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l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

Built in 1932, the former trail caretaker's residence at Indian Garden on the Bright Angel Trail of the
Grand Canyon National Park is an excellent example of the classic rustic style architecture developed by
the Landscapé Division of the National Park Service, under the direction of Thomas Chalmers Vint, in
concert with the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC). Originally built as a one-story, two-room stone
and wood-frame cabin for the trail caretaker, the building exhibits fine craftsmanship and incorporates
familiar materials from the landscape. The cabin's simple design was enhanced visually and fortified by
monumental stone corner piers, two of which are extant.

A small-scale rustic building, the former residence is in perfect alignment with the historical precedence
of construction at Indian Garden and it compares favorably with Western tourist-oriented buildings that
have come before: small-scale temporary structures, tents, cottages, mule-barns, cabins, and cabanas.
The building's significance is derived as much from its location at Indian Garden, a site rich in history,
as from its construction. The inner canyon site has been long associated with native American tradition
and nincteenth century explorers and entrepreneurs who settled in the area. The Bright Angel Trail is
one of the most well-known footpaths in the world, used by over 150,000 hikers and mule riders annual-
ly. In addition, the buildi\ng is significant as a remnant of the Civilian Conservation Corps building cam-
paigns of the 1930s. :

Now known as the SAR Cache Building, and used principally for storage of equipment, the structure sits
within a cluster of mature trees to the west of the Bright Angel Trail, and is paired with another residen-
tial smali-scale building, the Pump Caretaker's residence of 1943. Indian Garden is distinguished as ope
of the few sites within the canyon that is naturally visitor-friendly providing shade and its own water
source from underground springs. At four-and-a-half miles below the South Rim, the site is a patural
stopping point for hikers and for mule trains, a long familiar symbol of the tourist industry at the Grand
Canyon. Though the area surrounding Indian Garden benefits from amenities both natural and NPS-pro-
vided, such as unparalleled scenery and convenient rest stops, it is; in general, somewhat haphazardly
organized and lacks focus.

The rehabilitation of this underutilized building provides an interesting opportunity to create a park pres-
ence below the rim and make much better use of the existing structure and site. Ideally, this pair of
buildings with a landscaped central courtyard could easily be transformed into an oasis, a purposeful
destination point for day trippers from the South Rim. The focus of the project will be geared towards
maintenance, repair and site development, rehabilitating the landscape, and providing shelter and shade
structures to cool the area.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1
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The focus of the Historic Structure Report for the Indian Garden trail caretaker's residence has been to
outline historical background and contexts; outline building developmental history, use, and alterations;
preparation and update of exisiing conditions drawings; conduct a condition assessment; and to develop
conceptual use plans and cost estimates. The document defines the elements that give Indian Garden its
architectural character and attempts to convey its significance.

The contents of this Historic Structure Report (HSR) are:

. a concise historic context associated with the building and its builders;

. a detailed chronology of building development including alterations and maintenance through
~ time;

. an evaluation of the period of significance, historic integrity, and historic significance of the

structure;

. a list of character-defining features;

. an evaluation of building conditions;

. structural and mechanical assessments; and,

. updated existing conditions drawings.

The historical research portion of the report is based primarily on ekisting historical source material at
the Grand Canyon National Park Archives and other materials made available by NPS. Several NPS
staff members of the Engincering and Maintenance divisions of the Grand Canyon National Park were
consulied regarding the maintenance history of the building. Additional secondary research was con-
ducted using materials within the libraries of the University of California at Berkeley, the library at the
Grand Canyon National Park, the libraty at the San Francisco office of the National Park Service, at sig-
nificant Bay Area research collections, and in the ARG library. The level of research requested for this
report was "thorough” — one of three levels of investigation (exhaustive, thorough, and limited) as
described by NPS Director’s Order - 28. "Thorough” research is defined by DO-28 as follows:

For historical studies this means research in selected published and documentary sources of
known or presumed relevance that are readily accessible without extensive travel and that
promise expeditious extraction of relevant data, interviewing all knowledgeable persons who are
readily a\;ailable, and presenting findings in no greater detail than required by the task

directive.

2 Executive SUMMARY
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Administrative Data )

Historic Name: Trail Caretaker's Residence

Common Name: SAR Cache Building

Park Structure Number: Building 93

Location: At Indian Garden on the Bright Angel Trail, fimer Canyon, Grand Canyon National
Park, Coconino County, Arizona
USGS Map - Williams Quadrangie
UTM easting 437600 northing 1847600

Cultural Resource Data

Work on the historic Bright Angel Trail was completed by the CCC in 1939, though the trail had been
used by native peoples for miliennia. In 1992 a National Register of Historic Places nomination was
prepared for the Bright Angel Trail with the adjacent structures, including the trail caretaker's residence,
considered as contributing structures. This nomination has not yet been submitted, but the Park Service
considers the Bright Angel Trail eligible and it is treated as such.

The original drawings for this building were published in the 1986 master's thesis of Teri A. Cleeland,
The Cross Canyon Corridor Historic District in Grand Canyon National Park: A Model for Historic
Preservation. No copy of the drawings is currently held in the Grand Canyon National Park Archives at
the South Rim, however, a copy should be placed with that collection. There are only a few historic
photographs of this site within the collection of the Park Archives. The Park Archives collection is an

appropriate location for these items. The image from the maintenance records should be included in the
Park Archives collection.

The information presented herein provides the basis for evaluating future alterations that may be pro-
posed for the building at Indian Garden and will aid in the rehabilitation of this si gnificant park structure
and site. The building at Indian Garden has not been well-documented in the past. No significant new
information regarding the architectural significance of the building has been found. The project team
has developed a more thorough analysis of the structure’s place within the context of rustic architecture.

This report addresses necessary improvements to the conditions at Indian Garden, focusing on the build-
ing, its site and its history.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 3
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i Historical Background

Developmental History and Context

This section of the HSR outlines the people, events, and historic contexts associated with the structure.
Historic contexts are broad patterns of historical development in a community or a region that may be
represented by historical resources. Historic contexts can be identified through consideration of the
history of individual properties or groupings of properties within the surrounding area. The establishment
of historic contexts provides the foundation for decision-making concerning the planning, identification,
evaluation, restoration, registration, and treatment of historic properties, based upon comparative
significance. Historic contexts can be developed for all types of resources including, but not limited to,
buildings, structures, objects, sites and historic districts. The methodology for developing contexts does
not vary greatly with the different types of resources, and contexts may relate to any of the four National
Register criteria. At the core of historic contexts is the premise that resources, properties, or happenings
in history do not occur in 2 vacuum, but rather are part of larger trends or patterns.

The Canyon’s First Inhabitants

Humans have known the Grand Canyon, the major chasm of the Coiorado River and its tributaries, for
thousands of years. Indigenous people have lived in the Grand Canyon for over 4000 years, with recent
evidence suggesting people may have been utilizing the canyon as long as 10,000 years ago. Grand -
Canyon National Park is rich in cultural resources; the park records include 4,000 prehistoric and historic
sites, based upon intensive survey of approximately 2.5% of the entire park. Estimates of archacological
resources within the park top 50,000 archaeological sites, prehistoric and historic, based upon the limited
sample survey that currently exists.

For thousands of years, people moved in and out of Grand Canyon, leaving behind evidence of their
passing. Thousands of dwellings, shelters, and agricultural terraces have been located, providing
evidence of ancestral hunters, gatherers and farmers living on both rims and in the inner canyon.
Campsites, rock art, house foundations, pottery, chipped stone, ground stone, and other artifacts remain to
help tell the story of these people and their lives within the canyon over the last 10,000 years.

A single portion of a Folsum point provides the only evidence to date of Paleo-Indian hunters within
Grand Canyon nearly 10,000 years ago. Although evidence for human occupation is limited, it is well -
documented that Archaic peoples began utilizing the Grand Canyon over 4000 years ago. Split-twig
figurines, projectile points, campsites and rock art attest to archaic populations in and around the Grand
Canyon from ca. 3500 B.C. to 1 A.D. Though limited, archaeological materials suggest near continuous
occupations through the Archaic and Basketmaker (early A.D. to ca. A.D. 700) periods, moving directly
into the Puebloan period occupations (ca. A.D. 800 - 1300). Groups identified as representing both the
ancestral Puebloan peoples and Cohonina culture have been identified throughout the Canyon during
those time periods, gradually giving way to contemporary peoples. The Hopi, Zuni; Southern Paiute,
Havasupai, Hualapai and Navajo all left remains that have become part of the archaeological record.
These same people continue to use the canyon today for traditional and religious reasons.

- Grand Canyon has been home to various groups of people for thousands of years. These people, both
native Americans and more recent Euro-Americans, have utilized the canyon as both a home and a place
linked to traditional practices, values and beliefs. To the Hopi and Zuni, the Grand Canyon represents
their place of origin into this world. For Hopi, it also represents the place where their spirits come to rest
after death. Although the Anasazi (Hisatsinom), or ancestral Puebloan people, mlgrated from the canyon

area, their descendants, the Hopi and Zuni, continue periodic visits.

* For the Pueblo people, archaeologma} remains in the canyon provide evidence for their migration from

their place of origin to their present homes. For the Pai people (Hualapai and Havasupai), the canyon and
the river are the lands they have been entrusted to care for. The river represents the backbone. For the
Southern Paiute, the canyon represents a place given to them from the Creator to protect and manage,
including its water and natural resources. To the Navajo people, the Colorado River in Grand Canyon
forms a protective boundary on the western border of Navajo land.

HiISTORICAL BACKGROUND 5
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Many of the tribes who claim ancestral ties to the Grand Canyon continue to use the park. Salt a;ad

hematite are collected from the locations along the river by all tribes, and certain plants are collected for
traditional and medicinal purposes throughout the park. Pine nuts are still collected by Indians and non-
Indians. One small group of Havasupai continues to live approximately one mile west of Grand Canyon
Viilage in Supai Camp. Most Havasupai today earn their living from tourism, ranching, and wage labor,

Both spiritually and physicaily, the canyon remains of great importance to the local native peopleé: it is
a holy place, an object of pilgrimages, a symbol of legends, and a home place. Today, the reservations
of the Hualapai, Havasupai, and Navajo tribes include parts of Grand Canyon National Park; the Paiute
and Hopi reservations are nearby. Each of these tribes is linked to the history of the Canyon, from early
times to present day involvement. 2

European Exploration

During the early Spanish period, both the Hualapai and Havasupai were relatively unaffected. The first
few Spanish soldiers and explorers to encounter the canyon were led by Garcia Lopez de Cardenas from
Francisco Vasquez de Coronado’s expedition of 1540-1542.3 Cardenas and his men arrived at the South
Rim of the Grand Canyon in late September of 1540 with the assistance of Hopi guides. Finding the
land arid and difficult to traverse, the Spaniards left the canyon and its surrounding plateau lands to
native tribes and were not seen again in the immediate area until the 1770s. More concerned with chart-
ing the New World and understanding the geography of the region, the Spanish they were awed by the
canyon as a barrier, not for its scenic beauty, and focused instead on more easily-habitable regions.

American Westward Expansion _ : _
American trappers, fur traders, and frontiersmen scouted the area in the early nineteenth century, but
tended to avoid the treacherous; unforgiving and still uncharted depths of the canyon. Like the Spanish
before them, they saw it as an impediment to their hunting and trapping activities. In 1848, much of the
territory was still unexplored. The course.of the Colorado River had never been surveyed and the
canyon did not have an established name. In 1869, Major John Wesley Powell, a geologist and explorer
from Illinois, organized several expeditions to charter the river that cut through the canyon. Powell's
expedition appears to have been the first organized expedition of white men to successfully’ nav1gatc the
Colorado River through the canyon and opened the way for further setilement.

Despite Powell's success, the American frontier came late. Rugged topography and a hot, arid climate -
deterred settlers. Consequently, those who came were mostly men wzthout families in search of wealth:
ranchers, settlers, and mining prospectors. These men arrived in Arizona i m the 1870s in such huge
numbers that the population quadrupled. Hundreds of mining claims were staked, but mining meant
overcoming prohibitive difficulties: such as, lack of water; insufficient trails; packing out the ore on bur-
ros; and, finally, paltry deposus Some mxmng prospectors saw that their trails and land had greater

6 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
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value in tourism than in mining.

