often utilized caves and rock
shelters within and throughout the Grand Canyon as
camp sites.

Ceremonial The presence of split-twig figurines in some canyon

sites suggests that caves may have also served as a
location for certain ceremonial functions.

Cultural Traditions

Ritual Figurines Split-twig figurines have been found in caves within
the inner canyon. These small figurines represent
animals that were most likely hunted such as
bighorn sheep or mountain goats. They may
represent pre-hunt ritual practices carried out in
sacred places.

Rock Art The “Shaman’s Gallery” mural and other similar
depictions may represent hundreds or thousands of
years of anthropomorphic figures, and other designs
and symbols including bighorn sheep, deer,
carnivores, and snakes. Petroglyphs are abundant
within the larger Grand Canyon region. In addition,
a recent re-examination of images from Mallery’s
Gallery, a grotto along the Bright Angel Trail below
the south rim, suggests that several images may date
to the Archaic Period.

Circulation Networks

Trails/Routes The location of Archaic Period sites within the
Grand Canyon and along the Colorado River basin
strongly suggests the presence of informal
trails/routes along the canyon rim and down to the
Colorado River. The presence of non-local trade
goods at Late Archaic sites also suggests inter-
regional trade and trails/routes to peoples outside of
the larger Grand Canyon region.

Landscape Physical History Il - 12



Indian Garden Cultural Landscape Report « Grand Canyon National Park « June 2005

Vegetation (Related to Land Use)

New Cultivars Although not widespread, botanical evidence from
the Colorado Plateau suggests that maize, a cultivar
from ancient Mexican cultures, may have been
introduced into the Four Corners region around
4,000 BP.

Formative Period: 1,700-700 BP
Introduction

In the Grand Canyon region, the Formative Period is characterized by Ancestral Puebloan and
Cohonina occupation. The Grand Canyon region experienced a dramatic increase in population
during the Formative Period, and numerous Formative Period archeological sites contain
extensive domestic complexes and technologically sophisticated agricultural features. Like their
predecessors, the Ancestral Puebloan and Cohonina peoples utilized all areas of the Grand
Canyon and exploited a wide variety of canyon resources.

Brief Historical Context

The Formative Period in the western hemisphere is marked by the transition from a hunting and
gathering economy to an economy based primarily on agriculture, the development of permanent
villages, and the production of ceramics.®* Willey and Phillips define the Formative Period “by
the presence of agriculture, or any other subsistence economy of comparable effectiveness, and
by the successful integration of such an economy into well-established, sedentary village life.”*
In the Grand Canyon region, archeologists recognize two Formative cultures: the Cohonina and
the Ancestral Puebloan or Anasazi. The Formative Period lasted from approximately 1,500 to
700 BP.

Ancestral Puebloan territory extended across much of the Colorado Plateau and included
portions of southern Nevada, southern Utah, northern Arizona, southwestern Colorado, and
northwestern New Mexico. Within this area, archeologists have recognized a number of distinct
traditions or branches that are distinguished based on pottery technology and design styles, and
on architecture.

Between 1,300 and 950 BP, Ancestral Puebloan use of the Grand Canyon was apparently sparse
and intermittent, focusing primarily on hunting game and wild plant gathering.* By 1,000 BP,
however, the climate became wetter due to increased precipitation, favoring an increase in the
ability to expand cultivation in a greater range of places. By 950 BP, Ancestral Puebloan

% James A. Ford. A Comparison of Formative Cultures in the Americas: Diffusion of the Psychic Unity of Man,
Smithsonian Contributions to Anthropology, Vol. 11 (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1969), 4-5.
% Gordon R. Willey and Philip Phillips. Method and Theory in Archaeology, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1958), 146.

% Douglas W. Schwartz, On the Edge of Splendor: Exploring Grand Canyon’s Human Past (Santa Fe: Annual
Bulletin of the School of American Research, 1989), 53.
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occupation had expanded to the Kaibab Plateau and along the Colorado River basin. Agriculture
was now being practiced within the canyon and along the canyon rim.*® Agricultural features
associated with Ancestral Puebloan farming in the Grand Canyon vicinity include terraces,
ditches, shallow clay-lined depressions, check dams, and garden plots with borders. Many of
these features were constructed to channel and store water as well as to decrease the potential of
erosion. Rock walls served as passive solar devices that prevented frost damage and allowed
better retention of moisture.*’

The change in the size and complexity of habitation structures further attests to the increase of
Ancestral Puebloan use of the region. Prior to 925 BP, residential structures consisted of small
pithouses; surface masonry structures with multiple rooms and agricultural storage features
became more prevalent after that date.®® The Ancestral Puebloans also began building kivas
indicating a commitment to year-round communal occupation.* Kivas have been recorded on
the south rim—such as at Tusayan Ruin—and in the inner canyon on Unkar Delta and at Bright
Angel Ruin. Conversely, kivas have not been identified on the north rim and appear to be absent
in other areas with prehistoric pueblo sites, indicating that the extent of sedentism varied
considerably across the canyon.*?

Archeological evidence indicates that the Cohonina inhabited the Coconino Plateau and the
Grand Canyon vicinity from the 1,300 to 900 BP.** Like their Ancestral Puebloan neighbors, the
Cohonina practiced agriculture. However, the extent to which the Cohonina relied on agriculture
for subsistence is debatable. Most researchers believe that the Cohonina relied on agriculture to
some degree, but much less than the Ancestral Puebloans. Instead, the Cohonina obtained a fair
amount of their subsistence from hunting and gathering.** Furthermore, the Cohonina did not
strictly follow a “sedentary village life,” but practiced a lifeway characterized more by seasonal
movement among different sites. ** They established residential complexes along the canyon rim
and foraged in the inner canyon and Colorado River basin on seasonal rounds.**

Because Cohonina occupation overlapped with the Puebloan peoples, it is believed that they
interacted peacefully and pursued active trading. The Cohonina possessed unique ceramics and
lithic technology that distinguished them from the neighboring Puebloans. Cohonina residential
sites typically include features such as pithouses, masonry block rooms, walled compounds,
interior hearths, and storage areas.*

% Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 74-76.

¥ Coder, Grand Canyon Prehistory, 41.

% Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 74.

* Schwartz, On the Edge of Splendor, 56.

“ Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 74.

“ See Richard V. N. Ahlstrom, “Tree-Ring Dating the Cohonina,” (MS on file, Department of Anthropology,
University of Arizona, Tucson, 1986); Thomas R. Cartledge, “Cohonina Adaptation to the Coconino Plateau: A Re-
evaluation,” The Kiva Vol. 44, No. 4 (1979): 297-317; John C. McGregor, The Cohonina Culture of Northwestern
Arizona, (Urbana: The University of Illinois Press, 1951), 20.

“ Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 73 ; McGregor, Cohonina Culture, 145-146.

“ Willey and Phillips, Method and Theory, 146.

“ Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 73.

“ NPS, “Draft Environmental Assessment, Desert View Improvements,” (Grand Canyon National Park, Arizona,
n.d. [20007?], photocopy), 22-23. ; NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 140; Coder, Grand Canyon Prehistory,
24-29.
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During the Formative Period, inhabitants living within the vicinity of the Grand Canyon utilized
transportation routes that led down to natural resources within the inner canyon and between
each rim. Trails and footpaths followed along the rims and utilized canyons that led down to the
Colorado River. Remains of footbridges and ladders spanning gaps in canyon walls are still seen
today. Non-local trade items including ceramic vessels from the east, shell bracelets and slate
beads from the south, and shell beads from the Pacific Coast suggest intra-regional trade and
continued contact with neighboring peoples.*

The Formative Period was the most populous period of occupation within the Grand Canyon
vicinity prior to European contact. Of more than 4,300 known archeological sites in GRCA, over
70 percent were occupied between 950 and 850 BP.*’ By 850 BP, however, the environment
within the Grand Canyon region changed again and became increasingly drier. Over time, less
rainfall occurred and erosion of alluvial terraces used for farming along the Colorado River
increased. As a result, formerly dependable resources became scarce and the total amount of
arable land decreased. While some Cohonina and Puebloan groups maintained their
agriculturally dependent settlements, a majority of the occupants of the larger Grand Canyon
region eventually abandoned the rims and moved east to the Hopi Mesas. Archeological
evidence from some villages, such as Tusayan Ruins, suggests that the residents of the canyon
rim may have remained until around 770 BP.*®

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 1,700-700 BP:
Land Uses and Activities

Hunting During the Formative Period, inhabitants of the
Grand Canyon area continued to hunt bighorn
sheep, deer, bear, bobcat, mountain lion, rabbits,
rock squirrel, mice, packrats, woodrats, eagles,
hawks, waterfowl, and other local fauna.

Gathering People who lived during the Formative Period
continued to utilize and rely upon the local flora for
diet, medicine, and functional use.

Mining People who lived during the Formative Period
mined mineral resources such as pigments and salt
from within the inner canyon.

Seasonal Migration The Cohonina practiced a lifeway characterized by
seasonal movement among different locales, with
residential complexes along the canyon rim and
foraging sites in the inner canyon and Colorado

“ Coder, Grand Canyon Prehistory, 42-43.

7 GRCA site files; NPS, “Draft Environmental Assessment,” 22-23; NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 140;
Coder, Grand Canyon Prehistory, 24-29.

“ Coder, Grand Canyon Prehistory, 44-47; NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 140.
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River basin. Ancestral Puebloans also took
advantage of seasonal resources, but led a more
sedentary lifeway than the Cohonina.

Puebloan peoples began to practice widespread
agriculture, cultivating maize, squash and beans.
Agricultural practices intensified and withdrew with
the changing climate. The Cohonina practiced
agriculture but to lesser extent than their Puebloan
neighbors.

Archeological sites during this period reflect the
transition from semi-sedentism to sedentary villages
with a significant increase in population during the
period ca. 1,000 to 800 BP. The Cohonina are
considered less sedentary than the Ancestral
Puebloans.

Archeological sites for this period are located
throughout the Grand Canyon vicinity, along both
rims, within the inner canyon, and Colorado River
basin. Permanent and seasonal sites were frequently
located adjacent to springs and/or other water
resources, and arable lands. At Indian Garden,
Formative Period sites are clustered on the terraces
above Garden Creek.

During milder, wetter years, Puebloan Basin
peoples expanded to alluvial terraces along the
Colorado River to take advantage of rich alluvial
soils.

During milder, wetter years, the expansion of
agriculture resulted in the exploitation of all
habitable niches from the canyon rim to the
Colorado River basin. However during periods of
harsher, drier climates characterized by diminishing
resources and a shrinking amount of arable land, the
population contracted to canyon rim settlements and
eventually left the region.
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Cultural Traditions

Rock Art Rock art is abundant within the larger Grand
Canyon region. Furthermore, rock art styles
indicative of Archaic through Protohistoric
occupations are represented. Ancestral Puebloan
motifs with anthropomorphic and zoomorphic
figures tend to be most common.*

Ceramics Both Cohonina and Ancestral Puebloan peoples
produced distinctive ceramic vessels. Some of the
vessels were plain and intended exclusively for
utilitarian use. Other vessels, however, were highly
decorated and indicative of artistic expression.

Circulation Networks

Trails/Routes The presence of Formative Period sites within the
inner canyon and along the Colorado River basin
suggest that formal trails/routes or drainages were
utilized to link the canyon rims and Colorado River.
The presence of non-local trade goods at these sites
points to intra-regional trade and continuous
interaction with peoples outside of the Grand
Canyon region.

Vegetation (Related to Land Use)

New Cultivars Archeological evidence from Formative sites
documents the presence of and reliance upon three
main cultivars: maize, squash, and beans. Cotton
was also grown along the Colorado River basin.

Buildings and Structures

Pithouses Pithouses are circular structures constructed of
brush and mud, and entered through a hole in the
roof. The Cohonina built pithouses and, prior to 925
BP, Ancestral Puebloans constructed residential
structures composed of small pithouses. No
pithouse features have been identified in the Indian
Garden project area, however.

“ peter W. Bungart, “Rock Art,” in The Grand Canyon River Corridor Survey Project: Archaeological Survey along
the Colorado River between Glen Canyon Dam and Separation Canyon, Helen C. Fairly, Peter W. Bungart,
Christopher M. Coder, Jim Huffman, Terry L. Samples, and Janet R. Balsom, eds., (NPS, prepared in cooperation
with the Glen Canyon Environmental Studies, 1994), 91-94.
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Pueblos After 925 BP, Puebloan peoples began building
masonry structures of local stone. Often these small
pueblos contained a kiva or circular ceremonial
structure. Puebloan villages were located along the
canyon rims and within the inner canyon. In
canyons and drainages and where land was arable,
Puebloan villages were located adjacent to
agricultural fields. However, no pueblo structures
have been identified within the Indian Garden
project area.

Temporary Camps Seasonal habitation structures typically consisted of
a pole-and-brush superstructure supported by a dry-
laid masonry foundation. Ten of the fifteen
prehistoric sites that have been identified in the
Indian Garden vicinity have surface structures that
likely served as seasonal habitation structures; they
are all located on terraces and promontories
overlooking Garden Creek. The expedient
construction of these structures and the proximity to
arable land and dependable water sources indicate
that the structures were summer farm sites occupied
by people that lived the remainder of the year on the
canyon rim or down near the river. The simple
structures at Indian Garden appear to have been
constructed by Ancestral Puebloan peoples, as they
are similar to Puebloan structures from the San Juan
River area.”® However, the structures are not
definitive of Puebloan construction, and could have
been built by Cohonina or subsequent inhabitants.™
Ceramics tend to be most supportive of Puebloan
occupation.

Small-scale Features

Granaries Puebloan and Cohonina peoples built masonry,
wood and mud storage structures. These structures
were utilized exclusively as storage units for surplus
grain. They were either attached to residences or
located on isolated canyon precipices. Two sites in
the vicinity of Indian Garden possess granary

% William Y. Adams and Nettie K. Adams, “An Inventory of Prehistoric Sites on the Lower San Juan River, Utah,”
Museum of Northern Arizona Bulletin 31, Glen Canyon Series No. 1, (Flagstaff: Museum of Northern Arizona,
1959), 12; Coulam, “Archeological Survey,” 16.

st Coulam, “Archeological Survey,” 16.
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features. At both sites the granaries are tucked
under ledges of canyon walls.

Terraces Puebloan peoples constructed artificial terraces out
of stone and soil to create productive agricultural
fields reducing the potential for erosion and
increasing agricultural yields.

Check Dams Puebloan peoples constructed small rock walls out
of stone. These stone walls served as check dams to
control the erosion of soils in canyons and
drainages. The rock walls also may have served as
passive solar devices by storing heat and preventing
frost damage to spring seedlings. A few of the
habitation sites near Indian Garden are associated
with small rock walls that may have served as check
dams.

Irrigation Ditches Puebloan peoples constructed shallow, clay-lined
depressions or canals to funnel water to agricultural
fields and garden plots.