Indian Garden, Home to Havasupai

The difficulties of settlement in the arid climate of the southwest were well understood by pioneers and
natives alike. Like Havasu Springs, Thunder River, and Roaring Springs, all several thousand feet
below the canyon's rim, Indian Garden benefited from underground springs, one of the few water
sources in the region. For centuries, the Havasupai and other tribes seasonally occupied Indian Garden
for its springs, level lands suitable for agriculture, and nearby sheltering caves. In 1830, families who
had been driven away from other areas began to cultivate the land at Indian Garden. A principal motiva-
tion for settlement at Indian Garden was to farm, but the site also yielded salt and red clay used to make
paint for trade with the Hopi. The Havasupai traded the paint and salt along with tanned hides, dried
figs and mescal for jewelry, rugs and moccasins from the Hopi. The Hopi were known to come to
Indian Garden to trade and to perform ceremonial dances.4

The domiciles at Indian Garden were principally cave shelters formed in cliff dwellings, though the

- Havasupai are known to have lived in conical earthen homes and simple frame cabins in other parts of

the Grand Canyon. In 1917 the cliffs at Indian Garden were described as having cave houses and dug-
outs as living quarters for the Supai Indians, the tribe which formerly inhabited this spot.5

The 1938 park master plan notes cliff dwellings at lower Indian Garden beneath the Tapeats Sandstone
west of Garden Creek. Typically, the Indians would cache their harvest in the walls of the Grand
Canyon. These dwellings at Indian Garden contained six or more rooms and several food caches. Many
of the cliff dwellings and food caches ascribed to the Anasazi and Cohonino are the same ones later used
by the Havasupai, a further indication that Indian Garden was in use in ancient times.

The first European-Americans to live and work along the Bright Angel Trail at the end of the nineteenth
century used the resources of the area in much the same way as the Havasupai did for access into-the
canyon and to obtain water. A group of miners, Pete Berry, Niles Cameron, Robert A, Ferguson, Curtis
H. McClure, and Millard G. Love, constructed a trail from the south rim to the Tonto Platform at Indian
Garden to access mining claims. Early in 1891, Berry and Cameron measured the new trail and record-

ed the "Bright Angel Toll Road" with Yavapai County. This segment of the trail ran from the South Rim
to Indian Garden.?

Ralph Cameron and the Indian Garden Camp

By 1903, Ralph Cameron, an eatly canyon entrepreneur and brother of Niles.Cameron, came to an
agreement with the Havasupai living at Indian Garden that allowed him to establish a camp for tourists,
"Cameron's Indian Garden Camp”(see Appendix E, Figures 1, 2), He purchased existing water rights -
and filed several mining claims to assurc his rights to the site. Cameron's camp consisted of seven tent

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 7
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cabins, offered meals, and boasted a phone line to the South Rim. Within the next few years he planted
cottonwood trees, dammed the creek to irrigate a garden and orchard, constructed several buildings, and
offered a pleasant overnight stay for tourists within the canyon. A letter from the National Park Service
dated July 26, 1922, explains the way visitors used Cameron's site:

In the past it has been the practice for the tourists from the Bright Angel Trail to stop at Indian
Garden, rest in the shade of the trees and perhaps eat their lunches and secure fresh water at this
point, and to make use of the toilet facilities which have for some time been provided back from
the Trail among the buildings on the Cameron claim.®

A 1917 map illustrates the extent of Cameron's development which included a kitchen, root cellar, rain
gauge, incinerator, toolshed, fields and gardens, laundry, toilets, and water supplies. Apparently, the suc-
cess of Cameron’s camp peaked in 1917. Shortly thereafter, reports characterized the area as "filthy and
disgraceful". By the 1920s, Cameron had abandoned the site and it was polluted, littered, and marred by
the tattered remains of the tent cabins. The NPS letter of July 26, 1922 continued:

This spring the toilet facilities were found to be very unsatisfactory and in a very unsanitary
condition, and an effort was made through the County Supervisors to have these privies put in
satisfactory shape.?

The site remained neglected until the National Park Service assumed control in 1927. Their first order
of business was to remove the tents and litter and install chemical toilets, but few other improvements
were implemented until the 1930s.10

This chapter of Indian Garden history is linked to the power struggle between Cameron and the NPS,
significant in the history of the southwest and the Grand Canyon. The arrival of the NPS at the begin-
ning of the twentieth century was not welcomed by all, especially those who had staked claims on the
land and worked it for decades, like Cameron. Theirs was the biggest struggle for control of the Canyon
and it had direct implications on the development of Indian Garden and the Bright Angel Trail. Ralph
Cameron wrestled with the Santa Fe Railroad, the U.S. Forest Service and the NPS for control of his
mining claims, Indian Garden and the Bright Angel Toll Trail. Cameron had long governed access
through the Canyon by control_ling the Bright Angel Trail, charging tourists exorbitant fees. The dispute
with the NPS finally reached a climax in 1925, when Cameron fought the ruling that gave federal pro-
tection of the Canyon to the U.S. Forest Service and the NPS. The matter went before the Supreme
Court which had previously ruled against Cameron. Just as NPS Director Stephen Mather was prepar-
ing to confiscate Cameron’s properties, Cameron was elected U.S. Senator from Arizona. Cameron suc-
ceeded in complicating the situation, and holding up appropriations for the Grand Canyon National Park
and delaying improvements. The acrimony between Cameron and Mather was such that Mather consid-
ered resigning from the NPS in 1926 to run against Cameron for the Arizona Senate seat to "rid the

8 HisTORICAL BACKGROUND
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country of the obnoxious senator.”!l  Eventually Cameron lost all political power and was defeated in
the Arizona senatorial election of 1926.12

Plans for Tourism at Indian Garden

Cameron abandoned the camp at Indian Garden an, with the exception of the trees he planted, few tangi-
ble remnants remain of his influcnce. He was a notable individual in the history of the Grand Canyon,
the first to introduce visitor amenities and accommodations below the canyon rim, and instrumental in
steering the subsequent development of the area.

Years before Cameron’s dispute with the government was resolved, the Forest Service and the Santa Fe
Railway envisioned development of Indian Garden. Anticipating Cameron’s eviction, approvals for a
hotel built by the railway and designed by architect Mary Elizabeth Jane Colter were obtained in 1916.
Fred Harvey had hired Colter to design many of the Grand Canyon village buildings, beginning with
Hopi House in 1905. Colter, a native of Minnesota, received her architectural training in San Francisco
in the 1880s and worked for Fred Harvey into the 1940s. Colter’s buildings reflected both the natural
resources of the vicinity, including stone, and the building traditions of Native Americans linked to the
canyon. Her work was innovative in that it resuited in buildings that were in harmony with the sur-
rounding landscape, a philosophy that came to dominate the early designs of the National Park Service
as well. Colter’s design for the hotel at Indian Garden called for a central dining hall and individual cot-
tages of varying luxury (see Appendix E, Figures 3, 4). Though somewhat distinct style in style from
Phantom Ranch at Bright Angel Creek, the 1916 Indian Garden project later served as its prototype in
1922. Because the government could not obtain clear title to the land at Indian Garden, the hotel never
progressed beyond the planning stage.

Some years later, the Santa Fe Company returned to the notion of visitor accommodation below the rim,
plaoning yet another hotel at Indian Garden. A local newspaper, the Daily Silver Belt, ran an article
titted “Reported Santa Fe Will Build New Hotel at Indian Garden” in October, 1924 that read:

It is reported here that the Grand Canyon National Park officials have entered into negotiations
with Santa Fe Railroad Company looking toward the establishment of a new hotel in the Indian
Garden upon the Bright Angel Trail in the Grand Canyon. The Indian Garden constitutes the
only shady spot in the section of the Grand Canyon reached by the Bright Angel Trail... The
plans of the railway company it is reported include a hotel of sufficient size to accommodate
tourists wishing to remain in the Canyon for a night or longer. Arrangements will also be made
for a rest and recreational center in the shade of the Indian Garden for tourists during noon on
the way down to the river. The new hotel and resting grounds will provide a convenient place
for the tourists who do not care to take the trip to the river to remain until the evening when the
guides return to the rim... Indian Garden was planted by Senator Ralph H. Cameron many years
ago and the trees are now mature giving ample shade for an ideal resting place.... It is under-
stood that the new hotel to be built will be similar to the El Tovar,13

HisToricAL BACKGROUND 9
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The Civilian Conservation Corps and the National Park Service at the Grand Canyon

When the Grand Canyon became a National Park in 1919, the National Park Service Landscape
Engineering Department teamed up with the Santa Fe Railroad and the Fred Harvey Company to plan
development in the park. The National Park Service plan for the Grand Canyon Village Area was adopt-
ed and impleménted in 1924. However, most development within the park occurred between the years
1933-1942 when the Civilian Conservation Corps arrived at the Grand Canyon. During the New Deal
CCC Program, 2 steady supply of labor enabled a building boom in most parks. CCC crews built much
of the developed areas in the Grand Canyon area. Their fine craftsmanship and use of patural materials
characterize the labor-intensive CCC buildings; the style is often referred to as NPS Rustic.

The buildings at Indian Garden exemplify the type of structures designed and constructed in this period.
The CCC recruits did extensive trail work during these years, re-grading and re-routing the Bright Angel
Trail and reconfiguring one-and-a-half miles of switchbacks of the old trail. In addition, the CCC crews
built the extant Bright Angel Trail shelters: the Three-Mile Resthouse (1935) Mile-and-a-Half
Resthouse (1936) the River Resthouse (1936) and, Indian Garden Resthouse (1937) (see Appendix E,
Figure 5).

Design of the Trail Caretaker's Residence at Indian Garden and the Cabin Building Type

When the CCC arrived in the Canyon in the early 1930s, they assisted the Park Service in accomplishing

further clean-up work from the Cameron era and constructing several new structures at Indian Garden,
including the trail caretaker’s cabin. They removed three of Cameron’s wood-framed structures and his

1906 stone building, reusing the stones in the construction of the caretaker’s trail cabin (see Appendlx
E, Figure 6).14

Copies of original signed drawings attributc the design of the residence to the NPS Landscape Division.
The signatures are not legible but the date of the design indicates that Thomas C. Vint, as Chief of the
Landscape Division, would have approved the plans. Vint (1894-1967) is considered one of the two
most influential landscape architects in the history of the National Park Service and was instrumental in
developing the design philosophy for park architecture—a unifying use of materials and siting to high-
light the building’s relationship to its natural surroundings. Vint was credited with refining the defini-
tion of non-intrusive design, fostering younger architects of the park service, and supervising the build-
ing of residences, lodges, and resort buildings, particularly the “log, stone and rustic construction”3
associated with park rustic architecture of the Landscape Division. Vint described the work of the
Landscape Division: -

The work of the Landscape Dmsmn s a different character than the general practice of the
landscape profession. Although landscape work predominates in the work, it merges into the

10 HisTORICAL BACKGROUND
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field of architecture. We have little use for landscape men whose experience is limited to the
planting of shrubbery and allied to landscape work. There is little planting done within the
National Parks and what is done is limited to the transplanting of native shrubs and trees, so the
general commercial stock is not used. The work has to do with the preservation of the native

landscape and involves the location and construction of communities, buildings, etc. within an
existing landscape.!6

The residence at Indian Garden epitomizes the type of construction, design, and siting issues that most
concerned Vint and the Landscape Division. A small-scale cabin articulated with massive native stone
piers and tucked into the trees was the perfect choice for Indian Garden. The design for the original trail
caretaker’s residence began with a simple vernacular cabin. Based on a variation of the cabin building
type, the design was distinguished by the use of coursed rubble masonry of native Kaibab limestone in
the form of battered corner stone piers. The exterior wood framing and plank siding, shingled gabled
roof and exaggerated eaves, are typical features of NPS cabin architecture. The interior consisted of two
principal rooms, a kitchen and a communicating bedroom with a small closet in the southeast corner and
a toilet and shower room in the southwest corner (see Appendix E, Figure 7).

The trail caretaker’s residence is notable for its remote, rustic feeling, a refuge at the base of the Bright
Angel Trail. In his 1938, three-volume edition of Park & Recreation Structures, Albert H. Good, an
architectural consultant to the National Park Service, noted:

Among buildings which have come to be regarded as on occasion Justified within our present
conception of a natural park, the cabin alone has the favorable advantage of long familiarity to
us in woodland and meadow. So accustomed are we to survivals of fronfier cabins dotting the
countryside that we have grown to look upon them as almost indigenous to a natural setting. Of
all park structures, those cabins which echo the pioneer theme in their outward appearance,

whether constructed of logs, shakes or native stone, tend to jar us the least with any feeling that
they are unwelcome.!?

Copies of the original 1932 NPS drawings and specifications provide information about the building as
it was originally constructed (see Appendix A). The original drawings show that the building rests on

concrete piers. The specification states that the foundation girders are anchored to piers with bolts with
nuts and washers. '

With regard to stonework, the specification calls for “stone corners, base, steps and chimney rough fin-
ish weathered surface native stone laid in cement mortar composed of 1 part Portland cement and 3 parts
sand. Joints painted with mortar colored slightly darker than the stone.”18

The flue was carried out in brick plastered in cement. Flashing was specified to be 28 gauge galvanized
iron. The specification for the carpentry and millwork stated “alt forming lumber and rough carpentry
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shall be best quality Oregon pine of sizes as shown. All finish woodwork shall be No. 1 Common Fir.
Roof sheathing shall be 1” x 6” apart and covered with roofing paper well lapped. Shingles shall be Star

A Star laid {illegible word] doubled every 5th course with [illegible word] ridge. Floors to be smgle and
T&G Oregon Pine.”1?

The specification continues, “all case shall be [measurement illegible] thick Sugar pine. Window and
door screens shall be [measurement illegible] mesh bronze wire set in {measurement illegible] frames
respectively. Window screens to be detachable. Ash drain board 11/4” thick grooved. Kitchen case to

have [measurement illegible] counter shelf and [measurement illegible] thick wood panel doors. Back of
case to be T&G lined.”20

With regard to paint, “all exterior woodwork including roof, except sash shall be stained with Cabot’s or
equal creosote stain, color as selected by the Superintendent. Sash shall be primed and given two coats
of lead and oil paint, color as selected. All interior woodwork shall be primed and given two coats of
lead and oil paint, color as selected, all T&G floors shall receive a coat of hot linseed oil. After full pen-
etration, thoroughly wipe dry, wax and polish.”2!

The drawing specified plumbing fixtures manufactured by Crane Co. for the lavatory, shower, kitchen
sink and range boiler.22
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(N SIGNIFICANCE AND INTEGRITY EVALUATION

Statement of Significance

The Indian Garden trail caretaker’s residence is an excellent example of rustic park architecture as
developed by the National Park Service in the 1920s and 30s. It is a representative example of the park
service’s desire for a singular and aesthetically appropriate architecture for the national park system.
The building reflects the park service philosophy of incorporating elements of the natural landscape into
building design, using oversized stones which reflected the Jarge scale boulders found throughout the
surrounding landscape.

This small-scale rustic building follows the historical precedence of construction at Indian Garden, com-
paring favorably with the structures that had come before: small-scale structures, tents, cottages, cabins,
and cabanas. The building’s significance is derived from its construction as well as its location at Indian
Garden, a site rich in history. The inner canyon site is associated with a long native American tradition,
and nineteenth century explorers and entrepreneurs who settled the area. In addition, the building is a
remnant of the Civilian Conservation Corps building campaigns of the 1930s.

Period of Significance

The years 1932 through 1960 mark the period of significance for the trail caretaker’s residence, when it
provided a housing function for rangers at Indian Garden. Alterations made after the period of signifi-
cance have altered its character-defining features.

Evaluation Of Integrity / Condition

Eligibility for the National Register hinges on both significance and historic and architectural integrity.
Integrity is the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of
characteristics that existed during the resources period of significance. Integrity involves several aspects
including location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. These aspects
closely relate to the resource's significance and must be primarily intact for eligibility. Integrity must
also be judged with reference to the particular criteria under which a resource is eligible for inclusion in
the National Register.

Overall, the exterior of the trail caretaker’s residence retains a fair degree of integrity. It no longer
serves its intended residential use. Rather, it serves primarily as equipment storage space for search and
rescue ranger operations. Alterations made after the period of significance have doubled its size, tam-
pered with its character-defining features, and significantly changed the feeling of the interior. The
removal of the two stone corner piers have dramatically changed the design concept and symmetry of
the building. The building’s setting amidst the presence of mature trees conveys a sense of the character
of the place.

SIGNIFICANCE AND INTEGRITY EVALUATION 13
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Character-Defining Features:

Elements from the surrounding landscape have influenced the building design. The low-pitched roofs
mask the size of the structure so that it sits harmoniously among the trees. Following is a list of features
that contribute to the rustic character of the trail carctaker residence at Indian Garden, capitalizing upon
natural forms and indigenous materials to fashion a distinct character that links the building to its site.
These are typical elements that came to define the rustic park architecture of the Park Service. These

features are not listed in any order of importance-each in its own way is an equally important compo-
nent of the building’s design.

. ~ One-story stone and wood-frame cabin building type, well-proportioned to its site
. Rustic design in the classic early NPS style incorporating local materials and deferring to the
landscape

° Exterior wood frame plank siding, running vertically

. Coursed rubble masonry of native Kaibab limestone

. Battered monumental corner stone piers (2 of original 4 extant)

. Gabled roof, finished with wood shingles

. Exaggerated eaves and sheltering roofs

. Coursed rubble masonry chimney

. Use of rough-hewn boulders of Kaibab limestone on front stair -

. Principal staircase of flagstone

. Mature, shady trees

. Inner-canyon location

. Gabion walls )

. Views of canyon walls in distance

. Low rock walls, stone fountains, and paths

. Picnic tables and benches
14 . SIGNIFICANCE AND INTEGRITY EVALUATION
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V. PHysIcAL DESCRIPTION
Site

The caretaker residence is located at lndian Garden in the Inner Canyon 4.5 miles below the South Rim
on the Bright Angel Trail (see Appendix E, Figure 8). It sits within a cluster of mature trees to the west
of the Bright Angel Trail, paired with another residential-scale building, the pump caretaker’s residence
of 1943, also known as the Rock House. Between the pair of buildings is a landscaped central court-
yard. Indian Garden is distinguished as one of the few sites within the canyon that is naturally visitor-
friendly, providing shade and its own water source from underground springs. The presence of trees,
grasses, shrubbery, gabion walls, and a creek bed give a distinct and unique character to the area (see
Appendix E, Figure 9, Appendix F, Figures 1-5).

Construction

~ The building is a one-story stone and wood cabin type of wood-framed construction and classic rustic

design. The original floors were constructed with Douglas fir. The structure is distinguished by single-
wall construction with jamb post furring, a wood-shingled gabled roof with a rubble masonry chimney,
and masonry piers and porch of native Kaibab limestone (see Appendix F, Figure 6). The building
rests on a stone foundation and has an asphalt shingle roof.

Exterior

The exterior finish is of vertical wood siding. The building’s distinguished features are the corner stone
buttresses, two of which remain. All four clevations have deep eaves with rafters visible on the east and
west elevations.

North Elevation

The elevation exhibits the typical building characteristics and serves as the principal entrance. The orig-
inal staircase of flagstone is extant and the porch has been extended to the west to accommodate the
1960 addition. The stair and porch are constructed with rough-hewn boulders of Kaibab limestone. The

elevation has one single-hinged door with a screen and two window openings. The pier at the northeast

corner is original and extani (see Appendix F, Figure 7).

South Elevation

The building’s south or rear elevation exhibits the typical building characteristics. The defining charac-
teristics are the original masonry pier at the southeast corner and the original roof gable to the east. Two
window openings puncture the rear elevation, one in the original side and one in the addition. There is
an attic-level louvered vent below the peak of the gable (see Appendix F, Figure 8).

West Elevation : A
This is the principal facade of the 1960 addition. This elevation is defined by a gabled roof, the angle of
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which is Jess acute than that of the original part of the building. The gable is punctured by a louvered

vent to the attic. The elevation is not symmetrical; the door sits to the north and two windows flanking
it are of different sizes. The door opens onto a stone porch, comprised of stones from the disassembled
piers. An opening to the building’s crawlspace is located on this elevation (see Appendix F, Figure 9).

East Elevation

The building’s long east elevation looks to the Bright Angel Trail. This elevation exhibits the typical
building characteristics and, of all elevations, most retains its original aspect due to the two extant cor-
ner piers. The masonry chimney, a character-defining feature, punctures the roof on the east side. There
are three window openings, one to the kitchen and two to the rear bedroom. The grade slopes down to
the north on this side (see Appendix F, Figure 10).

Roof

The roof configuration is of that of a cross-gable reflecting the intersecting gables of the original con-
struction and the addition. Originally wood-shingled, the roof is now sheathed with asphalt shingles
(see Appendix F, Figures 11 and 12).

Interior

The mterior, originally consisting of two rooms on the eastern side, a kitchen and a bedroom, is finished
with sealed wainscoting. The residence was originally equipped with a gas cooking range, electric
refrigerator, oil space heater and window shades. Water was heated with coils in a wood-burning range.
Originally, the building had a cold water connection but that was capped in recent decades.

At present all interior finishes, gypsum board sheathing and viny! flooring, are replacements. The origi-
nal varnished fir floor may remain below the vinyl flooring. Interior gypsum board sheathing has been
installed over original si.ngie-wall construction. Original finishes at the addition are assumed to be the
extant gypsum-sheathed stud walls and vinyl floors (see Appendix F, Figures 13-16).

Alterations

In 1960 a two-room addition at the west side of the original building altered the structure so that its
envelope doubled in size. As a consequence of this work, the two original stone piers at the west eleva-
tion were dismantled and the stones reused to consfruct a stone porch at the west side.

An interior refurbishment in-1981 inciuded the addition of interior partitions. Gypsum board finishes
were installed at this time. Another campaign of rehabilitation occurred in 1988 which included exterior
rehabilitation work, the restoration of casement window, re-painting, roof replacement, re-pointing of
loose stone, and the removal of interior wood stoves and other features.
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Additional undated alterations include the modification of the front elevation, enlarging the window,
removal of the original door, replacement of the original wood shingle roof with asphalt shingles, and
new aluminum storm sash.

Electrical/Mechanical/Plumbing
See Building Assessment Report in Appendix H.

PHysicAL pESCRiIPTION 17



indian Garden Trail Caretaker’s Residence » Historic Structure Report « Grand Canyon National Park

April 13, 2001 Architecturzl Resources Group

V. CONSERVATION ISSUES

Exterior
Some damage to exterior surfaces, such as splitting and peeling of exterior wood siding, is evident.
Exterior stonework exhibits biological growth, efflorescence and staining, and minimal loss of mortar at

jomts. Painted surfaces of exterior wood elements are flaking, including all window sash and frames. It
1s likely that remnants of lead-based paint are present.

Aluminum sash windows are replacements, operable, and in fair working condition.

Interior
Almost all interior finishes, gypsum board sheathing and vinyl flooring, are replacements. The original
varnished fir floor may remain below vinyl flooring. Interior gypsum board sheathing has been installed

over original single-wall construction. Original finishes at the addition are assumed to be the extant
gypsum-sheathed stud walls and vinyl floors.

Flood Issues
The area is prone to flash flooding. The building canmot be used as a residence because the site rests in

a flood plain. A creek bed running along the east side needs to be bridged for safety and access to
amentties on the east side of Bright Angel Trail (sec Appendix E, Figure 9).

Environmental Issues

Extraneous work at the site includes the removal of non-native blackberry plants and a plan to manage
the trees in the area, many of which are between sixty and ninety years old. At the moment, dead trees
and falling limbs are hazardous. In addition, there will be a need to provide shade structures in the near

future. Another consideration for future works is that the area abuts the habitat of the endangered Kanab
amber snail.

CONSERvATION IssuEs 19
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V1. CHRONOLOGY OF DEVELOPMENT AND USE

This section summarizes the physical construction, modification, and use of the historic caretaker’s resi-
dence at Indian Garden. It also includes information on any major maintenance and rehabilitation cam-
paigns. The information presented is based on historical documentation with corroboration from first-
hand observation and limited materials analysis. Changes to the building for which chronological docu-
mentation is not available are noted and explained at the end of the chronology.

Chronology of Use

The building was constructed in 1932 for use as a residence by the caretaker of the Bright Angel Trail.
It is not known at what date the structure discontinued its use as a residence, but it can be assumed that
it was some time after 1960. Today, the building serves primarily as equipment storage space for search
and rescue ranger operations. It is possible that the building has been used to fulfill other functions over
time, but no records have been found with more specific information.

Chronology of Development 7 Alterations
1932 Building constructed during the months of September, October.

1950  Repairs in the amount of $8,262.00 were undertaken due to damage caused by a flood in
August 1948. Work included:
removal and replacement of a portion of the interior walls; repainting of the interior;
and replacement of floor covering and cook stove.

1960 Two-room addition constructed at the west side of the original building. The two original stone
piers at the west elevation were removed and the stones rensed to construct 2 stone porch at the
west side.

1981  Interior remodeled during the winter months by tﬁe Young Adult Conservation Core (Y.A.C.C.).
Extent of work is undocumented, but it is assumed that all extant interior partitions and gypsum
board finishes were instalied at this time.

CHRONOLOGY OF DEVELOPMENT AND USE 21
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1988  Exterior rehabilitation work, including:

Removal of swamp cooler from north facade and restoration of casement window.
Painting of exterior utility boxes and conduit to match walls.

Painting of exterior wood.

Replacement of asphalt roof.

Resetting and pointing of loose stone.

Removal of interior wood stoves (2), flue at 1960 addition, wall heaters (3) and plumbing fix
tures.

Undated Alterations:

-

Front elevation altered - casement window removed/enlarged. Original door removed.

Original wood shingle roof replaced with asphalt shingles.

Aluminum storm sash added at interior.

Swamp cooler added at north elevation (this was removed in 1988 but the date of installation is
unknown),

Antenna installed/removed from northeast pier (removed after 1988).