Garden Plots The construction of low rock walls defined garden
plots within canyons and drainages. The size of
garden plots was based on the topography and
drainage of the land

Protohistoric Period: 700-460 BP

Introduction

During the Protohistoric Period, Pai and Paiute peoples moved into the Grand Canyon region.
They occupied the north and south rims, sometimes utilizing pueblos abandoned by Ancestral
Puebloan and Cohonina groups, and the inner canyon where springs and agriculturally suitable
lands were located. In addition, groups like the Hopi used the Grand Canyon and surrounding
area intermittently during the late Protohistoric Period, maintaining trade relationships with the
Pai and Paiute.

Brief Historical Context

At about the same time the Ancestral Puebloan and Cohonina were abandoning the Grand
Canyon vicinity, the Pai and Paiute were starting to move into northern and western Arizona.
The Pai, a Yuman-speaking group represented prehistorically by the Cerbat tradition, came from
the Mojave Desert and occupied the western end of the Grand Canyon, primarily along the south
rim. The Paiute entered the Grand Canyon region from the Great Basin of Nevada and Utah to
the north, the southern most bands originally occupying the Kaibab Plateau along the north rim.
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Some of the earliest radiocarbon-dated Pai and Paiute sites in Arizona are those obtained in the
Grand Canyon, which indicate that the Pai and Paiute probably began moving into the Grand
Canyon region around 700 BP.** In contrast to Formative Period cultural trajectories, in which
increasing dependence on agriculture apparently led to colonization and ultimately abandonment
of the Grand Canyon, the Pai and Paiute practiced a subsistence strategy less reliant on
agriculture and apparently far more stable, as evidenced by Pai and Paiute use of the Grand
Canyon lasting from circa 700 BP into the twentieth century.>® They sometimes used abandoned
Formative Period sites on the north and south rims, but eventually moved to the inner canyon
where springs and agriculturally suitable lands were located.

The Pai began to reoccupy much of the lower canyon by 675 BP, crossing the Colorado River to
the north rim when necessary. They practiced a form of seasonal migration, wintering in the
uplands and migrating to the canyon bottom for planting and harvesting in the spring. Pai
occupation of archeological sites in the Grand Canyon vicinity are distinguished from earlier
periods by the presence of characteristic Tizon Brownware ceramics. Archeological evidence
suggests that the Pai hunted deer, bighorn sheep, and other local game, as well as gathered
mesquite, prickly pear, and agave.

The Pai constructed less permanent shelters than their Puebloan predecessors, living in rock
shelters and brush wickiups. In addition, they practiced a limited horticulture. Because of this,
the material culture remains of their occupation are somewhat more ephemeral than earlier
Puebloan and Cohonina sites.>

The Havasupai and Hualapai tribes are two of fourteen Pai groups that share a similar cultural
heritage and language. Schwartz hypothesized that between 1,000 and 900 BP, population
pressures forced some of the Cohonina to move from the canyon rim and establish defensive
locations along the cliffs around Havasu Canyon. After about 200 years, the people abandoned
the cliffs and began occupying the canyon bottom, apparently because the need for defensive
postures no longer existed. By 700 BP, these people—who may now be called the Havasupai—
also found it safe to live on the plateau. However, the increased aridity made farming on the
plateau difficult. As a result, a pattern of seasonal residence was established where winters were
spent on the plateau of the south rim hunting and gathering, and spring and summer months were
spent in Havasu Canyon growing crops using the perennial water sources along Cataract Creek.>

Within the last ten years, however, Schwartz reversed his position on the Cohonina-Havasupai
relationship, stating that “...after a century or more when there were no settlements in the region,
the Cohonina were replaced by a new people, the Cerbat, who moved into the area from the west,

%2 Neal et al., “Cultural Resources Data Synthesis,” xxi; Robert L. Bettinger and Martin A. Baumhoff, “The Numic
Spread: Great Basin Cultures in Competition,” American Antiquity Vol. 47, No. 3 (1982): 485-503; Robert C. Euler,
“Walapai Culture History,” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Anthropology, University of New Mexico,
Albuquerque, 1958), 71.

% Neal et al., “Cultural Resources Data Synthesis,” xxi.

% NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 140; Coder, Grand Canyon Prehistory, 49-50.

% Schwartz, “Havasupai,” 13-14: Richard A. Brooks and Peter J. Pilles, Jr., “Final Report for the Cultural Resources
of the Grand Canyon Cross Canyon Corridor Survey” (Flagstaff: Museum of Northern Arizona, Department of
Anthropology, 1974), 16-17.
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and it was they who eventually became the Havasupais.”® Schwartz's latest position is more in
line with Euler, who suggests that between 850 and 800 BP the Cohonina population declined
and the plateau area was abandoned. Concurrent with this period of abandonment, the Pai began
moving into the area. The Pai lifestyle of hunting and gathering, supplemented by farming near
permanent springs and streams, was similar to that proposed for the Cohonino. However, Pai
pottery, grinding stones, and projectile points are different from those of the Cohonino and
Ancestral Puebloans. Consequently, it is Euler’s belief that some of the early Pai inhabitants
became the historic Havasupai and Hualapai.’’

Like the Pai along the south rim, the Southern Paiute led a semi-sedentary lifestyle characterized
by hunting and gathering. The Paiute occasionally occupied abandoned pueblos and also
constructed temporary camps near subsistence resources. As agricultural lands in canyon
bottoms were farmed, more permanent camps were established. The Paiute interacted peacefully
with the Hopi to the east, with trade being the major stimulus for contact.”® Southern Paiute
occupation of archeological sites within the Grand Canyon vicinity is distinguished from earlier
periods by the presence of characteristic Brownware ceramics and twined basketry.>

In addition to the Pai and Paiute, the Hopi and Zuni used the Grand Canyon intermittently during
the late Protohistoric Period and early historic times. Archeological and ethnographic data
indicate that the Hopi and their ancestors have utilized Grand Canyon resources for hundreds of
years.” A strong trade network existed between the Hopi and Havasupai as early as the 1300s.%*
The Hopi utilized the salt deposits found along the Colorado River near its confluence with the
Little Colorado River as recently as the 1960s.®* The salt mines are sacred to the Hopi and the
trail to the salt-gathering place is marked by shrines that are of religious importance.®® The Grand
Canyon is sacred to the Hopi in other ways as well. To the Hopi, the Grand Canyon is where
humans and animals emerged from the underworld and it is where the dead return. The Sipapu,
or place of origin, is located within the Grand Canyon. According to Hopi belief, the Hopi lived
in a number of worlds below this one. They emerged from the Sipapu into this world and spread
to all parts of the Grand Canyon vicinity including both rims, the inner canyon, and the larger
Southwestern United States, until their eventual congregation at the Hopi Mesas. **

Opinions vary as to when the Navajo migrated to the Grand Canyon/Coconino Plateau region;
the earliest suggested dates are around 1000 AD and later dates are around 1525 AD. ®°

%6 Schwartz, On the Edge of Splendor, 38; Euler, “Walapai Culture History”, 1958; Robert C. Euler, “Archaeological
Problems in Western and Northwestern Arizona, 1962,” Plateau, Vol. 35, No. 3 (1963): 78-85.

" Euler, “Walapai Culture History”, 1958; Euler, “Archaeological Problems,” 78-85.

%8 Bertha P. Dutton, American Indians of the Southwest (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1983), 157-
161.

% Kelly and Fowler, “Southern Paiute,” 386.

% Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 82; Janet R. Balsom, “Native Americans of the Grand Canyon” in
Hiking the Grand Canyon, ed. John Annerino (San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1993), 12.

st Balsom, “Native Americans of the Grand Canyon,” 13; Cushing, “The Nation of the Willows, ” 362-374, 541-549;
Spier, “Havasupai Ethnography, ” 83-392.

52 Balsom, “Native Americans of the Grand Canyon,” 12.

% Ahlstrom et al., “Archaeological Overview,” 82; Balsom, “Native Americans of the Grand Canyon,” 12.

5 Balsom, “Native Americans of the Grand Canyon,” 12; Cushing, The Nation of the Willows, 362-374, 541-549;
Spier, Havasupai Ethnography, 83-392.

% Balsom, “Native Americans of the Grand Canyon,” 12.
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However, historical evidence indicates that the Navajo were well established in the region by at
least 1680 AD.®® Although there is little documented Navajo use of the Grand Canyon during the
Protohistoric Period, there is evidence that the Navajo gathered pinyon nuts near the Grand
Canyon during historic times, and a few Navajo families were living in the vicinity of GRCA
during the late 1800s.%” Nevertheless, Navajo traditional cultural ties to the Grand Canyon and
Colorado River are strong. For example, the Navajo believe that they were present during the
creation of the Grand Canyon and Colorado River, and the Grand Canyon and other minor
canyons are home to many Navajo deities affiliated with clan origins and migrations.

Although their reservation and traditional lands are far from the Grand Canyon, the Zuni believe
that they too entered this world through the Grand Canyon. The origin point of the Zuni was at a
place called Chimik’yana’kya dey’a, also known as Ribbon Falls on Bright Angel Creek, a major
tributary of the Colorado River, west of the mouth of the Little Colorado River in the Grand
Canyon.®® As they migrated to Zuni, they lived at sites along the Colorado and Little Colorado
Rivers.

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 700- 460 BP:

Land Use and Activities

Hunting Protohistoric peoples hunted both large and small
fauna, utilizing the resources from both canyon and
rim habitats.

Gathering Protohistoric inhabitants of the region gathered a

wide variety of local flora, utilizing the resources
unique to mountain, rim, and inner canyon habitats.

Mining Protohistoric peoples mined mineral resources such
as pigments and salt from within the inner canyon.

Seasonal Migration The historic Havasupai, and to a lesser degree the
Hualapai and Southern Paiute, practiced semi-
sedentism, wintering at more permanent sites on or
adjacent to the rim and spending planting and
harvesting seasons within the Grand Canyon and
tributary canyon bottomlands.

Agriculture The Pai and Paiute depended on agricultural fields
generally located in canyon bottoms adjacent to
water resources.

% Balsom, “Native Americans of the Grand Canyon,” 12.

 Brewer, “Long Walk,” 55-62; Cleeland et al., “American Indian Use,” 34-35, 40-41.
% Roberts et al., “Bits’iis Nineezi,” 144,

% Ferguson and Hart, A Zuni Atlas, 51.
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Patterns of Spatial Organization

Semi-Sedentism

Site Location

Response to Natural Environment

Exploitation of Colorado River

Shelter

Salt mines

Cultural Traditions

Rock Art

Pai and Paiute archeological sites are more
ephemeral, reflecting their practice of seasonal
migration patterns tuned to the utilization of
regional resources.

Archeological sites dating to the early Protohistoric
indicate that Pai and Paiute occupation of the Grand
Canyon vicinity focused primarily on the north and
south rims. After adopting the agricultural practices
of their predecessors, Pai and Paiute peoples began
to seasonally occupy the canyon bottomlands
adjacent to water resources.

After adopting the agricultural practices of their
predecessors, the Pai and Paiute peoples began to
exploit the tributary canyon bottoms adjacent to
springs.

Protohistoric inhabitants utilized caves and rock
shelters within and throughout the Grand Canyon as
temporary camp sites.

Because of its value for subsistence and trade,
Protohistoric peoples continued to utilize important
salt mines within the inner canyon. Despite their
distance from the Grand Canyon, the Hopi and Zuni
also continued to make regular trips to the salt
mines within the inner canyon.

Mallery’s Gallery, a grotto along the Bright Angel
Trail below the south rim, contains pictographs
representing successful hunting activities. Near the
two mile point of the Bright Angel Trail, south of
Indian Garden, is another set of pictographs. Both
of these pictograph panels have been attributed to
the Havasupai however a recent re-examination of
Mallery’s Gallery suggests that several images may
also date to the Archaic Period.”

® Cleeland, “Cross Canyon Corridor,” 13; Mark Sinclair to Inner Canyon Personnel. “Euler’s Visit to Indian
Gardens,” May 16, 1978 (Indian Garden Ranger Station files, Indian Garden, Grand Canyon National Park), 1.
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Circulation Networks

Trails/Routes Protohistoric inhabitants of the Grand Canyon
region used formal routes and trails that linked the
canyon rims with the Colorado River. For example,
the Havasupai, and possibly earlier inhabitants, used
the route availed by the Bright Angel Fault to
access the Indian Garden area. The trails and routes
led to natural resources and to irrigated gardens and
fields in minor canyons. The trails also enabled
different groups to interact regularly with one
another. For example, the Hopi maintained active
trade relationships with both the Paiute and
Havasupai.

Boundary Demarcations

Colorado River The Colorado River was a porous boundary that
served to generally delineate the Pai on the south
from the Paiute on the north. However, the
Colorado River was frequently crossed and trade
and interaction was actively pursued from both
sides. In addition, native fauna and flora resources
on both sides of the Colorado River were utilized by
all groups.

Vegetation (Related to Land Use)

Cultivars Pai and Paiute peoples adopted some of the
cultivars and agricultural practices of their Puebloan
and Cohonina predecessors through trade and
interaction with the Hopi and Zuni to the east.

Buildings and Structures

Pueblo Reoccupation Both Pai and Paiute peoples often reoccupied earlier
pueblo sites.
Wickiups Wickiups were temporary conical shelters

constructed from locally available resources. A
circular framework of poles was weaved with
willow branches and leafy bushes. These shelters
served as temporary camps and seasonal respite
from the sun. The Havasupai are known to have
lived intermittently at Indian Garden into the
twentieth century, and their habitation structures
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were still present at Indian Garden when GRCA
was established. However, beginning in 1924, the
NPS removed Havasupai cultural remains from
Indian Garden.

Sweathouse Pai frequently constructed wood and earth saunas or
sweathouses.

Small-scale Features

Terraces Pai and Paiute peoples constructed artificial terraces
out of stone and soil to create productive
agricultural fields, reducing the potential for erosion
and increasing agricultural yields.

Check Dams Pai and Paiute peoples increased their agricultural
yields with the construction of check dams to
control flooding and erosional processes.

Irrigation Ditches Pai and Paiute peoples artificially irrigated their
agricultural fields where possible by constructing
ditches to control the course and direction of water
flow.

Roasting Pits Pai peoples constructed pits to roast pinyon nuts
and agave (mescal). The pits usually consisted of a
shallow circular hole lined with stone, which was
constructed close to the resources harvested. Two
such roasting pits have been identified along the
Bright Angel Trail, south of Indian Garden. Both of
these pits were apparently used to roast agave.”

Spanish Colonization and European Exploration of the Grand Canyon
Vicinity: 1540-1821 AD

Introduction

As historian Stephen Pyne has noted, the Grand Canyon, despite its monumentality and vastness,
remained largely unexplored by European military expeditions and settlers until the nineteenth
century. Of those parties that saw the Grand Canyon and recorded their experiences, many
perceived it as an obstacle of vast barrenness. Only one documented party ever attempted to
descend to the Colorado River. Maps produced during this nearly three hundred year period

™ Sinclair, “Euler’s Visit,” 1.
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focus exclusively on the larger Southwest region, further documenting the peripheral nature
ascribed to the Grand Canyon and its inhabitants."