22 CoRoNOLOGY OF DEVELOPMENT AND UsEe
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VH. TREATMENT AND Usg

introduction

This narmrative discusses and analyzes the ultimate treatment and use of the structure as defined by the
Grand Canyon National Park. Recommended treatment in general is to preserve the extant historic
materials and features, but not to arbitrarily restore missing features unless they are highly characteristic
and i need of treatment for other reasons, such as severe deterioration. Any proposed rehabilitation
associated with new use will be carefully considered so that existing character-defining features of the
site and buildings are maintained.

The program for this building remains to be fully defined. Preliminary descriptions of the proposed pro-
ject describe its use not as a visitor contact station, but rather a controlled access point. The exact pro-
grammatic requirements of such a station are unknown, but the goal is to provide a cool, shady place at
the Indian Garden area where people can picnic or rest or enjoy views of the Canyon walls (see
Appendix F, Figure 17). It is also desired to give day hikers a destination that is closer to the rim than
Plateau Point; a place that they can visit, view interpretive exhibits, and return back to the rim. Because
there is at present no real destination before Plateau Point, many hikers overestimate the duration/stress
of their exercise and are unable to hike out of the canyon on their own. By creating an Indian Garden
destination, it is hoped that visitors to the canyon can have an enjoyable mid-length hike and will not
overexert themselves. |

Preliminary design discussions have explored the idea of removing the 1960 addition and restor'uig the
building to its 1932 form. Such work would limit the enclosed size of the building, but would allow for
expanded outdoor rest areas (at the courtyard between this building and the adjacent Rock House).

While the building’s exact interior program is not defined, it is assumed that no mechanical services will
be needed. Plumbing service will need to be re-established for a new fire sprinkler system. Limited
electrical and telephone services will remain. See Building Assessment Report in Appendix H for fur-
ther discussion. The park is not concerned with security measures at this structure which, most likely,
will be uplocked and unstaffed. This project will include extensive site and landscape work; in order to
meet the preliminary program requirements it will be necessary to create a cool, relaxing outdoor space
for visitors. This would extend from the present courtyard to the west of the building, bounded farther
west by the adjacent rock house. Another goal is to provide clear directional signage and access over
the creek to the structure. A comprehensive landscape development plan should be undertaken in fisture
design phases to further define these issues. Site drainage is also an issue that will need extensive inves-
tigation. The building is located in a flood plain and the adjacent stream has been known to overflow
during the winter. Further, the terrain slopes directly into the south side of the structure, leading to detri-
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mental soil build up along the south exterior wall.

Exterior Rehabilitation

Exterior rehabilitation should be undertaken to restore all of the damaged exterior surfaces that con-
tribute to and define the historic character of the building. Exterior elements that detract from the his-
toric character, such as aluminum sash windows, should be removed and replaced with elements more in
keeping with the original design, as evidenced by historic drawings and photographs.

Other exterior work should be limited to maintenance and replacement, in kind, of deteriorated historic
fabric. This work includes:

. Cleaning of exterior stonework with a restoration cleaner to remove biological growth and efflo
rescence.
. Minor stone repointing, téking care not to overpack the joints. As the mortar joints were histori

cally relatively deeply raked (1/2” - 1” deep), care should be taken to ensure that any new point
ing accurately replicates the original appearance. Sand and cement proportions should be veri
fied with a sample of the existing mortar prior to any repointing work.

. Renailing and caulking of exterior wood siding.

. Repainting of all exterior wood elements. If remnants of lead-based paints are found to be pre-
sent, rehabilitation work will be conducted accordingty).

. Reroofing with fire-resistant wood shingles.

. Windows sash should be ﬁJIIy stripped, primed, and backprimed. All sash and frames should be
repainted to. match the original color. . All should be repaired to operable condition. All glazing
should be removed and reinstalled with new putty and back putty. All hardware should be reha
bilitated and replaced, in kind, where broken or missing.

Interior Rehabilitation

Few original historic interior finishes are visible, but some may remain beneath the added layers of gyp-
sum board sheathing and viny! flooring. If posmble the original varpished fir floor should be rehabili-
tated. Interior gypsum board sheathing should be removed and the original single-wall construction
exposed on the interior. This work should be easy to accomplish if the 1960 addition 1s removed. If this
addition remains, it may be more difficult to restore these finishes. Or it may be necessary to refurbish
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the building with distinctly different interior finishes in the original portion from the addition. The orig-
inal finishes at the addition are assumed to be the extant gypsum-sheathed stud walls and vinyl floors.
Some configuration of interior spaces could be achieved by removing non-historic wall partitions.
Though the kitchen cabinets at the building’s east side are in the location of original cabinets, those
remaining are not original and can be removed.

Additional measures needed to make the structure comply with current building codes are described in
the section that follows.

Requirements for Treatment

In concise terms, this text outlines applicable laws, regulations, and functional requirements. Specific
attention is given to issues of handicapped accessibility, human safety, fire protection, energy conserva--
tion, and abatement of hazardous materials.

The rehabilitation design shall conform to NPS cultural resources policies and guidelines and will be
reviewed for compliance with the GMP, NEPA, Section 106 of the NHPA, and all applicable codes and
standards required by law and NPS policy. The building codes used for analysis include the 1997
Uniform Building Code (UBC), 1997 Uniform Code for Building Conservation (UCBC), and Uniform
Federal Accessibility Standards.

The treatments recommended in this report will have effects on the cultural resource; however, it is
intended that the treatments will result in benefits giving 2 higher level of preservation of the resource
than is now provided. Some proposed work will include actions that could be considered to have nega-
tive effects. One of the most important design criteria, however, is that the modifications be designed
to minimize these effects, both physically and visually. Those negative effects will be mitigated by pro-
viding an improved environment for the preservation of the building and the safety of its users. Further
evalnation will be necessary when the recommendations are developed to a level of design detail specif-
ic enough to definitively identify specific building fabric impacts.

Accessibility

To meet code requirements, an accessible path of travel needs to be provided to an accessible exterior
entry. NPS policy mandates that this building be made accessible. However, due to the remote location
of this site within the Grand Canyon, the site is, at present, a great barrier to those with physical disabili-
ties. For the sake of this study, we are limiting the discussion of access to the building only.

An accessible at-grade entry or ramp will need to be provided in any rehabilitation scheme. Due to the

altered nature of the west side of the building, it seems most appropriate to provide such access here. In
that way, the historic steps at the north elevation can remain unaltered.

TREATMENT anD USE 25
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Human Safety (Egress)

The building currently conforms to most requirements of the UBC and UCBC (refer to the code analysis
section of this document). Non-compliant historic stone steps and landings will have to be exempted
from code by the local building official.

Fire Protection

The building is not currently equipped with a fire detection system, and is unsprinklered. The installa-
tion of a sprinkler system is not required by code, but it is NPS policy to sprinkle historic buildings
when they are rehabilitated. According to NPS Director’s Order 50B, section 12, article 12.2.4.6,
"...buildings undergoing renovation... will have automatic sprinkler system protection and auwtomatic fire
detection.” Due to the practical problems of a remote Iocation and limited access to water, the use of a
pressurized water tank or another type of automatic suppression system may be considered. Depending
on the degree of restoration of interior finishes, sprinkler pipes may be concealed in the attic. While the
Indian Garden area is not often subject to freezing temperatures, a dry-pipe system is recommended.
Flush type sprinkler heads should be acceptable. The best option for fire protection requires further
study.

Energy Conservation ‘

This building, originally heated by a single wood stove, does not currently have any mechanical heating -
or cooling systems. None are desired at this time. As this will not be a regularly-inhabited building, it
is believed that natural ventilation, through operable windows, is adequate for the summer months.
Though a wood burning stove could be reinstalled and attached to the extant historic flue in the kitchen
for winter heating, the Park has banned the use of all wood burning stoves due to air pollution. The use
of a pellet stove could be investigated if winter heating becomes an issue. It is not known if the existing
stud walls are insulated. R-19 insulation is visible in the attic above the addition. If the interior sheath-
ing at the walls is removed (to expose the original single-wall construction), it will not be possible to
insulate the walls. The walls will, however, be extremely thin, allowing air to easily flow through them;
the building will basically be an enclosed shade structure. Insulation can be maintained in the attic
space to prevent solar heat gain through the roof,

The existing, historic sash are single-glazed and are not weather stripped. They do have interior alu-
minum storm sash, believed to be added at a time in the past when the building was continually occu-
pied. Due to the proposed treatment of the building as a shade structure, it is believed that weather-
stripping and interior storm sash are not necessary. Insect screens should, however, be added to allow
for a insect-free environment with natural ventilation during warmer months,

In general, all of the utilities are aged and need to be upgraded. The existing electrical service (overhead
from a nearby pole) is adequate, but should be neatly rerouted so that it doesn’t run along the exterior of
the building beneath the eaves (its current route). A single main disconnect should be installed to
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replace the existing two-fused disconnect.

Exusting large trees around the building provide a significant amount of shade. Many of these trees are
old and 1t is assumed that the majority of them may die in coming years. Once the trees are gone, both
the building and its adjacent courtyard will receive increased heat from solar radiation.

Abatement of Hazardous Materials
Asbestos materials and lead-based paint may be found throughout the interior and exterior of the build-
ing. A Level I HAZMAT testing program is recommended for the entire building.

Aiternatives for Treatment

This section presents and evaluates alternative approaches to realization of the ultimate treatment.
Alternatives are presented in both text and graphic form. Analysis addresses the adequacy of each solu-
tion in terms of impact on historic materials, effect on historic character, compliance with NPS policy,
and other management objectives.

Two alternatives have been discussed for the future of this building:

1) Retain the current configuration. Use the 1932 portion of the structure for public access; use the
1960 addition as storage.

2) Remove the 1960 addition and relocate stored items to the adjacent Rock House. For better uti-
lization of the existing structure and site, incorporate a landscaped central courtyard between the
pair of buildings, shelter and shade structures to cool the area, and site improvements including
landscaping, specifically with regard to greenery, circulation paths, benches, and foumtains.

In both options, the historic portion of the building would be used as a controlled access point for hikers,
something like a visitor contact station, but without the services of stationed ranger. The benefit of
removing the addition is that is allows direct access from the building to the outdoor courtyard to the
west of the building. If the addition remains, and is used as storage, the west end of the building would
be off-limits to visitors, who would have to exit through the front (north) door and walk around to the
west side of the building to access the central landscaped part of the site.

Preferred Treatment

Alternative 2 is the preferred treatment because removing the addition allows the building to be restored
to its original 1932 configuration. It also allows (refer to the section on interior rehabilitation) a simpler
treatment/restoration of the interior wood floors and single wall construction. Further, if the addition is
removed the exterior courtyard area is enlarged, providing more outdoor space for people to gather and
increasing the area available for exterior shade structures. This would make the area more atiractive and
desirable as a hiking destination point. This treatment is, however, the more expensive of the two
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options and requires a greater commitment on the part of the Park in éstablishing a visitor contact station
and associated ammenities.

Regardless of the altemative chosen, a comprehensive landscape development plan for the entire site,
discussing access from the Bright Angel Trail, bridging the creek bed, the lifecycle and planting of
shade trees, drainage and site amenities, should be undertaken to give further direction to the design
phase of any propesed project.
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1 Director’s Order

2 Information on the native inhabitants of the Canyon summarized from Michael F. Anderson’s Living
at the Edge.

3 Information on Spanish exploration of the canyon is summarized from Michael F. Anderson’s Living
at the Edge.

4 Information on Native American use and occupation of Indian Garden is summarized from Jacilee
Wray’s thesis, Havasupai Ethnohistory on the South Rim of Grand Canyon National Park: A Case
Study for Cultural Resource Management in the National Park Service.

5 ibid

6. ibid

7 Information summarized from Bright Angel Trail Nomination Form for the National Register of
Historic Places, 1992. ,

8 Document held in Grand Canyon National Park archives.

9 ibid a

10 Bright Angel Trail Nomination Form for the National Register of Historic Places, 1992, Section 7, p.7
11 Albright, Horace. The Birth of the National Park Service, p. 176.

12 Information summarized from The Birth of the National Park Service by Horace Albright and Robert
Cahn, 1985. pps. 172-186.

13 Daily Silver Belt, 13 October 1924,

14 Bright Angel Trail Nomination Form for the _National Register of Historic Places, 1992, Section 7, p. 7
15 McClelland, p. 199.
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17 Good, Albert H. Park and Recreation Structures. 1938

18 Asnoted in Specification on NPS drawings for Trail Caretakers Cabin at Indian Garden, 1932.

19 ibid |
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Appendix A.  Copies of original drawings of the Trail Caretaker’s Cabin at Indian
Garden, prepared by the Landscape Division of the NPS, dated 1932.
(Original copy quality is poor.)
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Appendix B.  Existing Conditions Drawings of Plans and Elevations by Architectural
Resources Group, dated November 2, 2000.
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D

Appendix C.  Drawings Iilustrating Alternative Treatments by Architectural Resources
Group, dated November 2, 2000.
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Appendix D. Code Analysis.




Grand Canyon National Park - Indian Garden Building #93
April 13, 2001

Preliminary Code Analysis and Accessibility Evaluation

The following codes have been referenced for this analysis: the 1997 edition of the
Uniform Building Code; the 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code; the 1996 Uniform
Electrical Code; the 1994 Uniform Plumbing Code; and the 1997 Uniform Fire Code.
The 1997 Uniform Code for Building Conservation (UCBC) has also been referenced to
determine alternative code compliant solutions for historic buildings.

Although not a building code, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal
civil rights law that govemns accessibility to buildings for the disabled. National Park
Service (NPS) Director’s Order 28 requires all historic structures to be made accessible to
the highest degree for visitors and employees. Because the intent of the ADA is not
necessarily addressed in the building code, a review of a project pursuant to ADA
requirements 1s included in the following preliminary code analyses. The following
standards have been referenced for this analysis: ADA Accessibility Guidelines for
Buildings and Facilities (ADAAG), amended January 1998, and the Uniform Federal
Accessibility Standards (UFAS). Where there is a discrepancy between ADAAG and
UFAS, the NPS is required to follow the guidelines that provide equal or greater
accessibility.

The classification of histeric buildings as qualified historic buildings is typically an
important step in the long-term preservation of historic character. Building codes, such as
the UBC, prescribe solutions to conditions based on new construction models. When
conformance with prevailing codes - such as the UBC - would adversely affect the
historic character of a qualified historic building, the UCBC may be invoked as a means
to preserve historic fabric and explore solutions that meet the intent, but not necessarily
the letter, of the UBC.

As indicated above, the following code analysis is preltminary. To facilitate future design
work, this code analysis attempts to cite all major ways in which the building does not
comply with prevailing codes. If the UBC and UCBC suggest that a condition may
remam subject to verification with the building official, the non-compliant condition is
typically noted and qualified.

The classification of program elements (uses) are as follows:
1932 portion: Visitor Contact Station {(office)
(B occupancy under the UBC)
1960 addition: SAR Storage (S-2 occupancy under the UBC)

1) Occupancy Classification: Chapter 10 of the UBC establishes the available number
of occupants in the building, (a ratio refesred to as occupant load) and Chapter 3 outlines
occupancy requirements. The following matrix excludes square footages for service areas

ARCHITECTURAL RESQURCES GROUP

Archirects, Planners & Conservators, Inc.




Grand Canyon National Park - Indian Garden Building #g3
April 13, 2001

occupied or used by the occupants of the major rooms; these spaces include circulation
(corridors and staircases), toilet rooms, and closets. The rooms discussed below are
shown on the building plans. Based on the table below, the total occupancy load for the
1932 portion is 3 occupants. The total occupancy load for the 1960 addition is 1
occupant.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES GROUP
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Area and Occupancy Matrix
OcCcC.
LOAD
(SQ.FT/
AREA OCC) | NO.OF | OCCU-
ROOM(S) (SQ. FT) USE QCCS. | PANCY
1932 structure 349 office 349/100 3 B
1960 addition 289 storage 289/300 1 82
Allowable Area / Height Matrix
ALLOWED ALLOWED
AREA HEIGHT/ PERMITTED
ACTUAL | (Type V-N (Type V-N ORNOT IN
BUILDING | OCCUPANCY | AREA Const.) Const.) BUILDING
Caretaker B/S-2 638 3000 2 Permitted
Residence

2) Type of Construction: The existing construction is type V, non-rated, as defined in
Chapter 6 of the UBC,

The following is a preliminary code analysis of Building #93, addressing only major code
1ssues that have a bearing on facility planning issues and including suggested resolutions
to broad code issues:

UBC INCLUDING LIFE SAFETY/DISABLED
ACCESS REQUIREMENTS

RESOLUTION OF CODE ISSUES

Exit should swing in direction of travel UCBC 605.2 states that this can be excepted for

historic buildings.

Handrails required at exterior stairs UCBC 405.1.2 states that handrails are not required
for (e) stairs having less than 4 risers. Stairs at both

doors have 3 risers.

Landing at doors should be 44” min. in direction of
travel (UBC 1993.3.17)

(E) stone landing at front door is 30™. A waiver will
have to be granted by the local code official due to
the rustic and irregular natuwe of the stone landing
{and entire site}.

UCBC 405.1.1 allows for () treads and risers of
and dimension. However, there can only be a 3/8”
max. difference from tread to iread or riser to riser.

(E) stone risers and treads vary by more than 3/8™. A
waiver will have to be granted by the local code
official due to the rustic and irregular nature of the
stone steps.

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES GROUP

Architeers, Planners & Conservators, Inc,
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Appendix E.  Historic Photographs of the Residence at Indian Garden in
. Chronological Order.
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Figure 1. The photo illustrates tent cabins at Cameron’s Indian Garden
Camp, circa 1905. Note the absence of mature trees. GCNFPA Number 15836
B.
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Figure 2. The Bright Angel Trail leads to Cameron's Indian Garden Camp in 1906. The image shows
makeshifi buildings, tents and the beginnings of cultivated fields. View is looking toward the south. GCNPA
Number 3611 C.

ArpenpiX E




Indian Garden Trail Caretaker’s Residence « Historic Structure Report + Grand Canyon National Park

Archirecrural Resources Group April 13, 2001

232

5
R
S S
e, &
SR
2 _%&
R
o

Figure 3. Skeich for guest cottages at Indian Garden by architect Mary Jane Elizabeth Colter, dated 1916.
Although this project was never realized, Colter § plans inspired the development of Phantom Ranch a few
years later. GCNPA Number 16682
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Figure 4. Drawing titled “Floor Plans of Stone Cottages” proposed for Indian Garden by architect Mary Jane
Elizabeth Colter, dated November, 1916. The cottages were to be part of a larger hotel development at Indian
Garden in 1916, but were never built, GCNPA Number 16713,
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Figure 5. The structure illustrated is the Stone Shelter at Indian Garden, Building 143 on the Bright Angel Trail,
located further into the canyon past the Trail Caretaker's Residence. Date unknown, however it appears to be an
early photograph. The photo is dated sometime after 1936, the year that the structure was built by the CCC. Note
the presence of maturing trees, most likely planted during the Cameron era. GCNPA Number 7384.
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Figure 6. The photo illustrates the Trail Caretaker’s Residence as photographed for a Maintenance Report, dated
September;, 1946, The image shows the cabin before the addition of 1960 that required removal of two of the
building s original four stone corner piers. Note the distinctive framing on the exterior of the structure. GCNP
Engineering Office - Maintenance Records.
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Figure 7. The image illustrates the plan of the Trail Caretaker s Residence as prepared for a Maintenance
Repori, dated September, 1946, The plan reveals the simple proportions and symmetry of the structure in its
original condition. Note the squared corners in plan, the exaggerated stone piers that gave the cabin a sense of
monumentality. GCNP Engineering Office - Maintenance Records.
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Figure 8. Plan of Indian Garden and the Bright Angel Trail from Terry Cleeland’s 1986 thesis enti-
ted “The Cross Canyon Corridor Historic District in Grand Canyon National Park: A Model for
Historic Preservation.” In the plan the Trail Caretaker s Residence (Building 93) is referred to as the
“Ranger Station.” GUNP Engineering Office - Maintenance Records.
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Figure 9. The image shows Indian Garden in a 1966 photo. The Trail Caretaker s Residence is in the background.
Foregraund shows boulders, tree limbs and rubble washed into the creek bed. Rising waters and runcff are issues
for this site as it lies in a flood plain. GCNPA Number 10068,
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Figure 1. The image captures the character of the Indian Garden site against the steep walls of the
canyon. Shady and tranquil, the site is distinguished by leafy trees, benches, fountains, paths and low rock
walls. View is looking south into the center of the site with the Trail Caretaker s Residence on the lefl, the
Rock House, on the right. ARG Photo dated May, 2000.
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Figure 2. The image illustrates the relationship of the Indian Garden site to the inner canyon walls. The
rocky outcropping and jagged canyon wall profile in the distance provide a dramatic contrast to the cool,
shady site. View is looking west from in front of the Trail Caretaker 5 Residence. ARG Photo dated May,
2000.
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Figure 3. The image illustrates the gabion walls that mark the southern boundary of the immediate envi-
rons of the Trail Caretaker 5 Residence at Indian Garden. The rock walls measure approximately §'in
height and are constructed like a wire cage filled with stones to divert run-off and act to prevent damage
during flooding. View is looking southwest from behind the structures. ARG Photo dated May, 2000.
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Figure 4. The image illustrates the proximity of the gabion walls to the Trail Caretaker s Residence at
Indian Garden. View is looking southeast from the space between the two structures. ARG Photo dated
May, 2000.
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Figure 5. The image illustrates the paths that wind around and through the
site connecting the Bright Angel Trail fo the two residences. The charmingly
overgrown paths, some paved in irregularly-shaped stones, some unpuved, are
a common feature. View is looking west toward the Rock House across the
principal elevation of the Trail Caretakers Residence. ARG Photo dated May,
2000.
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Figure 6. The photo is taken of the stone porch that runs along the west elevation of the Trail
Caretaker s Residence and below the door added in the 1960 works. 1t is thought that the porch and
other elements of the 1960 alteration re-use stones that were dismantied from two of the four original
corner piers. ARG Photo dated May, 2000,
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Figure 7. The image illustrates the principal elevation of the Trail Caretaker s Residence at Indian
Garden. From this angle, the aesthetic effects of the 1960 afteration and removal of the stone corner pier
from the main facade are mast noticible, changing the balance and symmetry of the composition. Note the

prominence of the role of landscaping to the project. ARG Photo dated May, 2000. '
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Figure 8. The image illustrates the rear elevation of the Trail Caretaker s Residence at Indian Garden.
The 1960 addition is visible to the left. Note the stonework of the corner pier and chimney both con-
structed in local native stone. ARG Photo dated May, 2000.
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Figure 9. The image illustrates the asymmetrical west elevation of the Trail Caretaker s Residence at
Indian Garden, the principal elevation of the 1960 alteration. This elevation looks toward the Rock
House and forms a “wall” of the central clearing between the two buildings, logical location for an
open space for benches, picnicking or repose. ARG Photo dated May, 2000.
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Figure 10, The image illustrates the path that parallels the north-running creek bed and the Bright
Angel Trail to the left of the photo. The path sfirts the east elevation of the Trail Cavetaker s Residence.
View is looking south. ARG Photo dated May, 2000.
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Figure I1. The image illustrates the roof configuration of the Trail Caretakers Residence. From this dngle,
the image also illustrates the orientation of the cabin toward the inner canyon. ARG Photo dated May,
2000. '
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Figure 12 The image illustrates the cabins interior roof framing showing the original part of the
structure in the rear and the newer truss construction completed in 1960. ARG Photo dated May,

2000.
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Figure 13. This image is representative of the use of the former Trail
Caretakers residence as storage. Note gypsum walls and ceiling and ceil-
ing-mounted flourescent light. ARG Photo dated May, 2000.

AppENDIX E




Indian Garden Trail Caretaker’s Residence * Historic Structure Report » Grand Canyon Nationai Park

Architectural Resources Group April 13, 2001

Figure 14. View of the interior wall of the principal fucade. Note original door at
right. ARG Photo dated Muay, 2000.
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Figure 15, This image represents the view looking from the living room into the kitchen. ARG
Photo dated May, 2000.
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Figure 16. This image represents the view looking from the kitchen, part of the original structure,
into the living room, looking west. ARG Photo dated May, 2000.
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Figure 17. The image illustrates the velationship of the inner canyon location of Indian Garden as the first
stop for hikers descending into the depths of the canyon. The distant views into the canyon are a charac-
teristic feature of the site. View is looking notth from the Trail Caretaker s Residence. ARG Photo dated
May, 2000,
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Appendix G.  National Register Nomination for the Bright Angel Trail, dated

September 13, 1992. (Due to document length, only the Statement of Significance is
included.)
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Registration Form

This form iz for use in nomingting or requesting determinations of aligibility for individuai properties or districts. Seg instructions in Guidefines
for Complating National Registsr Forms {National Register Bulletin 16). Complete each item by marking “x”* in the appropriate box or by entering
the requested information. I an item does naot apply to the prepenty being documented, entar “N/A™ for “not applicable.” For functions, styles, materials,
and mreas of significance, enter only the categories and subcategories listed in the instructions. For additional space use continuation sheets

{Form 10-800a). Type all entriss.