Brief Historic Context

In 1540, Francisco Vasquez de Coronado led an exploration party north from Mexico to locate
the fabled Seven Cities of Cibola, most likely the villages of the Zuni peoples. Coronado
eventually reached Zuni Pueblo, but found no riches. A contingent led by Pedro de Tovar was
led to the Hopi pueblos which were again found to contain no gold or mineral wealth. The Hopis
led a detachment headed by Garcia Lopez de Cardenas to the Grand Canyon. In September of
1540, Cardenas’ party approached the south rim—Ilikely in the area between present day Desert
View and Moran Point—becoming the first Europeans to see the canyon. Other sixteenth-
century Spanish explorers to travel through the region included Marcos Farfan in 1578 and Fray
Esteban de Perea in 1598. Although disappointed at the lack of riches, the Spanish decided to
establish missionaries at the Hopi and Zuni Pueblos, leaving behind several Franciscan friars.
Throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, missionary work and religious conversion
was actively pursued in northern New Spain.”

Early Spanish description of the Grand Canyon was not very detailed. The Grand Canyon
environment was described as arid and covered with low-growing pinyon and juniper. The
Spaniards’ only view of the Colorado River was from far above on the south rim. A small party
from Garcia Lopez de Cardenas’ contingent attempted to descend to the river but failed. In doing
so, however, they realized that the Colorado River was broader than they had originally thought
and contained large boulders. Once the Grand Canyon was perceived as an impenetrable barrier,
the Spanish avoided it for nearly 250 years.™

Between 1598 and 1760, the mission system was promoted by individuals under license from the
Spanish Crown. By 1610, the town of Santa Fe was settled as the new capital for the province of
New Mexico. Slowly, Spanish missions moved northward from Santa Fe, eventually reaching
the Hopi pueblos by 1629. Part of the Spanish-Puebloan interaction included forced relationships
such as the encomienda, or annual tribute, and the repartimiento, or forced labor system. The
encomienda was officially extended to favored individuals of the colonial administration. Those
individuals in turn collected an annual tribute from the Pueblos in the form of maize and cotton
blankets. The repartimiento used conscripted labor to work government farms and build both
public ar;gj private structures. Lastly, disease introduced by Europeans devastated the Puebloan
peoples.

During the 1760s, New Spain initiated a general rehabilitation of its northern frontier as threats
from Britain and Russia, troubles with the Apache, and problems with colonial administration
persisted. As a result, new routes of communication were proposed and a stronger cordon of

72 Stephen J. Pyne, How the Canyon Became Grand: A Short History (New York: Penguin Group, 1998), 6.

" “Draft General Management Plan,” 145; Marc Simmons, “History of Pueblo-Spanish Relations to 1821,” in
Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 9 Southwest, ed. Alfonso Ortiz (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian
Institution Press, 1979), 178.

™ Pyne, How the Canyon Became Grand, 6.

" Simmons, “Pueblo-Spanish Relations,” 179-183.
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presidios recommended. A direct result of the rehabilitation effort was a second period of
exploration and survey during the early fourth quarter of the eighteenth century.”

The following decade saw a number of the provincial proposals carried out. In 1776, the Jesuit
priest Francisco Tomas Garces traveled north from the Tucson vicinity to visit the Hualapais,
Havasupais, and Hopis. He followed the Colorado north to the “Rio Jabesua,” or Havasu
Canyon, and then traveled east to visit the Hopi Pueblos. Garces was “astonished at the
roughness of this country and at the barrier which nature had fixed,” literally “a prison of cliffs
and canyon.” He noted that the lush environment of Havasu Canyon and Havasupai irrigation
system of dams and ditches yielded trees, grass, and crops. They also possessed both horses and
cattle that they had received in trade with the Hopi. Also in the same year, the Franciscan fathers
Silvestre Velez de Escalante and Francisco Atanasio Dominguez traveled through present-day
northern Arizona to seek a route between Santa Fe and Monterey (what would become the Old
Spanish Trail). They traveled through House Rock Valley and crossed the Colorado River at a
spot they named El VVado de los Padres, the Crossing of the Fathers, in present-day Glen Canyon.
The Escalante and Dominguez party passed just to the north of the Grand Canyon but made no
attempt to view or inspect it. As they traveled along the north rim of the Grand Canyon, they
reported on the character of the tribes and the natural environment. They encountered what
appeared to be a group of Paiutes in the vicinity of the Kaibab Plateau in October of 1777. The
exploration party was told that the Paiutes did not plant corn, but noted that their food consisted
of gathering prickly pear, seeds, and pine nuts, and hunting rabbits and goats. Other Paiute
peoples, most likely in southern Utah, were noted to cultivate corn and squash and use irrigation
ditches. Few additional explorations were made to the Grand Canyon vicinity by the Spanish
after 1777.”

In late 1660, a well-coordinated Puebloan revolt led by several individuals evicted the Spanish
and culminated with the capture of Santa Fe. The Spanish reconquest of the Puebloan peoples
began in 1692 and was led by the new governor, Diego de Vargas. Five years later, the Puebloan
peoples were mostly subsumed within the colonial administration.”

Historic accounts document ancestral Navajo interactions with the Havasupai by the late 1600s.
By the mid-nineteenth century, the Navajo made extensive use of canyon resources for
subsistence and religious purposes, and continued to graze sheep, goats and horses in the vicinity
into the 1930s and 1940s. The Hopi and Zuni have also at various times either occupied the
Grand Canyon, procured and utilized canyon resources, and/or traded with the Havasupai and
other groups.” Between 1810 and 1821, Mexico and much of New Spain was in revolt from the
Spanish Crown. As a result, formal state sponsored exploration and activity in the province of
New Mexico ceased.

"® Pyne, How the Canyon Became Grand, 16.

" NPS, “Draft General Management Plan,” 145; Pyne, How the Canyon Became Grand, 17-18; J. Donald Hughes,
In the House of Stone and Light: An Introduction to the Human History of Grand Canyon (Denver: University of
Denver, 1978), 17-22; Douglas W. Schwartz, “A Historical Analysis and Synthesis of Grand Canyon Archaeology,”
American Antiquity Vol. 31, No. 4 (April 1966): 471; Kelly and Fowler, “Southern Paiute,” 368-397.

"8 The Hopi pueblos, due to their isolation, remained independent for nearly a century after the revolt.

" NPS, “Draft Environmental Assessment,” 22-23.
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Unlike the Hopi and Zuni peoples, many of the Hualapai, Havasupai and Southern Paiute
peoples occupying the Grand Canyon vicinity escaped direct control and administration under
Spanish colonization. The Spanish presence, however, indirectly impacted the Grand Canyon
region: during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, Spanish slave traders abducted
American Indians living within the Colorado Plateau to work in Mexican mines and regional
ranches. Where Spanish slave traders could not venture, neighboring tribes conducted slave raids
in exchgglge for trade items. The Shivwits band of Southern Paiute were devastated by slave
traders.

Due to nearly 300 years of Spanish interaction and trade within the northern Arizona region,
many new cultivars and plant and animal species were introduced to the Grand Canyon vicinity.
These included wheat, figs, lima beans, chile peppers, domestic onions, watermelons, and peach
trees. Animal husbandry was also introduced to the region, a practice that required extensive
rangeland and one that dramatically impacted the natural environment and agricultural
production. Cattle was the common domesticate within the Grand Canyon vicinity. In particular,
the introduction of the horse impacted trade and the ability of neighboring cultures such as the
Apache and Navajo to conduct long-reaching raids into the Grand Canyon region.*

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 1540-1821:
Land Uses and Activities

Hunting Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute, and Navajo
peoples hunted both large and small fauna, utilizing
the resources from both canyon and rim habitats.
The Kaibab Paiutes also fished from the Colorado
River.

Gathering Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute, and Navajo
peoples gathered a wide variety of local flora
utilizing the resources unique to the rim and inner
canyon habitats.

Seasonal Migration The Havasupai, and to a lesser degree, the Hualapai
and Southern Paiute peoples practiced a semi-
sedentism, wintering at more permanent sites on or
adjacent to the rim and spending planting and
harvesting seasons within the canyon bottomlands.

Agriculture Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute

8 Carling I. Malouf and John M. Findlay, “Euro-American Impact Before 1870,” in Handbook of North American
Indians, Vol. 11 Great Basin, ed. Warren L. D’Azevedo (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution, 1986), 501,
503; Simmons, “Pueblo-Spanish relations,” 184.

8 Simmons, “Pueblo-Spanish relations,” 181; Demitri B. Shimkin, “The Introduction of the Horse,” in Handbook of
North American Indians, Vol. 11 Great Basin, ed. Warren L. D’Azevedo (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian
Institution, 1986), 519.
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peoples depended upon agricultural fields generally
located in canyon bottoms adjacent to water
resources.

Animal Husbandry The introduction of domestic animals throughout
the seventeenth, eighteenth, and early nineteenth
centuries led to the practice of animal husbandry,
particularly focusing on cattle.

Mining Red ochre, a mineral used for painting and
adornment of the body, was mined from sites within
the inner canyon. Copper and rock salt were also
mined from sites within the inner canyon. Red
ochre, copper and salt were important trade items
for the Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute, Hopi,
Zuni and Navajo peoples.

Patterns of Spatial Organization

Semi-Sedentism Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute and Navajo
practiced seasonal migration patterns that were
attuned to the availability of regional flora and
fauna resources.

Site Location Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute and Navajo
occupation of the Grand Canyon region are
generally divided into winter camps or settlements
along the rim, and seasonal camps and settlements
along the inner canyon during planting and
harvesting season adjacent to water resources.

Response to Natural Environment

Exploitation of Colorado River Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute and Navajo
peoples continued to agriculturally exploit the
minor canyon bottoms adjacent to springs.

Shelter Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute and Navajo
peoples utilized caves and rock shelters within and
throughout the Grand Canyon as temporary camp
sites.

Range Land Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute and Navajo
peoples utilized prime range land for grazing cattle,
sheep and goats.
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Cultural Traditions

Taboos Fish, lizards, and reptiles were avoided by
the Havasupai.

Circulation Networks

Trails/Routes Formal routes and trails that linked the
canyon rims with the Colorado River continued to
be utilized. These trails led to natural resources and
to irrigated gardens and fields in minor canyons.
The Havasupai and Hualapai traded and interacted
regularly with one another, with the Hopi, and
eventually with the Navajo. The Southern Paiute
also traded and interacted with the Hopi and
Navajo.

Boundary Demarcations

Colorado River The Colorado River was a porous boundary
that served to generally delineate the Hualapai and
Havasupai on the south from the Southern Paiute on
the north. It must be understood that the Colorado
River was frequently crossed and that trade and
interaction was actively pursued from both sides. In
addition, native fauna and flora resources on both
sides of the Colorado River were utilized by all
groups.

Vegetation (Related to Land Use)

Maize, Squash, and Beans Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute peoples
continued to plant and rely upon the triumvirate
staples of maize, squash, and beans.

Peach Trees By the eighteenth century, peach trees, originally
introduced by the Spanish and obtained through
trade with the Hopi, were growing within the inner
canyon agricultural fields.

Lima Beans By the eighteenth century, lima beans were
regularly planted by the Hualapai and Havasupai
and later Southern Paiute peoples.
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Buildings and Structures

Wickiups Wickiups, or brush wickiups, were temporary
conical shelters constructed of locally abundant
resources. A circular framework of poles was
woven with willow branches and leafy bushes.
These shelters served as temporary camps and
seasonal respite from the sun.

Granaries Stone granaries were constructed within the inner
canyon and sealed for long-term preservation of
stores.

Sweathouse Hualapai and Havasupai frequently constructed

wood and earth saunas or sweathouses.

Terraces Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples constructed artificial terraces out of stone
and soil to create productive agricultural fields,
reducing the potential for erosion and increasing
agricultural yields.

Check Dams Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples increased their agricultural yields with the
construction of check dams to control flooding and
erosion processes.

Irrigation Ditches Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples artificially irrigated their agricultural fields
where possible by constructing ditches to control
the course and direction of water flow.

Small-scale Features

Bridges/Ladders Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples constructed new—and used existing—
wooden footbridges and ladders to aid in crossing
chasms and accessing ledges and benches ultimately
increasing transportation efficiency.

Roasting Pits Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples constructed pits for roasting pinyon nuts
and agave, usually shallow subterranean holes
frequently lined with stone and close to the
resources harvested.
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Mexican Independence and Administration: 1821-1848
Introduction

Historians have characterized the Mexican administration of the Southwest as one of liberalized
contact and trade with the United States. During their brief administration of the territory, no
formal exploration of the New Mexico territory was initiated. Rather, the nearly thirty year
period is characterized by increased contact between American Indians and Anglo-Americans as
fur trappers rapidly moved into the Colorado Plateau and Grand Canyon region.

Brief Historic Context

The road to independence for New Spain began early in the nineteenth century with the
Napoleonic political crisis of 1808 and the abdication of the Spanish crown. This single event
initiated a movement towards political autonomy and self-governance throughout the Spanish
empire. As colonial forces in New Spain began to consolidate and reinforce military rule, those
in support of autonomy participated in armed resistance movements. By 1815, the insurgency
had been effectively put down. In 1820, constitutional order was restored in New Spain and
formalized plans for rebellion from Spain were initiated. By 1821, under the leadership of
Augustin de Iturbide, Mexico declared its independence from Spain.®?

With Mexican independence, the New Mexican territory ceased to be administered and regulated
with the enthusiasm characterized under Spanish colonization. Compared with their
predecessors, Mexican authorities instituted a more liberal policy of trade with the United States.
By the mid-1820s, the earliest Anglo-American fur trappers and traders had begun to enter the
Great Basin and Colorado Plateau. As a result, contact with American Indians in the larger
Grand Canyon region began to increase. Ultimately this increased contact led to violence as
disputes proliferated. Slave trading, which had begun during the end of Spanish Colonial
administration, continued unabated and increased as new transportation routes to land in
California were opened during this period. Ute and Navajo slave raiders captured Southern
Paiute and, less frequently, members of other groups. They would sell these captives to Mexican
traders and, on occasion, Mormon settlers and American fur traders. During this period, the Old
Spanish Trail and the Santa Fe Trail became major thoroughfares between Missouri and
California.®

Although they passed through the region, fur trappers did not regularly visit the Grand Canyon
nor descend to the Colorado River. Of those that did, few recorded their impressions. One
trapper who claimed to have spent time in the Grand Canyon was James Ohio Pattie. His
personal narrative was later recorded by Timothy Flint, a writer renowned for biographies of
western American heroes. Pattie claimed to have ascended the Colorado River in 1825 to a place
where “horrid mountains” shut the river in for nearly 300 miles and prevented any descent.®*

8 Virginia Guedea, “The Old Colonialism Ends, the New Colonialism Begins,” in The Oxford History of Mexico
eds. Michael C. Meyer and William H. Beezley (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 277-300.