1. Mame of Propenty
historic name  Bright Angel Trail
othar names/site number Bright Angel Toll Trail; Cameron Trail

2. Location
streat & number CGrand Canyon National Park [ {not for publication
city, 10wn Grand Canyon Village i L vicinity
state  Arizona ‘code  AZ courty Coconino code  AZOOS zip code 86023
3. Ciassification
Ownership of Property Catogory of Propsriy Number of Resources within Property
[ private L_lbuitdingts) Contributing Noncontributing
[ public-ocat [ district 7 8 buildings
[ pubtic-State [ site 3 siles
[ Xl public-Federat [ A structure 1 -_siructures

' [ Iobject objects

11 8  Total

Name of related multiple property listing: Number of contributing resources préviously
Grangd Canvon, Arizona Historic Trails & Roads listed in the Nationat Register ___ 0

4. Stiste/Feders! Agency Cartification

As the designated authority under the National Historic Pressrvation Act of 1866, s emendsd, | hereby cerilfly that this
[Tnomination [ request for dstermination of sligiblity mests the decumentation standards for registering properties in the
National Registsr of Historic Places and meats the procedural and professional requirements est forth in 36 CFR Part 60.
In my opinion, the property L__] meslis Ddoes not mest the Mationa! Register criteria, D See continuation sheet.

Signature of cerlifying official Date

Siate or Fedaral agency and burgau

in my opinion, the property [ _Imeets [_ldoss not meet the National Register crileria, {_Isee continuation sheet.

Signature of commenting or other official Cate

Stats or Federal agency and bureau |

5, Mational Park Service Ceriificetion
I, hereby, certify that this property is:
Dentere.d in the Nationa! Register.
D See continuation shest:
Dderermined eligible for the National
Register. || See continuation sheet.
[} determined not sligints for the
National Register.

[Jremoved from the National Register.
l:]other. {expiain:)

Signature of the Keeper Dats of Action



8. Statement of Significence

Certifying official has considered the significanca of this propary in relation to other propertias;
[ Inationahy [ statewide [ hocalty

Applicable Nalional Register Criteria [ xjA [x)8 -[Jc b

Criteria Considerations (Exceptions) [ Ja [I8 [Jc o e [Jf [Me

Araas of Significance (enter categories fram instructions) Period of Significance Significant Dates
Politics/Government 1890-1941 1890-1891
Conservation 1898-1899
Entertainment/Recreation ) 1929-1932
Transportation 1938-1939

Cubtural Affiliation
N/A

Significant Person Architect/Bulider
Cameron, Ralph Henry Pete Berry, et al : 1830-1891
: Niles Cameron, et al 1898-1899
National Park Service 1929-1939

State significance .of property,. and justily criteria, criteria considerations, and areas and periods of significance noted above.

The Bright Angel Trail fulfills twoe of the four National
Register criteria as follows:

A. The trail is significant under Criterion A for its role in
the political debate involving public versus private control at
Grand Canyon. The initial salvos fired inm the battle for Grand
Canyon control came less than a vear after the arrival of the Grand
Canyon Rallway. and centered on ownership of the Bright Angel
Trail.. Although this conflict eventually spread to all sections of
the Canyvon, the most heated debate focused on this one trail through
the 1920s, long after most skirmishes in more remote sections of the
park had ended.

While the struggle between government, big business. and small
private operators raged, the Bright Angel Trail served as a primary
avenue for mining and tourism in the developing central section of
Grand Canyon. Mining interests at Indian Gardens and along the
Toento Platform benefitted from (and prompted) construction of the
trail in 1890-1891. For more than a decade it served as the western
leg of an sarly network of trails (which included the Grandview and
Hance trails) built to transport mining materiel and suppliss into
the Canyon and mules burdened with precious orss out of the Canvon
to the south rim. As prospecting sand mineral production declined.
the trail’s popularity among tourists incrsased, especially after
the railroad’s arrival in 1801. From that vear until construction
of the South Kaibab Trail in the 1920s. the Bright Arngel carried
nearly all tourisi traffic within the central corridor. Even after
the South Kaibab’'s construction and through the entire historic
period under consideration, the trail continued 4o carryv nore
tourists than any otheyr trail within the park.

@S@a continuation gheet
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E. The Bright angel Trail is signifticant uwnder Oriterion B
for its association wiith Ralevh Henry Camsron. fameron was born in
Southpart, Maine, in 13&6%, moved west in 1881. and arrived in
Flagetafd with the Atlantic & Pacific Railroad in 1883. A0
intelligent man with boundless energy, he worked during e 180Us at
the local sawmill, &s a railroad clerk. as manzger and later owner
of a merchandise store (sold to the Babbitt brothers in 188%), and
as agent for the Haywood Cattle Company. During these same years he
ran six thousand sheep on shares and built neot onlv & fair anount of
capital for later Grand Canvon investments but alszso a reputation
within Yavapali County as & man of his ward. Cameron’ s reputation
increased during the 18905 as he helped form Coconino County in 1871
arnd wazn appointed the county’'s sheriff by the territorial governor-—-
a position he held throughout the decade.

During the last two decades of the nineteesnth century, Cameron
developed extensive interests at the Grand Canvon's south rim. .
flong with his brother, Niles, and FPete Berry, Cameron filed on the
Last Chance copper claim in 1B90——one of the verv few inner Canvon
mines that ever shipped ore and tuwrned & profit. The folliowing vear
he joined with others to finance construction of the "Bright Angel
Toll Road." By the first few vears of the twentieth century he haa
attained control through mining and water claims of approximately
13,000 acres within the Canyoen and along its south rim, eshtablishing
the most formidable legal obstacle to federal control at Grand
Canvyon. ’ '

Legal difficulties would escalate fto politicel debates at the
national level as Cameron continued his success in politics. in
1904, hiz popularity earned his eiection as Chairman of the Coconing
County Board of Supervisors, a position b2 used to fight his hattles
over Bright Argel Trail control and to garner local publio support
for khis Canyon enterprises. A&s the Forest Service and Fred Harvey
combination gainsed strergth, so too did Cameron with his election as
territorial delegate to Congress in 1907,

Camzron’'s popularity and the Republican landslide of 1920 gave
fim & seat inm the United States in 1721, a position hs held until
1927, From this vantage, Camsron raised the issue of public versus
private iand rights to a new level. He served as an important
catalyst in congressional debates over the powers of the fledglinag
National FPark Service through his success at temporarily sliminating
Fark Sprvice appropriations from the nationmal budget, an action that
rallied Congressional leaders to the side of the Park Service and
increased 1ts administrative strength. During bis tenure ne also
imfiuenced Coconinog County voters to defeat & measwe that would
g1l the Bright Angel Trail to the federal governmesnt. 0
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an tenaciously with the help of hiz political offices. It is aiso
Erue that the U.3. Forest Servicae., Hational Park Service., and Santa
Fa/Fred Harvey combine brought order and needed improvesents to the
rapid development at Sauth Rim. The debates, however, centered on
the perceived rights of an individual at risk Yo an omnivorous
conglomerate, and later to a govermmental agency reaching for
omnipotence. The guestion of who iz good and who is had in this
type of contlict depends on one’s views of a desired end justifving
any means toward attainment. This history will mot answer that
gquestion, but attempts a more balanced account than is often given
to the guestion‘of control of the Bright Groel Trail.

The first guestion to be addressed is that of initial rights
to the Bright fnosl Trail within sxistent public land laws of 1891,
the ymar that FPete Berry, et al, comgpleted the trail te Indian
Bardans. Statutes in effect at that time and. since 1887 allowed
enterprising men willing to risk thelr own money to build roads and
trails through lands not already used for public purposes, and to
operate these transportation routes as tell roads for a period of up
to fifteen vears. In 1891, after an expenditure of two monthe labor
and #3500 cash, Pete Berry and his partners immediately filed on the
Brighi Angesl as & teoll road, though contemporary accounts indicate
that they did not charge locals for its use thraoughout the 1890s.
Rather. they often entered into reciprocal agreements like that with
Santord Rowe in 1872, whereby Rows was allowed to lead tourists down
the trail and Cameron and others were allowed to use the water
available at Rowe's Well.

Some two dozen men who worked on or used the trail in the
18%90s testified in 170% and 1703 that the original trail partners
wers the achnowledoed owners of the "Cameron Trail throughout the
last decade of the ninetesenth century. & few locals like Bucky
O Meill, John Harmnce., and Martin Buogeln srgued throuch words or

actions that trail ownership was doubtful, buit the preoonderance of
testimony of Cameron’s friends az well &3 olthers who had nothing to
gain by lving indicabtes that the vartners maintained the trail to
suil thelr ngeds and allowed obthers to use it at no cost, mainly
because at that Lims usage did not justidy a toll kesper.

In 1901, the original Ffranchise to operzxte the Bright Angel
Tratl expired and Fete Berrv imomediztely sought and was granted the
2llowable five-vesxr sxtension +rom Coconino Countv on danuary 51 of
that vear. When 1t became clear in earlty 1901 that the Santa Fe
planned Lo complete the railroad line hegun by Lombard. Soode. and
Company. Ralph Cameron guickly began Lo secure total rights to the
trzil. SDoon aftter Berry extended the franchiss, Cameron bought out
fis interest and that of his othsr parbiners. Betwesn March., 1703%,

:
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and February, 1903%, he spent five to siy thousand dollars on trail

reconstruction and maintenance. By the middle of 1903,

he built

Camgron s Hotel and Camps at the Bright Angel trailhead-—a two-story

hiotel with adioioing tent cebins——and Cameron’'s Indian

Gardern Camp

four and & half miles below on the Tornto FPlatform. His investment
in the trail, it seemed, was finally sbout to pay soms dividends,

Not content with whatever rights the toll trail might provide.
Cameron and his brother Nites began to $1le mining, wmill, and water
claims at stratsgic peinis alomg the trail. The brothers filed

several claims near the trailbhead, insluding the Copper
1901 and the Czape Horn and Golden Eagle in April, 1203,

King before
Cameron bhad

long ago secwed William Sshurst ‘s claims at Indian Gardens and bhad

since filad on obther water sites inm that location. In

June, 1904,

he filed the Magician mining claim and Alder millsite at thz base of
the Devil ‘s Corkscrew and the Wizard claim and Willow millsite near
the mouth ot Fipe Ureek (the adits of fthese claims are seen today
along the trail). There is no evidence that Cameron asver shipped
ore from these claims and the fedsral government later rejscted his

attempts to patent the sites, yei liberal mining laws,

to V2% copper antd other frace metals, and svidence of mo

assays of -up
odest claim

improvements wouwld help tie up the locations and the larger trail

into the garly 17Z20z. This illegal practice of Ffiling

claims for

cther than mining puwrposes was common amang the sarly tourist
aperators well verssed in mining law, and much despised by Forest

Service personiel who knew full well whny it was done

fm Cameron secured control over thes Bright éangel trail route
and prepared for tourist operations, Martin Bugoeln and the Santa Fe
were sgually busy establizhing tourist accommodations nearby. if

June, 1901, Buggeln bought out J.W. Thurber s interests
Hootel at the

Flagstatts to Grand Canvon stage line and Eright éngsl

in the

t 1. In September, 1701, the railroad surveyed its twentv-acre
ztation site alliowed by law and soon after built a cabin and sdded
adjacent taents known s Bright drgel Camp which RBuggeln cama to

manage. The survey and camp mayv have promphiod Camsron
Capes Horn and Golden Eagle claimzs which overiapned the

to Yiie biism

Aakbitan sid

Yy

the following vear, igniting the first of many legal battles betwesen

The mar and the corporate glanit. The couwrts lster upheld the
vairlroad’s twenty-acre station. but allowsd Cameron the F%Wdlrﬂﬂ“ o3
hisg two clmimﬁ, thas, Camsron, the Santsa Fe, and Maritin

operated adiacent compesiitive towist hu~1na ses at the
GBright fngel Trail by the end of

it was perhaps inevitable that soms Torm oF g@conomic Wartars
wipnd d rruut_ given Caneran’s and Bugoeslicn & coanpstitive natures. Tre
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railroad s role, nowever, was not as immediately clesr to those at
Brand Lanyon. The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe controlled the
Artlantic & FPegific by this timg as well as the Grand Canvon Rallway
from Williams to the south rim. It also had & long standing,
symbiotic relationship with the Fred Harvey company, which ooerabed
hotels and restausrants along the rails throughovt the wsst.  as
sariy as Moy, 1902, the railrcad’'s directars planned to huild &
arand hotel which Fred Hervey would operate adizcsnt to fhe Buogsln
and Cameron hotels, tuh found it convenisnt in the msamnwhile Lo wores
with PFugoeln against Cameron while plans for the £i Tovar dsvelobped.