% Pyne, How the Canyon Became Grand, 23; Malouf and Findlay, “Euro-American Impact,” 499-506; Kelly and
Fowler, “Southern Paiute,” 368-370, 386.

8 Pyne, How the Canyon Became Grand, 24-25.
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Jedediah Smith first traveled from the Great Salt Lake to the Grand Canyon region between 1826
and 1827. In 1830, William Wolfskill and George Yount attempted to follow Smith’s route from
the Sevier to the Colorado River. In the late 1820s, Ewing Young and his band of trappers
moved up the Colorado River to the Bill Williams Fork but then left the river and proceeded
along the south rim of the canyon until reaching Navajo country south of the San Juan River.®

Due to the Mexican government’s anti-slavery stance, hostilities between Mexican and Anglo-
Texan colonists gradually began to increase. By the mid-1830s many Texans began to seriously
consider political autonomy or annexation by the United States. In 1845, the U.S. Congress
approved the annexation of Texas. A year later, the first United States troops had entered
Mexican territory. After two years of humiliating defeats, the Mexican government was forced to
sign the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo which ceded most of their northern territory to the United
States in 1848. In 1850, the territory of New Mexico, which included Arizona and the Grand
Canyon, was created by the United States.®

Modification to the natural environment occurred relatively quickly after Americans entered the
Grand Canyon vicinity. From about 1825 onward, the quest for natural resources and subsequent
settlement dramatically altered the type and availability of native flora and fauna. Throughout the
region, trapping, mining, grazing and logging created greater competition for resources and, as a
result, increased hostilities. Plant and animal species traditionally utilized were adversely
impacted and could no longer be depended upon. Over time, Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern
Paiute peoples were driven from their traditional lands and forced to occupy areas with a
substantially decreased carrying capacity.?’

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 1821-1848:
Land Uses and Activities

Hunting Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute and Navajo
peoples hunted both large and small fauna, utilizing
the resources from both canyon and rim habitats.
Small game was the most predominant meat source
and included rabbits, rats, mice, gophers, squirrels,
chipmunks, birds, and occasionally lizards and
snakes. The Kaibab Paiutes also fished from the
Colorado River.

Gathering Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute, and Navajo
peoples gathered a wide variety of local flora,
utilizing the resources unique to mountain, rim, and
inner canyon habitats. Pine nuts and agave appear to

8 Stoffle et al., “Big River Canyon,” 71-72.

8 Josefina Zoraida Vazquez, “War and Peace with the United States,” in The Oxford History of Mexico, eds.
Michael C. Meyer and William H. Beezley (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 339-370.

8 Kimball T. Harper, “Historical Environments,” in Handbook of North American Indians, VVol. 11 Great Basin, ed.
Warren D’Azevedo (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution, 1986), 60-63.
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have been universally exploited within the larger
Grand Canyon region.

The Havasupai and Southern Paiute, and to a lesser
degree, the Hualapai practiced semi-sedentism,
wintering at more permanent sites on or adjacent to
the rim or near the mountains and spending planting
and harvesting seasons within the canyon
bottomlands. The Southern Paiute were the most
mobile.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and to a lesser degree
Southern Paiute peoples, depended upon
agricultural fields and gardens located in canyon
bottoms or adjacent to water resources. Small one-
acre gardens could be tended by an individual.
Larger gardens were tended by extended family.

The introduction of domestic animals
throughout the seventeenth, eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries led to the practice of animal
husbandry, particularly cattle herding.

Great Basin peoples, including Southern Paiute,
occasionally burned native vegetation to increase
natural yields and plant production, to increase
fodder for native fauna, and to hunt both small and
larger game.

Red ochre, a mineral used for painting and
adornment of the body, was mined from sites within
the inner canyon. Rock salt was also mined from
sites within the inner canyon. Red ochre and salt
were important trade items for the Hualapai,
Havasupai, Southern Paiute, Hopi and Navajo
peoples.

Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute, and Navajo
peoples practiced seasonal migration patterns
attuned to the utilization of regional flora and fauna
resources, and timed with planting and harvest
seasons.

Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute, and Navajo
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occupation of the Grand Canyon region are
generally divided into winter camps or settlements
along the rim or adjacent to mountains, and warm
weather camps along the inner canyon during
planting and harvesting season and adjacent to
water resources.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute peoples
continued to agriculturally exploit the minor canyon
bottoms adjacent to springs.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute peoples
utilized caves and rock shelters within and
throughout the Grand Canyon as temporary camp
sites.

Hualapai, Havasupai, Southern Paiute, and

later Navajo, peoples utilized prime range land for
grazing cattle, and to a lesser degree sheep and
goats.

Fish, lizards, and reptiles were avoided by
the Havasupai peoples.

Formal routes and trails that linked the

canyon rims with the Colorado River continued to
be utilized. These trails led to natural resources and
to irrigated gardens and fields in lesser side
canyons. The Havasupai and Hualapai peoples
traded and interacted regularly with one another and
eventually with the Navajo. The Southern Paiute
traded and interacted with the Hopi and Navajo.

The Colorado River was a porous boundary that
served to generally delineate the Hualapai and
Havasupai peoples living on the south side of the
river from the Southern Paiute peoples living on the
north side of the river. It must be understood that
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the Colorado River was frequently crossed and that
trade and interaction was actively pursued from
both sides. In addition, native fauna and flora
resources on both sides of the Colorado River were
utilized by all groups.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute peoples
continued to plant and rely upon the triumvirate
staples of maize, squash and beans. The Southern
Paiute were dependent to a greater degree on
hunting and gathering.

By the eighteenth century peach, apricot and

fig trees, originally introduced by the Spanish and
obtained through trade with the Hopi, were growing
within the inner canyon agricultural fields.

Melons were obtained through trade and
eventually incorporated into the mélange of
cultivated plants. Melons were planted
predominantly by Hualapai and Havasupai peoples.

By the eighteenth century, lima beans were
regularly planted by the Hualapai and Havasupai
and later Southern Paiute peoples.

Wickiups, or brush wickiups, were temporary
conical shelters constructed of locally abundant
resources. A circular framework of poles was
woven with willow branches and leafy bushes.
These shelters served as temporary camps and
provided seasonal respite from the sun.

Stone granaries were constructed within the
inner canyon and sealed for long-term preservation
of stores.

Hualapai and Havasupai peoples frequently
constructed wood and earth saunas or sweathouses.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
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peoples constructed artificial terraces out of stone
and soil to create productive agricultural fields
reducing the potential for erosion and increasing
agricultural yields.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples increased their agricultural yields by
constructing check dams to control flooding and
erosional processes.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples manually irrigated their agricultural fields
where possible by constructing ditches to control
the course and direction of water flow.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute

peoples used both new and existing wooden
footbridges and ladders to aid in crossing chasms
and accessing ledges and benches which ultimately
increased transportation efficiency.

Hualapai, Havasupai, and Southern Paiute
peoples constructed pinyon nut and agave roasting
pits, which typically consisted of shallow
subterranean holes.

Early American Exploration and the Territory of Arizona: 1848-1880

Introduction

The earliest period of United States administration of the Southwest is characterized by the
systematic subjugation of native peoples, Federally-funded exploration of the Colorado River
and search for travel routes, and the initiation of individual and corporate mining efforts on

public lands.

Brief Historical Context

The formal accession of the northern Mexican territories set in motion the Federally-driven
incorporation of the new Southwest according to national interests. As Anderson notes, this
forty-year phase included “warfare, negotiations, treaties and purchase to secure land and subdue
native residents; creation of orderly territorial and state governments...; and construction of
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wagon roads followed by railroads to facilitate settlement by U.S. citizens and eastern capitalists’
efficient extraction of western resources.”

The first Federally-funded exploration of lands in the Southwest occurred prior to formal
acquisition of the northern Mexican territories. In 1846, Lt. William H. Emory, accompanying
Gen. Stephen Watts Kearney on his military trip to California, studied the geology, botany, and
zoology of the larger Southwest. He then produced what is regarded as the first accurate map of
the region. Only five years later, Capt. Lorenzo Sitgreaves explored a route west of Zuni, New
Mexico to the Colorado River that he believed would be an adequate wagon road. Sitgreaves was
accompanied on his trip by Dr. S.W. Woodhouse, a physician and naturalist. The Sitgreaves
expedition was followed in 1853-54 by a second road survey along the same route led by Capt.
Amiel W. Whipple. Accompanying Whipple were geologist Dr. Jules Marcou and artist and
naturalist Balduin Mollhausen. The road west of Zuni, New Mexico was subsequently built in
1857-59, and eventually known as present-day Route 66.%°

Arizona became a formal U.S. Territory in 1863. While the decade of the United States’ Civil
War saw thousands of gold seekers pass through the Arizona Territory, few remained to settle
there. The Grand Canyon and the Colorado River did not become a permanent image in the
American imagination until the late 1860s and 1870s when the area was intimately explored by
geologists and naturalists. The first Federal exploration of the lower Colorado River occurred in
1858. Lt. Joseph C. Ives captained a U.S. Army steamboat; the lves expedition reached as far as
Black Canyon. The well-known geologist John Wesley Powell conducted two trips down the
Colorado River through the Grand Canyon, one in 1869 and another in 1871-72. It was on his
1869 trip that Powell first saw and named Bright Angel Creek, describing it as “a clear, beautiful
creek, coming down through a gorgeous red canyon.” Powell’s report on his Colorado River trip
was eventually published in 1875. George Montague Wheeler also led a river survey up the
Colorado River as far as Diamond Creek in 1871. Despite their focus on the potential for
valuable natural resources in the area, the published reports of the Powell and Wheeler
expeditions were widely read in the eastern U.S. and, as a result, the Grand Canyon became
popularized in the minds of the American public.*®°

Passed in 1866 and revised in 1870 and 1872, the Lode Law—or Federal Mining Act—allowed
anyone to recover at their own expense “all valuable mineral deposits in lands belonging to the
United States, both surveyed or unsurveyed, and the lands in which they are found to occupy and
purchase.” If minerals of value were discovered, patents were eventually granted for a small fee.
Also notable is the fact that miners could retain control of mineral-barren land without patent if
modest annual improvements to the claim were made. The Federal Mining Act also allowed
anyone to claim water sources for placer mining and ore milling purposes. Claims were subject
to local mining practices and generally limited to twenty acres or less. The law was intended to
settle and develop the western frontier, and to that extent it was enormously successful. **

8 Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 50-51.

8 Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 51, 53.

% Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 73-74; Cleeland, “The Cross Canyon Corridor Historic District,” 14. During the
early 1870s, the first photographs of the Grand Canyon were published by Timothy O’Sullivan. These photographs
provided stunning images and accompanied the textual narratives of Powell and Wheeler.

*! United States Code, Title 30, Chapter 3, Section 22; Michael F. Anderson, Living at the Edge: Explorers,
Exploiters and Settlers of the Grand Canyon Region (Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 1998), 6.
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Other late nineteenth century Federal actions also stimulated research within the Grand Canyon
vicinity. Upon his return from the 1871-72 expedition, Powell began to campaign for Federal
funding and a continuation of research in the Southwest. His lobbying efforts in Congress
resulted in the creation of the U.S. Geological Survey in 1879. Powell was chosen as an early
director. In 1880, the U.S. Geological Survey funded Clarence Dutton’s geological expedition to
the Grand Canyon. Dutton’s report on his Grand Canyon explorations was published in 1882.

Within Indian Garden proper, it is likely that one or more Havasupai families were seasonally
residing there during the second half of the nineteenth century.*> George W. James, a popular
promoter of the Grand Canyon, noted that “a certain family of the Havasupais used to farm in a
crude way on this spot” and that the remains of their irrigation ditches, terraces, and dams could
be seen on the site as late as 1890. In his popular 1935 publication, the superintendent of the
park, M.R. Tillotson, identified this family as “Big Jim’s.” According to Tillotson, “Big Jim was
born at Indian Garden, on the present Bright Angel Trail.” Big Jim reportedly remembered his
family’s occupation of Indian Garden as far back as the 1860s. Like the larger Havasu Canyon
settlement, the Havasupai families at Indian Garden occupied it on a seasonal basis, planting the
fertile bottom lands adjacent to the Garden Creek drainage. It is not known what Havasupai
structures, if any, were located at Indian Garden prior to European arrival.*®

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 1848- 1880:
Land Use and Activities

Hunting Havasupai peoples at Indian Garden and other
American Indian peoples along the rims continued
to hunt native fauna for subsistence and cultural
needs.

Gathering Havasupai peoples at Indian Garden and other
American Indian peoples along the rims continued
to gather native flora for subsistence and cultural
needs.

Agriculture Havasupai peoples at Indian Garden and other
American Indian peoples along the canyon rims
continued to seasonally plant native and non-native
cultivars within the numerous micro-climates
available. According to a miner who worked at
Indian Garden in the last quarter of the nineteenth

% A NPS memo issued in 1988 refers to the U.S. Bureau of Geographic Names publication (1988) that establishes
that the proper name for the project area under study is Indian Garden, not Indian Gardens. This document will
refer to the project area as Indian Garden (singular) except when citing sources that have Indian Gardens (plural) in
their title. The name Indian Garden was likely given to the area in the last quarter of the nineteenth century when the
first European miners and cattlemen ventured down the old Havasupai trail. See “Geographic Names: Grand Canyon
National Park,” December 20, 1988. Indian Garden Ranger Station files, Grand Canyon National Park.

% NPS, “Bright Angel Trail.” National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 8-16; M.R. Tillotson and
Horace M. Albright, Grand Canyon Country (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1935), 63-64.
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century, evidence of intentional burning by earlier
non-Anglo peoples was present in the CLR project
area vicinity.

Havasupai peoples at Indian Garden continued to
trade with the Hopi and other American Indian
peoples and intermittently with Euro-Americans.

Several Euro-American expeditions explore and
map the Colorado River and Grand Canyon region.

A secondary goal of many of the late nineteenth
century Euro-American expeditions is to note the
potential for natural resources, particularly valuable
minerals, within the Grand Canyon region.

Havasupai peoples seasonally occupied and tended
their gardens in the Indian Garden vicinity,
wintering on the south rim.

Like their predecessors, Havasupai peoples chose to
seasonally occupy and cultivate the Indian Garden
area due to the lush riparian environment caused by
the presence of numerous springs. The springs and
lush environment also supported a wide variety of
native flora and fauna. Havasupai peoples likely re-
occupied earlier Puebloan Period habitation sites or
constructed their own along the prominent ridge
slopes above the Indian Garden project area.

Havasupai continued to build masonry, pole, and
brush structures used as temporary camps—a
practice that was likely adopted from their Puebloan
predecessors.

The old Havasupai Trail that was subsequently
improved by American prospectors and claim
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holders provided one of several access routes into
the inner canyon in the larger south rim.

With the exception of the earliest prospectors and
cattlemen, the south rim may have been a
formidable boundary for many Americans who
visited the Grand Canyon during this period. Not
until the improvement and marketing of inner
canyon trails did the popularity of venturing down
into the Grand Canyon increase.

Havasupai peoples living seasonally at Indian
Garden planted traditional cultivars including
maize, squash, and beans and possibly then
recently-introduced fruits such as peaches, apricots,
figs, and melons.

Seasonal habitation structures typically consisted of
a pole-and-brush superstructure supported by a dry-
laid masonry foundation. Ten of the fifteen
prehistoric sites that have been identified in the
vicinity of Indian Garden have surface structures
that likely served as seasonal habitation structures.
They are all located on terraces and promontories
overlooking Garden Creek. The expedient
construction of these structures and the proximity to
arable land and dependable water indicate that the
structures were summer farm sites occupied by
people that lived the remainder of the year on the
canyon rim or down near the river. The simple
structures at Indian Garden appear to have been
constructed by Ancestral Puebloan peoples, as they
are similar to Puebloan structures from the San Juan
River area.” However, the structures are not
absolutely definitive of Puebloan construction, and
could have been built or subsequently used by
Cohonina or later inhabitants.*

% Adams and Adams, “Inventory of Prehistoric Sites,” 12; Coulam, “Archeological Survey of Indian Gardens,” 16.
% Coulam, “Archeological Survey of Indian Gardens,” 16.
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Puebloan and Cohonina peoples built masonry,
wood, and mud storage structures. These structures
were utilized exclusively as storage units for grain.
They were either attached to residences or located
on isolated canyon precipices. Two sites in the
vicinity of Indian Garden possess granary features.
At both sites, the granaries are tucked under ledges
of canyon walls. It is likely that these structures
may have been used by subsequent peoples such as
the Havasupai.

Puebloan peoples and subsequent Havasupai
occupants constructed artificial terraces out of stone
and soil to create productive agricultural fields,
reducing the potential for erosion and increasing
agricultural yields.

Puebloan peoples and subsequent Havasupai
occupants constructed small rock walls out of stone.
These stone walls served as check dams to control
the erosion of soils in canyons and drainages. The
rock walls also served as passive solar devices. A
few of the habitation sites in the Indian Garden area
are associated with small rock walls that may have
served as check dams.

Puebloan peoples and subsequent Havasupai
occupants constructed shallow, clay-lined
depressions or canals to funnel water to agricultural
fields and garden plots.

Puebloan peoples and subsequent Havasupai
occupants constructed low rock walls that defined
garden plots within canyons and drainages. The size
of garden plots was based on the topography and
drainage of the land.
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Early Anglo Settlement, Mining Claims, and Pioneer Tourist
Development on the South Rim: 1880-1901

Introduction

In the 1880s, the arrival of the railroad within the larger region and subsequent tourist promotion
led directly to increased private development within the Grand Canyon. During this period,
development within Indian Garden proper—along an old Havasupai trail that followed Bright
Angel Fault—was initiated by Ralph Cameron. Cameron and a partner initially “developed” and
operated a toll road that followed the Bright Angel Fault and led to the canyon interior.

Brief Historical Context

Shortly after the Civil War, large corporate railroads began to extend their lines westward. The
Atlantic and Pacific Railroad was chartered by Congress in 1866; by 1882, its northern Arizona
line had reached Flagstaff. A wagon road to the south rim was built in 1885 and stage services to
Grandview Point were initiated in 1892. The arrival of the railroad at Flagstaff increased regional
settlement and property values in Mohave, Yavapai, and Coconino counties; encouraged
continued prospecting for natural resources; connected the new western settlements with goods
and supplies; and linked the emerging lumber and cattle industries to markets in the Midwestern
and Eastern United States.*

Initial development of the Grand Canyon during the last quarter of the nineteenth century was
largely instigated by individual entrepreneurs. Prospectors, miners, cattlemen, and eventually an
incipient tourist industry soon developed along the south rim and inner canyon. “Captain” John
Hance is the first recorded Anglo-American permanent resident at the Grand Canyon. Hance
settled near what would become Grandview Point and subsequently repaired an old Havasupai
route on the south rim to facilitate his mineral prospecting. This trail came to be known as the
“old trail” and was the primary access to the inner canyon throughout the early 1880s. The “old
trail” was obliterated by rock slides in spring of 1894. A new trail was subsequently constructed
down Red Canyon to the Colorado River two miles to the east of the old trailhead. Hance
eventually leased his rights to his homestead and new trail to J. W. Thurber and J. H. Tolfree in
1895. While Hance was clearly one of the first permanent residents, prospectors flocked to the
Grand Canyon in great numbers over the next decade. This migration was due in large part to the
publiggtion of Robert Brewster Stanton’s survey and mineral report of the Grand Canyon in
1889.

During the last twenty-five years of the nineteenth century, the first Euro-Americans
“discovered” Indian Garden. During the 1880s, William H. Ashurst and John Marshall, early
mining prospectors, began exploring the inner canyon area, eventually wintering there. In 1880,

% Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 79; Ethan Carr, Wilderness by Design: Landscape Architecture and the NPS
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 115.

" Debra L. Sutphen, “Sinews of Dirt and Stone: Grand Canyon’s Backcountry Trails System, an Historic Summary”
(Historic Resource Study, Grand Canyon National Park, 1992), 29, 58-59; Douglas H. Strong, “Ralph H. Cameron
and the Grand Canyon (Part 1),” Arizona and the West, Vol. 21 (Spring 1978): 43.
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Ashurst is recorded to have driven his horses and other livestock down to Indian Garden for
pasturage.*®

Although the evidence is clear that Havasupai families used the Indian Garden environs during
the third quarter of the nineteenth century, by the time Ashurst and other early prospectors began
to explore the inner canyon vicinity, only traces of the Havasupai occupation were seen. During
his stint making improvements to the Cameron Trail in 1890-91, Curtis H. McClure noted that
“there were evidences in existence at the Indian Garden showing that at some time previous,
some cultivation of the ground had been carried on by someone [and] it apparently had been
burned off two or three times...” The fact that late nineteenth-century prospectors did not see
much evidence of Havasupai occupation at Indian Garden may be accounted for by the seasonal
nature of its use or perhaps their material presence went unrecognized. The disappearance of the
Havasupai peoples from Indian Garden also coincided with the U.S. Government action in 1880
that fornggllly reduced traditional Havasupai lands to a sixty square mile reservation in Havasu
Canyon.

In 1883, Ralph H. Cameron arrived in Flagstaff from Maine and made his first trip to Grand
Canyon. Between 1889 and 1890, he reportedly spent two months wintering in the vicinity of
Indian Garden prospecting. Only a year later, Cameron and other partners including Pete Berry,
and his brother Niles began filing mining claims within the Grand Canyon. During this period,
the first permanent Anglo structure was reported to be built at Indian Garden. In 1890, Daniel L.
Hogan, Jeffrey Sykes, and Charles McLane transported prospecting supplies to Indian Garden
and built a “stacked stone cabin with canvas roof to serve as a winter home.”*®

Access to Indian Garden was obtained via an old Havasupai trail from the south rim through the
Bright Angel Fault. Ashurst and Marshall were the first to file a claim with Mohave County in
April of 1890 to build a trail along the Bright Angel Fault to the springs at Indian Garden. A few
months later they transferred their rights to a group headed by Ralph Cameron and Pete Berry.
During the ensuing decade, the Bright Angel Trail was heavily used as a convenient access to the
inner canyon’s natural resources by a diverse group that included miners, cattlemen and
eventually tourists (Figure 3). During the early 1890s, cattleman George T. Campbell, William
Ashurst, and others used it to drive livestock down to pasturage.'®*

In 1890, Pete Berry recorded the old Havasupai trail leading to Indian Garden with Yavapai
County and obtained a franchise to operate it as the Bright Angel “toll road.” Between 1890 and
1891, Berry, Niles Cameron, Robert A. Ferguson, Curtis H. McClure, and Millard G. Love
improved the Bright Angel toll road. During this period they spent approximately $500 on
improvements.'*

% Anderson, Living at the Edge, 56; Sutphen, “Sinews of Dirt and Stone,” 31. Ashurst is the only prospector to have
discovered “promising ore deposits” at Indian Garden by the late 1890s. See NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-16.

% Anderson, Living at the Edge, 60; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-16..

199 Strong, “Ralph H. Cameron,” 43, 47; Sutphen, “Sinews of Dirt and Stone,” 30; George H. Billingsly, Earle E.
Spamer and Dove Menkes, Quest for the Pillar of Gold: The Mines and Miners of the Grand Canyon (Grand
Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 1997), 64; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 77. Hogan et al.’s “stacked stone
cabin’ may be the roofless structure pictured in several early photographs of Indian Garden (See Figure 5-8).

191 Sytphen, “Sinews of Dirt and Stone,” 31; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 86.

192 Anderson, Living at the Edge, 86; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 7-2; Billingsly et al., Quest, 64.
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Coconino County was formed out of Yavapai County largely with the aid of Ralph Cameron.
Cameron was subsequently appointed Coconino County’s first sheriff. His influence in County
politics and the course and direction of development at the Grand Canyon would greatly increase
in the coming years.*®

Even though there were no railroad lines leading directly to the Grand Canyon, national
promotion of the site by railroads increased during the 1890s. In 1892, the Santa Fe Railroad
published its first promotional booklet on the Grand Canyon. During the same year, Sanford H.
Rowe negotiated a deal with Ralph Cameron to allow tourists to travel down his Bright Angel
toll road in exchange for access to water from Rowe’s Well, a sinkhole near Hermit Basin.
Rowe’s arrangement was the first documented tourist operation at the central south rim and the
first person to use the Bright Angel Trail as a tourist attraction.***

In 1896, the Santa Fe Railroad purchased the rights to Thomas Moran’s painting, entitled Grand
Canyon. Color reproductions of the painting were subsequently made and hung in railroad
terminals throughout the United States. Moran was later hired by the Santa Fe Railroad to
produce additional paintings of the Southwest. The Fred Harvey Company, a partner of the Santa
Fe Railroad, and the Santa Fe Railroad subsequently contracted with a number of artists,
including Moran, Louis Akin, Frank P. Sauerwein, E.A. Burbank, E. Irving Course, Ernest L.
Blumenschein, William R. Leigh, Bert Geer Phillips, and E. Martin Hennings to paint pictures of
the Southwest. These images were prominently featured in promoting the Santa Fe line and Fred
Harvexogompany facilities. Color picture postcards become particularly popular during the early
1900s.

By the 1880s, prominent conservationists had begun to gather national support for the
conservation of the Grand Canyon and its resources. In 1893, President Benjamin Harrison
established the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve, an area encompassing approximately 2,900 square
miles. The Forest Reserve placed all land in and around the Grand Canyon under the
management of the Federal Government. In 1897, the management of Grand Canyon Forest
Reserve was given to the Department of the Interior and the General Land Office.*®

During the late 1890s, the trip to the Grand Canyon from Flagstaff was made easier and a direct
result was an increase in the number of annual visitors to the region. In 1900, the Santa Fe and
Grand Canyon Railroad, funded by the New York firm of Lombard, Goode and Co. and
operating as the Tusayan Development Company, began rail service from Flagstaff to their Anita
mine, only fifteen miles from the Grand Canyon. Visitors made the remainder of the trip to the
Grand Canyon by stagecoach. A prominent destination for visitors was J.M. Thurber’s Bright
Angel Hotel, built adjacent to the Bright Angel Trail trailhead in 1896. The Anita mine

103 NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-2.

104 Kathleen L. Howard and Diana F. Pardue, Inventing the Southwest: The Fred Harvey Company and Native
American Art (Flagstaff:Northland Publishing Co., 1996), 90; Carr, Wilderness by Design, 115; Anderson, Living at
the Edge, 80.

195 Howard and Pardue, Inventing the Southwest, 95-97.

106 Anderson, Living at the Edge, 87.
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eventually proved unprofitable and the spur line from Flagstaff passed into receivership. It was
subsequently sold to the Santa Fe Railway in 1900.%%

Ralph Cameron was one of several entrepreneurs present at the Grand Canyon who was quick to
recognize the potential revenue that tourism could generate and the role the quickly-approaching
railroad lines would play in stimulating tourism. In the late 1890s, Cameron reached an
agreement with the Santa Fe and Grand Canyon Railway that their line spur would eventually
end at the head of the Bright Angel Trail. Almost immediately, Cameron and the firm of
Lombard, Goode, and Co. began to plan for the future by making the first substantial
improvements to the Bright Angel Trail since its establishment as a toll road. In 1898, Buckey
O’Neill, as agent of Lombard, Goode and Co., hired men to improve the Cameron Trail *“as part
of the company’s overall plan to develop tourism and mineral deposits.” During the same period,
Buckey O’Neill built a cabin adjacent to head of the Bright Angel Trail. Improvements totaling
$200 were carried out during this period including a change to the trailhead and first few hundred
feet of trail. Berry and Cameron hired several men between 1898 and 1899, including Curtis
McClure, John R. Holford, D. W. Barter and Niles Cameron, to extend the Bright Angel Trail
from Indian Garden to the Colorado River. Substantial financial investment in trail improvement
and extension continued through 1903.1%

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 1880-1901:
Land Use and Activities

Prospecting Early regional prospectors searched for valuable
minerals in the Indian Garden vicinity.

Mining Early regional prospectors mined claims within
Indian Garden and the surrounding Tonto platform.

Grazing In 1880, prospector and miner William Ashurst is
recorded to have driven his horses and other
livestock down to Indian Garden for pasturage.

Trail Establishment/

Improvement Between 1890 and 1891, the old Havasupai trail
leading down to Indian Garden was documented by
Ashurst and subsequently acquired and improved by
Berry and Cameron. The improvement process
included clearing, widening, stabilizing and
rerouting the existing pedestrian trail to safely
accommodate pack animals and mining supplies
and equipment.

197 Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 87-88, 90; Strong, “Ralph H. Cameron,” 45. The Santa Fe Railroad purchased the
Grand Canyon Railway and quickly finished the line to the South rim in 1901.
1% Anderson, Living at the Edge, 86, 89-91; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 7-3, 7-4, 8-4.
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Trail extension

Patterns of Spatial Organization

Site Location (South Rim)

Response to Natural Environment

Trail alignment/
Improvement

Site Location (Indian Garden)

Water supply (South Rim)

Cultural Traditions

Land claims

During the years 1898 and 1899, Berry and
Cameron hired several laborers to extend the Bright
Angel toll road further north from Indian Garden to
the Colorado River.

The presence of miner camps, early pioneer hotels
and stores, and accessible routes to the inner canyon
along the south rim established the area east and
west of the current Grand Canyon Village as the
focus of subsequent early twentieth century
settlement and development.