The legal battles begen tentatively in 15902 wiith Cameron s
claims to the station site and the ratlivoad’'s challenoce to trail
ownerehip, bult Lhe battle began in earnest in April, 19703, when
Cameron imposed & toll on all trail users. Gince 1901, Buggeln's
wranglers had been lsading bhundreds of tourists on daily trips down
e Briogbt &mgesl, charoging three dollars per day por borse ang five
dollars per day p=r gulde, sharing receipts with the railroad, and
paying nothing for trail use or maintenance. Cameron’s rates were
competitive at ftwo dollars per davy per horse {including & one dollar
toll for his customers) and four dollars per day per guide, but he
had to shoulder all ftrail maintenance costs. Cameron had been
itching to impoge & toell all along, but prior to 1903, the
Department of the Interior had threatensd to prosscute anvone who
attempied to charge a trail toll. By January of that vear, the
agency had perhaps checked with leggal counsel since it informed
Camsron that he had, 1in fact. legal and exclusive rights to the
trail. Cameron wasted no time in erecting a toll gate;, and the
railroad wasted no time instigating the Territory of frizona vsS.
Raloh H._ Cameron.

in this first of many lawsuits., the jury decided that Cameron
did not own the trail’'s franchise {(still in Berrv’'s nang), and that
the franchise could not be fransferred. Although the decision
forced Camsron to return. ownership to Bservy, it had litile effect on
operations since Berry acknowledgsd Cameron as a parinse, nor did it
disgualify the partnership from charging tolls. The raillroad
immediatelyvy backed Buggeln with an injunction and another lawsuit
filed in May To eliminate the collection of taollas, but the district
court in Deceaber, 1903, ruled in favor of the Cameron partnersbhip.
The partners came back with a lawsult for damnages incurred from the
sevaern-month injunction and tried to collect the $£$5 000 bond Buggeln
and the railvroad had pnosted. The legal war was engaged,

The railroad., perbaps a bit taken aback by a citizen wiiling
t take them to court, appears Lo have made o move to buy ool tne
Camzron interssts at this time. Flagstatd's Doctonino Sun veporied

t
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suich pegotiations in March, 1904, but Cameron denied talking to the
railroad about a purchase. Bugosin smeanwhile $iled another suit in
ifay, 1504, claiming that the partaership bhad never filed a trail
nlat, made no statemsnt of receipts as reguired by law, nor cald a
two—percent county fax. The &rizona Supreme Cowrt ruled later in
the vear in {favor of the partnership.

Elected Chairman of the Coronino Board of Supesrvisors in 1904,
Cameron decided to use his political position te put the railrosd on
the defensive. In that vear, the board initiated a cliaim that the
railrbad had not paid its tades. The county ruled in September .
1905, that the railroad indessd should be on the tax rolls and cwed
back tanves to 1201, The Territorial Board of Egqualization (Raloh
Henry Cameron, Thairman) detsrmined the railrpoesd’'s tan to be £4,500
per mile, or approximately F300,000 per year for the Danyvon spur.

-The Santa Fe naturally filed & suit contesting the sssessment, and
filed vet ancther suit to centest Cameron’'s claim to the railroad
dgepot, previously mentioned, which resulted in & stalemats.

The yvear 19056 marlked a shitt in opposing forces as well as
battle strategy over Bright Angel control. In that vear; Mariin
Buggeln lost the will tp fight and seold his interests including the
Bright Angel Hotel to the Fred Harvey company, which had completed
the magnificent El1 Tovar Hotel the year before. Buggeln did not
iose his love for the Canyon, howsver, and in 1907 bought the old
Hance place to the gast where he ran cettle until his death in
193%.  Typical of the powsr strugole as it developed in later vears,
the Matiopnal Fark Service would thwart Bugoeln's attempits in 1925 to
start a small tourist enterpriss from his Hance heldings. By that
vaar, he may have had reasont to ragret that he had broken rarmbks wibh
hic economic class inm the sarly vears to fide with big business.

With Buggeln out of the picture in 19046 and Fred Harvey
entrenched in his stead, the fight for conirol proceedsd with Lhes
Sznts Fe and Fred Harvey fighting thelr own batltles in the open-
Cameron made allises of Coconing County's citirens, nswspapers., and
Foard of Supesrvisors, as well as (to a lesser exitent) the Arlizons
territorial legisiatures to help balance the scalss.  Strategy aiso
shifred, as the debhate focused on the county’ s vight to opsrate the

A

trail azs & toll reoad and to whom it gave the franchilse.

The Rerrv frenchise to the Bright Angel Trall espired in
Janoary . 1706, and the trail oominallv reverteo to Coconino Counly.
The Board of Supervisaors rejected Cameron s attempl to acguire the
franechise i Ris name. but awarded 1t to Lannes L. Ferrall. who was
Feoired To maintain the trail arnd allowed to kespn one undred
mercent oFf the tolis. Cameron o3t 2oms measw e of control &t this
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point. but not much, since he retained his facilities and amining
claims along the trail. PMore importantly, he could not be too
unhappy with the couniy’'s cholce of tollbeeperes, since Ferrall was
Camgron s brother—in-law, the manager of Camsron Hotel & Camps, and
for veares therpafter ons of Cameron’'s Classst frisnds. Cameron’s
sister, Louisa Ferrall, happened to be the Grand Canvon vostmistress
az well, a position she used to keep Cameron abreast of develooments
while he was ouk of bown. : : :

The Santa Fe no doubt understeood the Cameron—Ferrall
relationshiop which retained control of the trail, and immediatelyv’
tried zeveral end runs to break the monopoly. First, it reguested a
permit from the Buwresuw of Foresiry to operate and control the trail,

Tin effect tryving to remove the trail from county jurisdiction. The
county learned of this reguest, wote the Bureau to disreard it,
and ordered the county sheriff to protect the trail from outside
artempts to control it. When the Buwreauw refussd to issus the
permit, the railrosd filed suit against the county contesting the
validity of Ferrall’s contract and claiming the county had no right
to operate 5 toll trail. While this case awailted trial, Lameron
adroilly persuaded the Arizona legislature to pass the "Camsron
Bill,"” which gave the county exactly that right. In & measure that
highlights the emerging political sides in the strugogle, the
governor—appointed by the federal government--vetoped the bill on
advice of the Department of the Intsrior, and the legislature——
elected by the people-—unanimously overrode the veto.

3

angry over the federal government s interference and big
business ‘s attempts to dictate law in northern Arizona, the County
Board of Supervisors backed by the Cameron Rill changed its position
i 1907 and smoothed the way for transferring the trzil $framchiss to
Ralph Camercn. Ferrall was understandably anegnable to the transter
and Cameron swestensd the deal a little by offering to pay ten
percent of toll receipts to the couniy. Outraged at the proposed
trangfer, the Zanta Fe countersd with an offer 1o operate the tralil,
provide insurance against traill asccidents, and payv seventy percent
of receipts to the county. Despite this offer., the board voted on
April 17, 1707, to give Camgron a new five-vear franchisea.
Respording to criticism in the Williawms News and (Flagstaif)
Coconing_Sun, board Chairwen Jesse Grego defendsd the zction by
ating that the ralliroad was simply trving Lo remove contral from
e cournty and that the railrvoad s offer was spuricous since
zrr=ll s contract had nearly four vears left o run. Gread’s logic
5 both thin and inconsistent, but the board’'s vote assurad
Camaron’'s trail control through 1912,

.
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The county’ ' s franchise transtfer did not end Lthe railrpad’'s
attempts to chase Cameron ouf of Grand Canvon., Testimony involving

the parly suit gusstioning the county’'s right to opsrats a toll road

reached the fArizana Supreme LCowrt for the pinetesnih time in
January, 1209, but the cowrt ruled that Cameron had the rioht to
collect tolls. The Santa Fe's strategy had shifted again, however,
this time to the wvalidity of Cameron’s mining claims along the
trail,. Testimony before the Arizona land office in 19208 was
torwarded to the Department of the Interior, whichkh ruled in
February, 1709, that Cameron had not developed the mining sites,
thus, they reverted to Grand Canvon National Penumeant. In the
meanwhils, the Arizona Supremse Cowrt gave the railiroad another bit
of good news when 1t ruled that tay assessments on the Grang Canvon
spur could mot begin until 1909,

The Department of the Interior’'s decision in 1909 had little

etfect on Cameron’s operations. Even 1 the decision were legal and

enforced, it couwld have nb eftect on the operation of the EBright
Angel Trail as & toll road. Niles Cameron, €.C. Spaulding,. and
Lannes Ferrall continued to collect tolls and run the touwrist camps
despite the decision. and Niles continued {perhaps ab an accelerated
pace! to perform regular trail maintenance and assessment work at
the mining claims. HMeanwhiles, the Santa Fe did not try to explaoit
the decision, but rather,; chose to pursue construciion of its own

road and trail west of the Bright Angel from Grand Canvon Village to

HMermit Basin.

In May, 1909, District Forester Arthuw . Ringland toured the
proposed rgad and trail route with Santa Fe and Fred Harvey
officials, and guickly fTorwarded & special permit with his
endorsement on fto Mashington. The proposed "Soecial Hse Permit to
the. Qanta Fe Land loprovement Tompany’ represented the federal
government ‘s willingness fto work with a larges corcoration to
gradicate the smaller, intractable, private opsrators within public
lands, as well as its early willingness to use its own front man to
accomplish buresucratic aims. The permit specifically agsve the
Santa Fe control of the Bright Angel Trail--property it had
abeolutely no right Lo give——and a right of way for a road and trail
to MHermit Basin, a hotel at that location. ang several rim drives
which, incidentallv, would pass over several of Jameron’'s mining
claims. The department’s cunning is revealed in the stipulation
that the permit was subisct to &1l valid clzims, sspecially those of
the county and Cameron, and that federal assistance would not be
forthooming in any leoal batiles that might (certainly) snsue. he
permilt was, 1o fact, a statement of formal alliance beztween the
tederal oovernment and the Santa Fe. a blank check for the railroad
rooronstruct ite own koearint facilities, and a2 clear inviltation for

the railroad to continue 1ts leosl babtiles at 1ts own Bxpense.
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the remainder along Fipe Ureek. The syndicate puirchasing the option
had plans for a hydroglectric plant above Fipe Cresk to power its
mills, and a resegrvoir that would f1ill the Tapzats Narrows of Garden
Greek. This plan never materialized, but Cameron formed & company
of his own in 19217 or 1913 to extract oclatinum from some of thase
claim=.

With & burgeoning towrist traffic and increazing pressure in
the 19108 for promotion of Grand Canvon to national park status,
neither the Department of ARgricultwre, Santa Fe rallroad, Fred
Harvey company, nor bthe general public werse anxious Lo ses .
reservolrs, power plants, and actual mining operations taking place
in what had becaome the central corridor of Grand Canvon tourism. in
1913, the government stepped up its lawsuits in an attempt to have
the mining claims declared invalid. Cameron sold some of these
propertiss to the railrosd in 19146, but varied lawsuits continued
umtil 1920 when the United States Supreme Court ruled most of his
claims illegal, and declared Cameron and his azsociates irespassers
in the one~vear—-nld Grand Canyon Natisnal Fark.

Although the Bupreme Court had finally ruled on his claims,
the battle over Lameron’'s presence and control along the Bright
Angel Trail was far from over. Still; Cameron’s alliance had
seriocusiy sroded by 1920. The National Parlk Service replaced the
U.8, Forest Service as Cameron’s principal antagonist in 19192, and
brought fresh troops and a new enthusiasm to the fray. By this
year, most of the old-itimers who held the public’s support had
bacome just that: old, and ne longer interested in carrying on the
fight. PFete Bzrry had bowed out of the struggle in 1913, but not
betora s=lling oul with malevolent glee to William Randoloh Hearst
tanother storv). William Bass still controlled his propertiss in
the western end of the park, belt was actively looking for a buyar.
John HMance, Samford Rowe, and Martin Buggeln had retired from active
combat . Miles Dameron, one of the more active i+ little known
plavers in the day-to-day struggle, had died in 1%18. Gf the
original mining—tourism enireprensurs, only Cameraon possessed the
vigor to keep fighting.

Cameron’'s chief allies-—the peopiz and governmant of Loconine
County——had also come around to the advantagess and the necessity of
2 national park and the order it would bring to the chaos at Srand
Camyon Village. Grand Canvon towism tad exploded dwing the vears
1901 through 1220, and the advent of automebile touwrism by the
latier vear threatensd anv kind of guality euperisnce one might
enjiony at the new park. Tratfic overtaxed the limited roads and
Tratls, sanitation problems proliferated with inadeguate housing
facilities 1n the vicinity of fhe Bright fAngel tratlihead. and
informal camps ateop and within the canyvon resembled urban ghelttos.
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The situation clearly called for stricter management. Cameron had
become an anachronism, & single individual with rights but no real
soplutions to the challenge of incressed tourism. The success of the
idea he and others hsad conceived and developed had finally domne him
ins but after two decades of incessant fighting ageinst larger foes.
he did not grasp the larger picture. Ralph Cameron’'s bitterness
hecame the theme of the 1920-1928 period of Bright Angel history.