The improvement and realignment of the Bright
Angel toll road generally followed the pre-
established Havasupai route that conformed to the
descent of the Bright Angel Fault from the south
rim to Indian Garden.

Due to its lush riparian environment and the
presence of numerous continuous springs, the
Indian Garden vicinity became a convenient rest
area and campsite for early prospectors, miners, and
cattlemen.

Due to the extremely arid conditions and general
lack of water sources along the south rim,
settlements had to obtain their water from sources
within or south of the Grand Canyon. Early on,
water was brought to the south rim from larger
settlements to the south like Flagstaff.

Beginning in 1890, and lasting into the first quarter
of the twentieth century, early explorers and miners
of the inner canyon laid claim to public lands
through the 1866 Federal Mining Act (revised 1870
and 1872). This act allowed anyone to claim
mineral deposits on surveyed or unsurveyed public
land and maintain control of such land with minimal
improvements. At Indian Garden, several mining
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Circulation Networks

Ashurst and Marshall trail

Bright Angel toll road

Boundary Demarcations

South Rim

Claim establishment

Buildings and Structures

Ashurst and Marshall shelter

Cameron shelter

and water power claims were filed by Ralph
Cameron. This cultural tradition contributed to the
private development and commercial exploitation of
the Grand Canyon.

By 1890, William Ashurst and John Marshall had
claimed the trail along Bright Angel Fault leading
from the south rim to Indian Garden.

By 1890, Pete Berry and Ralph Cameron purchased
Ashurst’s trail claim and recorded the Bright Angel
toll road with Yavapai County.

With the exception of the earliest prospectors and
cattlemen, the south rim may have been a
formidable boundary for many Americans who
visited the Grand Canyon during this period. Not
until the improvement and marketing of inner
canyon trails near the turn of the century did the
popularity of venturing down into the Grand
Canyon increase.

As part of the prospect and mining process,
potential claims had to be surveyed and/or marked
or located on the ground before a claim could be
filed with the County authorities. Claim markers
were essentially posted notices that established
porous boundaries for trail and/or mining sites.

It is likely that William Ashurst and John
Marshall built a small shelter for themselves or
occupied a pre-existing one within the Indian
Garden vicinity during the winter of 1880.

It is likely that Ralph Cameron built a small
shelter for himself or occupied a pre-existing one
within the Indian Garden vicinity during the winter
of 1889-90.
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Hogan, Sykes, and

McLane Stone Cabin Daniel Hogan, Jeffrey Sykes, and Charles McLane
are recorded to have constructed a “stacked stone
cabin with canvas roof to serve as a winter home”
for themselves within the Indian Garden vicinity
during 1890.

Small-scale Features

Prospecting As a result of extensive prospecting in the Indian
Garden vicinity, numerous adits and tunnels were
excavated in an attempt to find valuable minerals
and demonstrate proof that claims were being
worked.
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Figure 3. “Prospecting for Gold, Indian Gardens, Grand Canyon of Arizona,” ca.1901. (NAU-Cline Library
Collection, #NAU.PH.99.48)
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Arrival of the Railroad and Private Development of Indian Garden:
1901-1928

Introduction

In 1901, the Santa Fe Railroad directly linked Williams, Arizona with the south rim of the Grand
Canyon. In 1903, Ralph Cameron had opened Cameron’s Hotel and Camps on the rim at the
head of the Bright Angel Trail, and Cameron’s Indian Garden Camp surrounding the springs at
Indian Garden to cater to the increasing number of Grand Canyon visitors. Over the course of the
first quarter of the twentieth century, increasing individual and corporate commercial interests
and a growing Federal concern over the conservation of and public access to the Grand Canyon
led to a prolonged legal dispute over the ownership of the Bright Angel Trail and Indian Garden.

Brief Historical Context

With the Santa Fe Railroad’s purchase of the defunct Santa Fe and Grand Canyon Railway line,
the arrival of a direct rail link to the Grand Canyon was only a matter of time. In 1901, the
Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad completed the sixty-five-mile spur line from Williams,
Arizona to Cameron’s Hotel and Camps at the Bright Angel trailhead. The first Santa Fe
passenger train arrived at the Grand Canyon in September of that year. As Ethan Carr has noted,
the completion of the railroad line essentially designated this area of the south rim as the
principal point of arrival for all visitors to the Grand Canyon. The Santa Fe Railroad
subsequently built a station cabin and adjoining tent accommodations that became known as
Bright Angel Camp. During the same year, the Bright Angel toll road franchise was renewed for
an additional five years by Coconino County in Pete Berry’s name. With permission from the
Department of the Interior in 1903, Berry and Cameron erected a gate at the head of the Bright
Angel Trail allowing them to charge all visitors to the Grand Canyon one dollar for its use. Prior
to 1903, Berry and Cameron had not charged the public for use of their trail.*°

The early years of the twentieth century saw the emergence of a growing competition between
Cameron, the Santa Fe Railroad, and subsequently the U.S. Forest Service and NPS. The feud
may have been initiated when the Santa Fe Railway decided to extend its tracks to the east and to
Martin Buggeln’s Bright Angel Hotel. The Santa Fe Railway established a twenty-acre depot
east of the Bright Angel trailhead and hired Charles F. Whittlesey to design a new hotel at the
emerging Grand Canyon Village. The El Tovar Hotel opened in January of 1905. Colter’s Hopi
House adjacent to the El Tovar Hotel opened two months later. In response, Cameron began to
expand his interests and holdings along the Bright Angel Trail and south rim between 1902 and
1904. During this period he filed a substantial number of additional mining and milling claims
along the Bright Angel Trail and trailhead, including the Alder and Willow mill site claims at
Indian Garden surrounding the permanent spring there. Mill sites were frequently placed
adjacent to potential water power and generally supported placer and shaft claims, particularly
the processing of ores recovered from them. By 1903, Cameron had also constructed and opened
Cameron’s Hotel and Camps near the Bright Angel trailhead in an effort to compete with the

199 Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 87-88, 93; Billingsly et al., Quest, 64; Sutphen, “Sinews of Dirt and Stone,” 72;
Tillotson and Albright, Grand Canyon Country, 63; Carr, Wilderness by Design, 115; Anderson, Living at the Edge,
86.
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adjacent Santa Fe/Martin Buggeln Bright Angel Hotel operation. Cameron also solidified his
local political support by being elected to the Coconino County Board of Supervisors. A year
later he was elected as its chairman. The multi-dimensional competition between individual and
corporate interests at the south rim became very personal and was to define the development and
operation of the GRCA into the second quarter of the twentieth century.™*

Late nineteenth-century descriptions of Indian Garden are not known to exist, although by the
first visitor descriptions began to appear by the early 1900s. In 1900, George W. James, an avid
promoter of the Grand Canyon, described Indian Garden as “made green and fertile by the
flowing of a large spring of water.” Two years later, a Santa Fe Railroad publication noted that
“the famous guide, John Hance, is now located at Bright Angel. Eight hours are required for
going down and coming back, allowing two hours for lunch, rest and sight-seeing. Those
wishing to reach the river leave the main trail at Indian Garden spring and follow the downward
course of Willow Creek.” In 1902, P. C. Bicknell provided an extensive description of Indian
Garden:

...now we wind easily along the boulder-strewn channel of a dry mountain
torrent, the bottom land widening out as we advance, with verdant slopes curving up on
either side. Crystal springs burst from the low, encircling terraces, uniting their waters in
a noisy little brook that prattles through the flat, converting it into a miniature tangled
wilderness of prolific vegetation. This is the ‘Indian Garden’: so named because a few
families of Hava-Supai Indians once dwelt here and cultivated the land. They departed a
generation ago; but traces of their occupation can still be seen in furrows left by old
irrigation ditches with which they flooded the bottom land. But ages before the Hava-
Supai planted his corn here, the little valley was occupied by a prehistoric race. On every
commanding point above the stream, ruins of their rock houses remain, and fragments of
pottery—far superior to that of the modern aborigine — are very abundant; indicating a
lengthy occupation of the land. Beyond the projecting wings of the red-wall that, with a
vertical height of eight hundred feet encloses the Garden on three sides, the narrow valley
opens out on to the broad Esplanade, or plateau, that forms the highway of the Canyon;
while the stream (known as Willow Creek) cuts its way to the right through a tortuous
little ravine to a level some two hundred feet lower, where it again broadens out into a
much smaller basin known as the ‘Lower Garden.”**!

Cameron eventually formalized his intentions to control the Indian Garden vicinity and the
springs located there. In 1903, he bought certain mining claims and water rights at Indian Garden
from other prospectors and began operating a camp beside the Bright Angel Trail on the edge of
the Tonto Platform (Figure 4). Cameron may have used other earlier inner canyon camps, such
as Bass or Rowe Well, as an example when constructing his own tourist accommodations at
Indian Garden. The initial development of Cameron’s Indian Garden camp consisted of “seven

19 Strong, “Ralph H. Cameron,” 49; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 90; Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 91; Hughes,
House of Stone and Light, 68-69.

11 George W. James, In and Around the Grand Canyon: The Grand Canyon of the Colorado River in Arizona
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1905), 135; Passenger Department of the Santa Fe Railroad, The Grand Canyon of
Arizona (Chicago: Poole Brothers, 1902), 121; P. C. Bicknell, Guide Book of the Grand Canyon of Arizona, (Kansas
City: Fred Harvey Company, 1902), 47-49.
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tent cabins, meals, and a phone line to the south rim.” Cameron also planted cottonwood trees
and dammed the creek to irrigate a garden and orchard below camp in the next few years. Over
the next few years Cameron also constructed several additional buildings and structures
including a kitchen, root cellar, rain gauge, incinerator, tool shed, laundry, toilets and a water
supply (Figures 5 through 10).

A mid-twentieth-century text recalled the early Cameron development at Indian Garden:

[The] Camerons planted the cottonwood trees at the Gardens, bringing
shoots over the Tonto from Cottonwood Canyon to the east as there were only
willows [that] grew in the creek bed. They had a double row of tents for tourists,
with trees planted between them approximately where the Ranger Station is
located now. Below and east of them a rock lodge was started but never
completed, with a large vegetable garden, irrigated by ditches. They planted
strawberries, raspberries and blackberries, of which only the latter still thrive
having taken over the lower swamp thickets along the creek.

Louis Boucher—the “Hermit”—may have been one of Cameron’s early part-time managers at
Indian Garden. By 1908, Cameron had hired his brother Niles and Clarence C. Spaulding as
managers of the Indian Garden Camp.**?

In 1906, Emory and Ellsworth Kolb constructed a stone and frame photo studio at lower Indian
Garden. The photo studio provided them with a darkroom and allowed unlimited access to the
springs there. Running water was essential for the development process, a commodity that they
could not count on at their south rim studio (Figures 11 through 14).*

President Theodore Roosevelt visited the Grand Canyon in 1903. In 1905, management of the
Grand Canyon Forest Reserve was transferred to the U.S. Forest Service. A year later, Roosevelt
enlarged the existing Grand Canyon Forest Reserve and provided additional protection by
designating it a game preserve under an act of Congress. In 1907, the Grand Canyon Forest
Reserve was renamed the Grand Canyon National Forest. In 1908, President Roosevelt
designated 958 square miles of the Grand Canyon National Forest as a National Monument;
monument status prohibited any private citizens from making future claims.'*

Continuing his battle with corporate and Federal interests, Cameron applied for a patent and
outright ownership on his two claims at Indian Garden in 1905: the Alder and Willow mill sites.
The applications were denied and the claims were declared invalid and cancelled. In 1906, Pete
Berry’s franchise to operate the Bright Angel Trail as a toll road expired. Control reverted to
Coconino County. However the County eventually awarded the Bright Angel Trail franchise to
Lannes L. Ferrall, a Cameron brother-in-law and manager of his south rim hotel. A year later

112 NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 7-6, 7-7, 8-14; Cleeland, “Cross Canyon Corridor Historic District,” 28; Anonymous,
“Details of Trail Data — South Rim at G.C. Village,” (Manuscript at Indian Garden Ranger Quarters, n.d.) 2;
Anderson, Living at the Edge, 77, 95.

13 william C. Suran, The Kolb Brothers of Grand Canyon (Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Natural History
Association, 1991), 9.

114 Sutphen, “Sinews of Dirt and Stone,” 52; Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 98.
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Coconino County awarded the Bright Angel Trail franchise to Ralph Cameron. He maintained
control of the trail and charged a toll for its use through 1912, when its administration reverted to
Coconino County.'*®

Cameron furthered his political career by winning election as the Arizona territorial delegate to
the U.S. Congress in 1908. He held this position until 1912 when he ran for senator, but lost.
Despite his obligations in the nation’s capitol, Cameron continued to make sporadic repairs and
improvements to the Bright Angel Trail. In 1908, he rerouted part of the upper trail to reduce its
grade and bored the lower tunnel just below the south rim. Sometime prior to 1913, the upper
tunnel was constructed by Cameron to allow tourists to view Mallery’s Gallery, an area of
Ancestral Puebloan paintings just below the south rim. In 1909, the U.S. Forest Service
developed a management document entitled, “A Working Plan for Grand Canyon National
Monument” authored by Forest Examiner W. R. Mattoon. As a testament to Cameron’s
improvements, Mattoon stated that “out of a total of five trails descending from the rim to the
river, the Bright Angel Trail alone is kept in good repair...A toll of $1 per head on each saddle or
pack animal is collected by Mr. Ralph Cameron, to whom the trail is leased by the county.”**

Throughout the 1900s, corporate entities and the U.S. Forest Service attempted to remove
Cameron from the Grand Canyon National Monument. In 1908, at the request of the U.S. Forest
Service, mining officials inspected many of Cameron’s claims along the Bright Angel Trail and
found them to be “farcical.” In 1909, the Department of the Interior ruled that Cameron had not
improved his mining and milling claims along the Bright Angel Trail as required and that they
therefore would revert to the Grand Canyon National Monument. After failing to acquire the
Bright Angel Trail, in 1909 the Santa Fe Railroad announced that they had received permission
from the U.S. Forest Service to begin construction on the Hermit project, a new trail and inner-
canyon development. They hoped that the Hermit project would become overwhelming
competition to Cameron’s Bright Angel Trail and Indian Garden Camp, eventually convincing
him to abandon his interests. Despite their best intentions, construction on the “Hermit Project”
did not begin until between 1911 and 1913.1*

In 1909, the Santa Fe Railroad moved their Grand Canyon terminal further east from the Bright
Angel Hotel to the newly constructed El Tovar Hotel. This eventually precipitated the closing of
Cameron’s Hotel and Camps at the south rim by 1910. Niles Cameron, C. C. Spaulding, and
Lannes Ferrall however continued to collect tolls on the Bright Angel Trail and perform regular
trail maintenance and assessment work at Cameron’s mining claims.**®

During the late 1900s, Indian Garden was still a popular destination for travelers to the inner-
canyon. In 1909, John T. McCutcheon described Indian Garden as:

115 Congressional Record, Proceedings and Debates of the First Session of the 68™ Congress of the United States of
America. Volume LXV — Part 4. February 26 to March 14, 1924, (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1924), 3495; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 90-91; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-8.

118 Sutphen, “Sinews of Dirt and Stone,” 52; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 73; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 7-4; W.
R. Mattoon, “A Working Plan for Grand Canyon National Monument,” Prepared for U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, June 28, 1909 (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection #04560), 6.

7 NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-9; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 102; Carr, Wilderness by Design, 116-117; W. R.
Mattoon, “A Working Plan for Grand Canyon National Monument,” 6, 40.

118 Anderson, Polishing the Jewel, 102; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 105; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-9.
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...a beautiful broad plateau on which is situated the little collection of tent
cottages called the Indian Gardens. A good spring, a little patch of cultivated
garden land, and a sort of a halfway house where cool drinks may be purchased,
constitute the settlement. Many people come down and spend the night in the
tents, thereby getting an experience which enables them to say afterwards, ‘When
I was roughing it out in Arizona.’

In the early 1910s, Emory Kolb described Cameron’s Indian Garden Camp.

When 1,300 feet above the river, our little workshop beside a stream on
the plateau—only used at intervals when no water can be had on top, and closed
for three months past—gave us our first cheerless greeting. Cameron’s Indian
Garden Camp was also closed for the day, and we were disappointed in a hope
that we could telephone to our home, 3,200 feet above. But the tents, under rows
of waving cottonwoods, and surrounded by beds of blooming roses and glorious
chrysanthemums, gave us a more cheerful welcome than our little building [photo
studio] below. We only stopped to quench our thirst in the bubbling spring then
began the four mile climb that would put us on top of the towering cliff.

Similar positive descriptions of the inviting nature and potential of Indian Garden appeared in
1918. “The spring at Indian Garden is large enough to irrigate a small tract of ground.
Experience has demonstrated that not only can vegetables of every kind be grown here, but all
kinds of fruits, even oranges, lemons and grapefruit.” Peaches and other fruits were apparently a
marketable commodity in the larger region during this period. Supai peaches sold well in both
Williams and Flagstaff.**®

In 1916, the Santa Fe Land Improvement Company acquired several Cameron land claims from
John Daniel, acting as an agent for Cameron. Water rights and the Alder and Willow mill claims
at Indian Garden were acquired in June. Cameron, however, retained the platinum mining and
hydroelectric development rights on all his claims, essentially blocking future development at
Indian Garden. This partial acquisition stimulated the proposal of corporate development at
Indian Garden. Plans for the immediate development of Indian Garden were drawn up by Mary
Jane Colter for the Fred Harvey Company. The proposals submitted to the U.S. Forest Service
included building tourist cabins at Indian Garden Camp and called for various-sized guest houses
accommodating two to twelve persons. The plans were never adopted by Forest Service or the
NPS due to Cameron’s continued presence at Indian Garden (Figures 15 through 19).'%

19 John T. McCutcheon, “Doing the Grand Canyon,” in Paul Schullery, ed. The Grand Canyon: Early Impressions
(Boulder: Colorado Associated University Press, 1981), 118; E. L. Kolb, Through the Grand Canyon from Wyoming
to Mexico (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1953), 217; George W. James, The Grand Canyon and How to See
It (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1918) 62; J. Donald Hughes, House of Stone and Light, 77.

120 Bjllingsly et al., Quest, 65; Strong, “Ralph H. Cameron,” 58; Virginia L. Grattan, Mary Colter: Builder Upon the
Red Earth (Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Natural History Association, 1992), 32; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 88;
Mary Jane Colter, “Floor Plans of Stone Cottages, Proposed for Indian Gardens [No. 7],” Nov. 1916. Grand Canyon
Museum Collection, #16713; Mary Jane Colter, “Cabin Accomodating 2 Persons, Kitchen Elevation facing Road,
Slab Construction, [No. 10]” n.d. Grand Canyon Museum Collection, #16712; Mary Jane Colter, “Typical Stone
Cottage (Accomodating 12 Persons), Proposed for Indian Gardens [No. 8],” ca. 1916. Grand Canyon Museum
Collection, #16682.
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The Fred Harvey Company map produced in 1916 shows the existing structures and features at
Indian Garden. These included eight tents, a stone house, a kitchen, a stable area, a laundry, a
former garden, a former alfalfa patch in the upper garden area, two trail maintainer’s tents, the
Kolb “cottage” or photo studio, and two unidentified structures/tents in the lower garden area
(See Figure 15).**

In 1917, Don P. Johnston and Aldo Leopold issued a revised document entitled “Grand Canyon
Working Plan.” This document called for a detailed topographic survey of the Grand Canyon
National Monument with the purpose of designating development use zones and mitigating
conflicting land uses. A direct result of the document was the production of a U.S. Forest Service
map of Indian Garden (Figure 20). Produced in 1917, this map shows similar existing structures
and features as the Fred Harvey Company map. They include the Kolb Brothers photo studio, an
“old toilet,” a trail keeper’s tent, an “oil float box” and adjacent tent, an old alfalfa field and a
pond in the lower Indian Garden area, two unidentified structures adjacent to a vegetable garden,
a former laundry tent, a kitchen, a root cellar, a stone house, a tool shed, a toilet, hitch racks,
eight tents, an incinerator, and two unidentified structures adjacent to the upper Indian Garden
area—most likely a mule shed and corral.*?

After a decade of heavy use and only meager funds allotted by Cameron for its maintenance, the
appearance of the Indian Garden camp began to suffer. In 1916, the Indian Garden Camp was
described less than favorably by the U.S. Forest Service.

The Indian Gardens constitute the more or less level stretches on the first
mesa on the Bright Angel Trail at an elevation of 3,800 feet above sea level or
3,288 feet below the rim at the head of the trail. The water at this point has made
it a desirable stopping point for trail parties to lunch. Due to mineral claims,
however, there has been no authority to keep the place clean, and it is in a filthy
and disgraceful condition. Piles of decayed remnants of lunch were found within a
few yards of the trail at several points. Lunch boxes with the cards furnished by
the Forest Service requesting care with refuse are found scattered from one end of
the Gardens to the other. One of the Coconino County Trail caretakers lives here.
The surroundings about his living quarters are as filthy as other parts of the
Garden. Tourists who pass up and down the trail probably [--] get the impression
that this man is an employee of the Government. There are four springs at the
Gardens capable of supplying water to extensive hotel and living quarters. The
surplus may some day be pumped to the top of the rim unless other arrangements
are made. It is the plan of the [Fred Harvey] Company to develop these gardens as
a stopping place for tourists who wish to remain in the Canyon over night or
longer. A wax model has been made of the proposed development. It is the plan to
have a number of individual cottages, some supplied with baths and others not.
The plan is to fix a rate for the cheaper quarters so low as to be within reach of
people of limited means. The prices of the more pretentious quarters are to be

121 Fred Harvey Company, “Plat ‘A’ Showing Present Plan of Indian Gardens,” 1916. Grand Canyon National Park,
Museum Collection.

122 U.S. Forest Service, “Working Plan Map, Grand Canyon, Tusayan National Forest, Indian Garden Area,” 1917.
Grand Canyon National Park, Museum Collection; Carr, Wilderness by Design, 118.
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fixed high enough to help bear the costs of operation for the others. There is to be
a central dining hall and a large lounging room with large fireplace. Corrals for
stock would be placed below. It is the idea to have chickens and cows so as to
furnish fresh eggs, milk and cream for the patrons. In order to do this there must
be poultry pens and small pastures. For this purpose it is proposed to develop the
lower Indian Gardens where there is not to exceed ten acres of land which may
have value for these purposes. It cannot be hoped to grow enough feed for these
cows; and of course, the remainder must be packed down the trail. The company’s
landscape gardener desires to leave natural conditions undisturbed as much as
possible. Cottages are to be built against or partially on top of boulders. Existing
trees and shrubs are not to be disturbed. There is practically no wood supply, and
the introduction of eucalyptus has been proposed. The whole idea of developing
Indian Gardens is based upon the principle of making it appear, at least, as being
independent within itself. The cliffs near by have cave houses and dugouts as
living quarters for the Supai Indians, which tribe formerly inhabitated [sic] this
spot. These Indians will care for the garden spots. Fresh vegetables could be
raised during at least eight months of the year. The effect should be pleasing. The
project is stupendous after one considers that building material must be packed
from the top on mule back. This tract can hardly be put to any higher use than the
one proposed. The expenditure, which will be distributed over five to ten years,
will probably be $100,000. The mules which transport these supplies will be taxed
the $1. toll unless special concessions are made by the County authorities, or the
present arrangement is permanently altered. It is planned to be able to take care of
60 guests per day by the end of next season, future developments to depend upon
the demand. The right of way along the Bright Angel Trail is claimed to be 40
feet in width. It practically ruins the upper Indian Gardens. It is essential that the
trail be moved slightly in one or two instances. Even so, buildings will be within
20 feet of it. Several years ago Kolb Brothers built a cabin at the lower end of the
Upper Gardens. It was used for making of enlargements, since a fresh water
supply was at hand. The building probably cost $700 including packing the
material. The County’s employee who lives nearby states that it is used an
average of three times a year. Mr. Emory Kolb claims to use it three times a
month. The building has an abandoned appearance. There is no objection to the
continued use of this building and site provided it is maintained in good order and
the premises kept clean. However any permit should be issued for an extremely
small area surrounding that house and should clearly stipulate that it will not
interfere with higher use.*?

Throughout the 1910s, Cameron actively investigated selling many of his claims along the Bright
Angel Trail and adjacent to Indian Garden to large corporations in the eastern U.S. In 1912,
Cameron claimed that a Philadelphia syndicate had an option to purchase thirty-five of his
mining claims, some near Indian Garden, to “build a reservoir and hydroelectric plant within
Garden Creek’s narrows.” The claims were never sold and the plans were never developed.
Cameron also continued to pursue his rising political career. In 1914, he was defeated in a bid for

123 Don P. Johnston and Aldo Leopold, “Grand Canyon Uses Working Plan,” December 1916 (Grand Canyon
Museum Collection #28343), 7-9.
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Governor of Arizona. Six years later Cameron was swept into Congress on the Republican ticket.
He served his constituents in this capacity until early 1927.*%

Under county administration since 1912, the Bright Angel Trail continued to remain a popular
destination. During 1915, the fact that the Grand Canyon happened to be along the route to the
San Francisco World’s Fair to the Grand Canyon greatly increased tourism along the south rim.
Tolls for the Bright Angel Trail during that year amounted to $20,000. Several attempts were
made to connect the Bright Angel Trail to Bright Angel Creek and the north rim. In 1907, David
Rust constructed a cable system at the terminus of the Bright Angel Trail formally connecting
the trails on either side of the Colorado River. In 1921, the NPS constructed a suspension bridge
across the Colorado River at the northern terminus of the Bright Angel Trail. These efforts only
increased the popularity of the Grand Canyon and its inner-canyon trials. The suspension bridge
was eventually rebuilt in 1927.*%

In 1916 the NPS was created. Three years later, President Woodrow Wilson signed legislation
creating the GRCA. Despite the United States’ entry into World War 1 in 1917, the NPS wasted
little time initiating improvements within their new park. By January of 1922, GRCA’s first
cross-canyon telephone line was completed by a contractor. The single wire line was connected
to trees and rocks along the Bright Angel Trail. A telephone station was located at Indian
Garden.'?

Over time, the Federal government increased its attempts to remove Cameron from the Bright
Angel Trail and Indian Garden. In June of 1916, a suit was initiated against Cameron and his
Alder and Willow mill sites at Indian Garden. Five years later in February 1921, a decree was
entered against Cameron that forbid his use of “said sites and required within 60 days to remove
therefrom all buildings, structures and improvements.” In an attempt to stall his eviction from
Indian Garden, Cameron alleged that he had a pre-existing agreement with Coconino County to
use the buildings there. Likewise he also believed that the buildings he owned were in the Bright
Angel Trail right-of-way and therefore under the jurisdiction of the County.**’

The NPS was well aware of the administrative problems it faced when it took over the GRCA.
The Superintendent’s Annual Report for the years 1920-25 notes “probably the greatest problem
confronting the Service upon its taking over the administration of the park was the existence of
the many claims of alleged mineral value. Among these were the claims located by Ralph H.
Cameron which have been in litigation for several years.” During the early 1920s, Assistant
Director of NPS, Horace Albright, inspected the GRCA and reported that “the situation at Indian
Gardens is a disgrace to the park and an insult to the nation that owns the park” (Figures 21
through 23). By the mid-1920s, the NPS was finally able to drive Cameron out of Indian Garden
but did not obtain control of the Bright Angel Trail until late in the decade. In 1920, the U.S.
Supreme Court invalidated all of Cameron’s mining claims and labeled him a trespasser within

124 Anderson, Living at the Edge, 106; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-2, 8-11; Strong, “Ralph H. Cameron,” 58.
125 Anderson, Living at the Edge, 106; Carr, Wilderness by Design, 116; NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-16.

126 NPS, “Trans Canyon Telephone Line, Grand Canyon National Park” (National Register of Historic Places
Inventory — Nomination Form, 1986), 8-2; NPS, Superintendent’s Annual Report [SAR], Grand Canyon National
Park, 1922,” 7. Grand Canyon Museum Collection.

127 Congressional Record, 3495; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 106.
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NPS lands. Three years later, suits were again filed against Cameron in Federal court for his
refusal to vacate his invalid claims and for his failure to remove the structures and his employees
from Indian Garden. Cameron was legally evicted from Indian Garden in 1924, formally ending
his presence there. In September of that same year, when Cameron refused to leave Indian
Garden, park rangers acted by storming the Indian Garden camp. Cameron’s caretakers ran away
just before they arrived. The park rangers found an illegal distilling operation in one of the store
houses. The facilities present at Indian Garden within Cameron’s Alder and Willow Mill claims
in 1924 were noted by Hubert Work of the NPS as “a long storehouse occupied by a caretaker of
the Bright Angel Trail, ownership of which is now in Coconino County; the stone shell of a two-
story structure; and ten to twelve frames for small shelter cabins for campers.”*?

In 1924, Louis Crampton, a Congressional representative from Michigan and long time political
opponent of Cameron’s, took the opportunity to put on record the extensive lengths to which
Cameron and his associates went to keep the U.S. Forest Service and NPS out of the Bright
Angel Trail and Indian Garden vicinity. In particular, he noted that in February of 1924, Santa Fe
Railroad engineers constructed a stone weir with a gauge below the Kolb Brothers studio to
measure the flow of Garden Creek. The Indian Garden Coconino County caretaker said that he
would destroy the weir and gauge. Later the weir was found to have been destroyed by
explosion. In the same year, samples of water taken at the “lunching station” at Indian Garden
were analyzed by the Santa Fe Railroad hospital and found to contain typhoid. Samples taken
from two springs approximately one quarter mile above the lunching station were found to be
pure. Contamination of Garden Creek was thought to have come from old pit toilets “built by
Clarence Spaulding about 1909 for use of Cameron’s tent colony. These toilets were also used by
the public until about two years ago [1922], when the caretaker destroyed them, but we are
informed, did not fill the pits.” Lastly, an NPS sign placed at Indian Garden warning against the
danger of contaminated water at the lunch station was torn down by the Coconino County
caretaker.’?

National periodicals also picked up the story of the long standing conflict and the NPS raid that
detailed the abhorrent physical conditions at Indian Garden.

Their actions [Cameron] were especially obnoxious at Indian Gardens, the
oasis on the bottom of the canyon by way of the Bright Angel Trail. They
prevented the erection of a public comfort station for travelers and eventually the
water upon which the visitors depended for drinking at Indian Gardens became
polluted with typhoid-fever germs which came, so officials of the NPS stated,
from unsanitary conditions permitted by the Cameron employees. When the park
officials put up signs warning travelers against drinking the water the placards
were torn down... The forest rangers found the Cameron employees decamped,
their property left behind in great disorder. In one deserted shack the park
superintendent reported that he found “a large vessel containing about six or eight

128 NPS, “SAR,” 1920-1925. Grand Canyon Museum Collection; Anderson, Living at the Edge, 106; Strong, “Ralph
H. Cameron,” 161; Hughes, House of Stone and Light, 88, 90; Billingsly, et al., Quest, 65; Congressional Record,
3497.

123 Congressional Record, 3498-3499.
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gallons of mash, ready for the still. There was evidently a hooch factory in
embryo.”*®

Only a month after the NPS raid, the Santa Fe Railroad announced plans to build a hotel “similar
to the El Tovar” at Indian Garden. For whatever reason, the plans were never seriously
considered by the NPS.**

After the NPS confiscated the Indian Garden facilities formerly owned by Cameron, the formal
process of acquiring Indian Garden and the Bright Angel Trail accelerated. In 1926, Cameron
lost his bid for another term as congressional representative to Carl Hayden and subsequently
retired to the east coast, leaving the future of the Bright Angel Trail to Coconino County. Despite
convincing Coconino County to reject a NPS offer to buy the Bright Angel Trail in 1924, the
County eventually agreed to sell the trail to the NPS in 1927 in exchange for $100,000 spent on
construction of a new approach road from U.S. Route 66 to the south rim. The NPS gained full
control of Indian Garden in September of 1927. A year later they received the title to the Bright
Angel Trail.**?

In 1926, the NPS contacted a Mr. Wood to become the Federal government-employed caretaker
and trail manager at Indian Garden. The Wood family lived at Indian Garden. Their home
consisted of two “tent houses, one of which was used for living, and the other for a cook
house...The floors had wide cracks in them, but we managed to get linoleum to cover them and |
made curtains for the windows and it began to look like home...Indian Garden was a beautiful
spot and we were surrounded on three sides by sheer cliffs, several large shade trees and a few
fruit trees.” At the end of their one-year term, the Wood family left Indian Garden.™*

Improvements made at Indian Garden in the first few years of NPS tenure, but prior to formal
ownership of Bright Angel Trail and Indian Garden in 1927, included a general cleaning up of
the grounds, and the removal of trash and debris between 1924 and 1925. In 1925, old pit toilets
were treated with quick lime and covered, new chemical pit toilets and watering troughs were
constructed, and portions of the trail were rerouted out of the Garden Creek in an effort to clean
up the water.** Just before the formal acquisition of the Bright Angel Trail, the Santa Fe
Railroad completed initial development work at various springs at Indian Garden in 1927 “so
that the flow of the springs was increased to approximately 576,000 gallons per day. After
observing the output of these springs for a sufficient period it is the ultimate plan to pump water
from this source to the south rim for the supply of fresh water which is at present provided by a
one-hundred-mile haul by rail in tank cars.”**

By 1925, the NPS was completing major construction projects that would have a direct impact
on visitorship to the park. In 1925, Bureau of Public Roads engineers surveyed the “Williams

130 Arthur Warner, “Canyons and Camerons: A United States Senator Defies the Government” The Nation, Vol. 121,
No. 3147 (October 28, 1925): 481-482.

B Cleeland, “Cross Canyon Corridor Historic District,” 34.

132 NPS, “Bright Angel Trail,” 8-12; Billingsly et al., Quest, 65; Cleeland, “Cross Canyon Corridor Historic
District,” 34. Ralph Cameron died and was buried in the cemetery at Grand Canyon Village in 1953.

133 Hazel Wood, “Aunt Hazel and Indian Garden” The OI’ Pioneer, Vol. 10, No. 2 (April / June 1999): 5-6.

B4 «gAR,” 1925, 6. Grand Canyon Museum Collection.

B35 “SAR,” 1927, 7. Grand Canyon Museum Collection.
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approach road” to the Grand Canyon Village. The road arrived at the south rim at the head of
Bright Angel Trail. Construction was subsequently completed by the end of 1928. Also in 1928,
the Navajo Bridge at Marble Canyon was constructed.

Chronology by Landscape Characteristic, 1901-1928:

Land Use and Activities

Prospecting

Mining

Tourism

Photographic developing

Alcohol distilling

Cultivation

Water development

Patterns of Spatial Organization

Development of water sources

Linear settlement pattern

Prospecting for valuable minerals in the Indian
Garden vicinity was continued by Ralph Cameron
and others.

Mining for valuable minerals in the Indian
Garden vicinity was continued by Ralph Cameron.

Throughout the first three decades of the

twentieth century, Indian Garden became one of the
more popular destinations for inner canyon
travelers.

With the construction of the Kolb Brothers photo
studio in 1906, the development of early
photographs was carried on at Indian Garden.

After a 1924 raid on Cameron’s Indian Garden,
NPS rangers discovered an illegal distillery in one
of the structures.

Extensive vegetable and fruit gardens were
established and cultivated for the support of Indian
Garden personnel and possibly for sale as well.

In 1927, the Santa Fe Railroad accomplished
“minor development” of the springs at Indian
Garden to monitor their water flow.

Within the larger Grand Canyon area, convenient
water sources within the inner canyon, usually
located along well-established trails, were initially
developed by and for miners, and subsequently to
serve the incipient tourist industry.

Following the general north-south orientation of the
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Response to Natural Environment

Trail alignment

Cultural Traditions

Land claims

Cluster Arrangement

Alder and Willow Mill sites

Circulation Networks

Bright Angel Trail

Bright Angel Trail rerouted

Garden Creek springs at Indian Garden, Ralph
Cameron built his Indian Garden camp along the
lush relatively flat floodplain corridor.

The Bright Angel toll road generally followed the
pre-established Havasupai route that conformed to
the descent of the Bright Angel Fault from the south
rim to Indian Garden.

Beginning in 1890, and lasting into the first quarter
of the twentieth century, early explorers and miners
of the inner canyon laid claim to public lands
through the 1866 Federal Mining Act (revised 1870
and 1872). This act allowed anyone to claim
mineral deposits on surveyed or unsurveyed public
land and maintain control of such land with minimal
improvements. At Indian Garden, several mining
and water power claims were filed by Ralph
Cameron. This cultural tradition contributed to the
private development and commercial exploitation of
the Grand Canyon.

Much of the development at Indian Garden
clustered within two small water power claims
established by Ralph Cameron. Administrative
buildings and gardens were located in the northern
or Willow Mill site, and the tent cabins and other
features were generally located in the southern or
Alder Mill site.

The Bright Angel Trail emerged as the most
popular inner canyon trail due to its location
adjacent to the railroad and the fact that it was a
relatively well-maintained system.

In 1925, the NPS rerouted part of the Bright Angel
Creek out of Garden Creek at Indian Garden.

Landscape Physical History Il - 62



Indian Garden Cultural Landscape Report « Grand Canyon National Park « June 2005

Boundary Demarcations

Mining Claim located

Enclosure fenced

Enclosure fenced

Enclosure fenced

Vegetation (Related to Land Use)

Trees planted

Vegetable and Fruit cultivated

Buildings and Structures

Kitchen and Root Cellar

Laundry Tent constructed

As part of the prospect and mining process,
potential claims had to be surveyed and/or marked
or located on the ground before a claim could be
filed with county authorities. Claim markers were
essentially posted notices that established porous
boundaries for trail and/or mining and milling sites.

A 1916 map of the Indian Garden vicinity
indicates that an area just south of the Alder Mill
claim and surrounding two unidentified structures,
most likely mule shelters, was fenced as a corral.

A 1916 map of the Indian Garden vicinity
indicates that an area labeled as VVegetable Garden
was surrounded by a fenced enclosure.

A 1916 map of the Indian Garden vicinity
indicates that an area labeled as “Alfalfa field” was
surrounded by a fenced enclosure.

Ralph Cameron planted an unknown number of
cottonwood trees in at least three linear rows within
the Garden Creek floodplain to provide shade for
visitors to his Indian Garden Camp.

Prior to 1916, at least two separate cultivated areas
were initiated in the Indian Garden floodplain: an
alfalfa field and a vegetable garden.

A part frame and part tent structure was built by
Ralph Cameron prior to 1916 at Indian Garden.
Photographs document that this structure may have
had two construction phases.

A laundry tent, similar to the frame and canvas
camp tents, was constructed by Ralph Cameron
prior to 1916 at Indian Garden.
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Frame and canvas tents
constructed

Tool shed constructed

Trail maintainer’s tents constructed

Unidentified tent constructed

Kolb Brothers photo studio built

[Mule shelter] constructed

Small-scale Features
Trail maintainer’s platform
constructed

Signage placed

Pit toilets constructed

At least seven, possibly eight, frame and

canvas tents were constructed for overnight guests
at Indian Garden prior to 1916 by Ralph Cameron.
The frame tents were covered by a canvas shell that
included a roof and sides. Each tent had a door and
at least two windows.

A tool shed was constructed at Indian Garden prior
to 1916 by Ralph Cameron. It is not known what
the structure looked like.

Two frame and canvas tents were constructed at
Indian Garden prior to 1916 by Ralph Cameron.
The tents were used by the trail maintainer and were
located below Indian Garden proper, on an eastern
slope above the Kolb Brothers studio.

An unidentified tent located just south of the
Trail Maintainer’s tent on a ridge east of Garden
Creek was constructed prior to 1916 by Ralph
Cameron.

A two-story stone and frame building was
constructed in 1906 adjacent to the Garden Creek
drainage by Emory Kolb. The structure had a porch
on its eastern side.

Two unidentified structures that formed the
southern or upper end of Indian Garden were
constructed at Indian Garden just prior to 1916 by
Ralph Cameron. Because of the adjacent fence
enclosure, the structures likely served as mule
shelters.

A platform where the Trail Maintainer’s tents were
located was leveled out of a ridge just east of
Garden Creek.

In 1924, the NPS posted signs calling attention to
the contaminated water at Indian Garden.

At least one pit toilet was erected just west of the
tent camp and cottonwood tree area for use by
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Chemical toilets constructed

Watering troughs constructed

Hitching posts constructed

Stone weir and gauge constructed

Prospecting

Pond established

visitors. The toilet was erected prior to 1916 by
Ralph Cameron.

In 1925, the NPS installed chemical toilets at Indian
Garden to replace the old Cameron-era pit toilet. It
is not known where these toilets were located or
what materials were used in their construction.

In 1925, the NPS erected new watering troughs at
Indian Garden for the use of mule trains.

Several mule hitching posts were erected
throughout the Indian Garden area prior to 1916 by
Ralph Cameron. It is presumed that the hitching
posts were constructed of wood.

In 1924, engineers for the Santa Fe Railroad
constructed a stone weir and gauge in Garden Creek
below the Kolb Brothers photo studio.

As a result of extensive prospecting in the Indian
Garden vicinity, numerous adits and tunnels were
excavated in an attempt to find valuable minerals
and demonstrate proof that claims were being
worked.

A “pond” west of and adjacent to the alfalfa field
was constructed prior to 1916 by Ralph Cameron.
The pond may have served as a watering hole for
the mules or as a catchment basin to water the
alfalfa field.
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Figure 4. “Indian Gardens,” showing workers clearing vegetation, ca. 1902. (P.C. Bicknell, Guide Book of the
Grand Canyon of Arizona, 47)
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Figure 5. Cameron's Indian Garden, view to south, 1906. (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection
#3611a)

Landscape Physical History Il - 67



Indian Garden Cultural Landscape Report « Grand Canyon National Park « June 2005

Figure 6. View of Indian Garden, ca.1906. (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection #3611b)
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Figure 7. Close-up view of Indian Garden, ca.1906. (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection #3611c)
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Figure 8. Burro trains packing provisions at Indian Garden, ca.1906. (Grand Canyon National Park Museum
Collection #9836)
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Figure 9. Tourist camp at Indian Garden, ca.1907. Note row of cottonwood trees in background. (Grand Canyon
National Park Museum Collection #12065)
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Figure 10. Mule train at Indian Garden, ca.1910. (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection
#11412)
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Figure 11. Indian Garden ca.1916, looking southwest, showing Kolb Studio, Trail Keeper's tents and
platform, lush environment of Garden Creek area, and canyon background. (NAU - Cline Library Collection,
568-1216)
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Figure 12. Indian Garden ca.1916, looking south and showing Kolb Studio and Trail Keeper’s tents and platform.
(NAU-Cline Library Collection, 568-1213)
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Figure 13. Indian Garden ca.1916, looking southwest at Kolb Studio and canyon wall in background. (NAU -
Cline Library Collection, 568-1214)
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Figure 14. Indian Garden ca.1916, looking west at Kolb Studio with mule, dog, and two individuals. (NAU-Cline
Library Collection, 568-1215)
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et 8

“Plat B Showing Proposed Development of Indian Gardens”

Figures 15. Conceptua site plan for Indian Garden (never constructed), 1916. (Grand Canyon National Park
Museum Collection, call number unknown)
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Figure 16. Mary Colter’s conceptua drawing of guest house at Indian Garden, August 1916 (never constructed).
(Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection #16683)
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Figure 17. Mary Colter’s conceptual drawing of proposed “typical stone cottage” at Indian Garden, August 1916
(never constructed). (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection #16682)
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Figure 18. Mary Colter’s conceptua drawing of proposed two-person cabin at Indian Garden, August 1916 (never
constructed). (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection #16712)
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Figure 19. Mary Colter’s conceptua “Floor Plans for Stone Cottages,” for Indian Garden, November 1916 (never

constructed). (Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collection #16713)
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Figure 20. Detail of “Working Plan Map, Grand Canyon, Tusayan National
Forest, Indian Garden Area,” Surveyed 1917. (Grand Canyon
National Park Museum Collection, number unknown)
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