After 1920, Cameron carried his personal war against the
Department of the Interior and the Mational Fark Service to the
United States Senate. His election in that vear illustrated his
extant local popularity and remaining influence desplite his
unpopul ar stance on Grand Canvon development. In 1935, in a move
that can only be described at retribution against old enemies,
Cameron succeeded in temporarily removing the national park's
wosfully inadequate operating funds from the Depau-tment of the
Interior’'s budget. Fortunately, the Santa Fe and Fred Harvey
continued to pour millions inteo Canyon development in the sarly
1920, lsssening the impact of Cameron’s move and the early paucity
of funds. HMeanwhile, in 1923, U.35. Attorney General Harlan F. Stons
through special assistant Harold Baxter finally evicted Camesron’s
emplovees from their decaying tourist facilities at Indian Gardens.
Cameron ‘s last major victory over his foes came in L924, when he
used the final measuwre of his influence to convince the voters of
Coconino lounty to reiect the federal government's offer to buy the
Bright Angel Trail. This action convinced the National Park Service
to begin construction on the South Kaibab Trail-——the second major
Grand Canvon trail built to circumvent Cameron’'s interests.

Ralph Cameron lost his reelection bid o the ssnate in 1926,
left the disposition of the Bright fAngsl Trail to the cournty, and
retired to the East to lick his wounds. By that vear, the Fark
Service completed the Soulh Kaibab Trail, reducing the Bright
Angel ‘s strategic value. Coconino Dounty recpened negotiations for
the trail’s sale in 1227, asking that the federal goverrnment ,
appropriate one million dollars to spend on & new aoprosch road from
the Matiomal Old Trails Highway {(U.Z. FRowute &4) to hhe south rim.
Megotiations since 1919 had revolved sround just such & trade. but
had consistently besn blocked by Cameron. Since the Bright Angel
remained a more popular trail than the South Eaibab. the goveromant
agraed to the new ofter (for a less2r amounit) and ownershio

transferred to the {federsl government on Msy 22, 1928,

Nabra Sulphen’s history of the Grandview Trail reveals that
the fight for Ffedersl control of Grand Canyon roads and trails
continued it the early 1940s, thus, tThe historilc context of public
varsus private rights a2t Grand Canvon doss not end with Ralph
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Cameron’s defeat. 8Still, the iegal and peolitical struggle over the
Bright Angel Trail reveals hetter than the later battie the full
range of manesuvers, bitterness, and duplicity entziled in this
conflict of neariyv three decades. A longer history is possible, one
that more fully explores the National Part Service 's skillful
manipulation of the Fred Harvey company during the 1%30s and 1%930s,
but this azpzoct of ultimate federal control is developed within the
Grandview, South Kaihab, and Hass trails’ mominations.

It may be ditficult to bheliesve that while the debate raged
overr public varsus private control over the Bright Angel Trail,
tourists unawars of the storm followed its path to admire Grand
Canyon's scenic splendors. A decade before the political debate
emerged, Santord Rowe, operating from a base camp tive miles north
of the trailhead known as Kowe s Well, besgan to lead tourist trips
from the south rim to the Tonto Flatform. Rowe developed & full
tourist enterprise in the 18%0s and 1900s, including a livery in
Williams, a stage line to the Canvon purchased from William Rass,
and a later avtomobile camp at Rowe’'s Well complete with a voffee
shop, bar, and dance hall. Rows was apparently the only man engaged
in tourist trips down the trail before the twn of the century.

Al though prospectors had pioneered routes from the Tonto
Flattorm to the Colorado River by the late 1830s, Sanford Rowa’'s
tourists likely settled on a ride down to "Angel Flateaun" (Flateau
Foint) for a quick glimpse of the river bhgfore turnimng back for the
south rim. With completion of the mright Ang=l to the river in
1699, visitors might easily descend in a day, enjoving Indian ruins
along the west cliffs of upper Salt Cresk. the infamous Devil ‘s
Corkscrew, and a leisurely stay at the mouth of Fipe Treek. The
trail ended at this point, but the more adventuresszome could cross
the river in one of the crude canvas or wood scows in usse by the
turn of the centwy angd venture up Bricht éAnosl Oreek.  Aftee 1907,
touwrists might take the Bright dngel az far as Salt Craek. then
continue 2long the Tonto Flatform to the Tigofd and o descent siono
David Aust's frail (precurser of the lower South Faibab Trail! To
crogs the river on Rust's cable car.
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Martin Buggeln began to offer trips down the Bright Angel
Trail by 1901, Thomas Smith and Frank Cornette worked as trail
guides +or Buggeln in 1902 and notsd “many hundreads® of touwrists in
that vyear. Cameron, too, emploved wranglers to lead trips down his
trail by 1903, It is worth noting that although Jolhn Hance. Fete
RBerry, and William Bass started their guided ftours down their own
trails into the Canvon long before Cameron and Bugoeln came on the
scene, the railroad’s arrival instanily focused tourist operations
at the Bright Angel Trail and usage immediately superseded that of
all other ftrails combined.

By the middle of 1203, Ralph Cameron had completed Cameron’'s
Hotel and Camps at the rim and Cameron’'s Indian Garden Camp wpon the
Tonto Flatform. His hotel registers for 19031907 indicate that he
initially captured & pood market share of the tourist business from
Buggeln and the Santa Fe. In 1204 through 1705, nearly tws thousand
visitors registered annuxlily at his hotels or tent camps, at rates
varving from £1,.3530-823,00 per night. Aside from revenues derived
from saddle stock, trail guides, tolls, and rooms, Cameron provided
mexls, rim rides {one dollar and uwupl), riding skirts {(fifty cents),
and other sundries for his paying guests and trail users. In 1704,
Cameron could claim that business had never besn better. During =
six month periocd in 1907 he collected #2,996 in tolls alone, and
after payment for trail maintenance and county (10%) and territorial
(27) taxes, netted a toll road profit of £2,107.80.,

Cameron’'s business regsained good into the 1910z, but the
amount earned provided little more than a modest living and could
not compare to Fred Harvev' s operations arter 19085, (fter his
election Lo Congress in 1908 and in later vears when he engaged in
oihar businegss enterprisss, Cameron had to pav permanent emplovess
zuch as Lannes Ferrall, manager of his rim haotel. and Niles Cameron
gid Clarence O, Spavlding, managers at Indian Gardens. Emplovees
wd Anterminable lawsuits drained his revenuses and may account for
ges money Lhnvestsd in trall maintenance by the 1391Gs.  In 1215.
Cameron collected £20,6040 in tolls, vet towists complained that the
Bright frmgel Tradl was in poor condition.

i3

i

et

Since Cameron charged & oneg dollar toll throuahout bis
possession of the trail. and pedesirians travelled for fres. his
collections of 1218 suggest thet more than 20,000 tgurists per vear
uzed the trail by the middie 12i0s. This may represesnt the peak
oumber of tourists riding mules and horses down the traill during the
FHistoric poariod. After the Mational Fark Service assumed control o
the trail and the Fred Harvey company Sained a monopoly on saddle
stock traffic, usags continuwed during the 19308 at approcimately

this lewel. Superintendent Miner R. Tillotson noted i 1937 that
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“annual travel [slong the Bright Angell has been as follows: 1935
2,725 1934——17,403; 1935--20,515; 19%6~-20,607." Althouoh annual
Grand Canvon visitation had smultinlied from a few hundred in 1900 to
44,000 in 1919, 200,000 in 1929, and 300,000 in 1937, trail usage
apparaently remained fairly constant tinrough the 1930s,

The flurry of frail building and reconstruction within GSrand
Canvon’s central corridor betwsen 1922% and 1939 enhanced the tourist
expgrience, offering bettegr trails for sicok and pedestrians as well
as betier accommodations and & number of route alternatives. The
South Kaibab Trall offered & shorter route to the river, betier
vistas, and a more direct crossing to Bright angel Cresk, bulh alsa =
steeper descent without water zlong the way., After 1936, as today.,
rangers recommended a descent along the South Kaibab, & stroll along
the Colorado River Trail, and an ascent up the Bright Angel.
Improved camp farctlities at Indian Gardens and watersd rest stops
2long the trail further recommended continued wse of the Bright
Grngel. In recognition of its continued importance to Grand Canvon
touwrism, the Department of the Interior in 1981 designated the
Bright Angel-—-—along with the the North Kaibab, Scouth Eaibab, and
Colorado River trails—az a Mational Recreation Trail within the
Hational Trails System. The Fark Service since the 1%30s has
maintained it and the other central corridor traile to the highest
standards of Grand Canyon trail maintenance.

The Bright Angsel Trall route is one of many paths within Grand
Canyon used by Havasupais and theilr predecessors to access inner
Canyon resources from ths south rim. Few trails., bowever, allow =
narrative continuum from Indian to Ewropean—-fmegrican usage. The
close relationship betwesn garly pioneer William Bass and nis
Havasupal nsighbors provides an unbroksn history of usage, revealed
in bthe RBasz Trails nomination, Similar narvratives, i+ oot &2 cloz=e
white—Indian relationship, ars found For Havasupal use of the Bright
Arngsl Fault as z transportation rouwre between the sowuth rim snd fthe
Tonto Flattorm.

Fhyeical evidence of a Havasupasl trail has been identified in
the descriptive section of this npomination. Written records &5 well
2 HMavasupai oral history document use of this trail within
traditional Havasupal sesasocnal migrations. CTurtis Mocllure. who
first visited Indian BGardenz as one pf the oricinmal trail bullders
irm 1890, noted that

\




MR Form 10004
« f-28)

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

. 14 Bright Angel Trail
Seaction number :

Page

there were evidences in existence at the Indian Gardens,
showing that at some time previocus, some cultivation oFf the
ground had been carried on by someone Famd] 2t apoarently had
been burned off two or thres times. ...

Gearge Wharton James, an ardent Grand Canvon promoter with extensive
personal knowledge of the Havasupais, noted that "a certsin family
aof the Havasupais used to farm in a crude way .on this spot," and
that remnantes of their irrigation ditches remained in the sarily
18908, He added that the Havasupais as late as 1900 could give the
names of the prehistoric families that had Tights to this innor
Canvon site {and other Canvon sites). Fark Superintendent Miner
Tillotson identified this family as that of Big Jim, who remembersd
his family’'s occupation az far back as the 1840s and lived at the
gardens and atop the south rim well into the twentieth centurv.

Fete Rerry and others who bulit the firet Euwropean—fAmerican
trail in 1B90-21 had similar transportation goals in mind. Until
18%0, prospectors had wsed John Hapce's early trail to access the
Tonte Flatform.  William Ashurst s dlscmvery of promising ore
gdeposits at Indian Gardens in the late 1880s prompted the search for
& more direct supply and ore shipment route to the souih rim., thus
accounting for the trail’s construction. Almost immediately,
Sanford Rows found the Bright Angel a convenient way to bring his
paying guests down to the Tonto Platform. Affter 1899, the trail
became the favored path for tourists descending as {ar as the

river. These transportation uses have besn described above within
the contexts of mining anmd touris=m.

it is at first difficult to imagine that & trail built +or
pedestrians and saddle stock could serve as a major subregicnal
transportation route well into the age of avtomobiles. put thes
Bright Angel Traill zerved this purpose until the late 19305, In
1902, Francols Matthes constructed a rough trail from the north rim
through Briaoht Angel Creek to the river, thus, in combination with
the Bright Angel Trail, establishing a transcanvon corridor. This
avenue imnediately superseded the Bass trails as the {favored routs
because the Grand Canyon Railwav spur, arriving at the head of the
Bright angel the vear befors, allowed & comfortable ride south o
the fAtlantic & Pacific tracks at Williams and to anv destination
from that town. "Uncle Dee" Wooley recegnized the potential in 1903
when he and others {formed the Grﬁnd Carnvon Transpartation Company
and financed his son-in-law, David Rust, to improve the north trail
and ths crossing at the riwerq Since LhP 18%0s. travelers along the
corvidor had hararded crossings in fragile Duntm. but Rust installed
a cable system in 1907 and the Fark Service further soecured the
crossing with suspension bvridges in 1921 and 1937
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From the 18905 through the late 1920=, residents of the
Arizona Strip north of Grand Canvon used the Bright fAngel corridor
as the most efficient rouvte to county seats at Flagstafsd and
Kingman. As park developmant accelerated at the north rim in the
1920z, the corridor becams an even more important and often used
link to park headguarters at Grand Canvon Village. This importance
wanec-with the completion of the Navaijo Bridge across Harble Canvon
in 1928, but never compleiely disappsared as some local residents
(particularly park rangers) preferred the twenty-mile walk or mule
ride to the more than two-hundred-mnile aubtdmobile trip betwsen . the
two rims. Alr travel since the 19405 has further reducsd the need
to use the corridor as & subregional travel route, but some skill
prefer this avenus.

Today, the Bright Angel Trail continues as an important link
in the transcanyon pathway, not only for the tens of thousands of
tourists who travel it for fun each yvear, but also for Fred Harvey
and National Fark Service employees who provide support services to
ailing hikers ant the facilities et Indian Bardens and Fhantom
Ranch. This extensive local usage will continue as long as Grand
Canvon remains a national park.
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Building Assessment Report

Indian Gardens Caretaker’s Residence
Grand Canyon National Park, Arizona

I. INTRODUCTION

A.

Flack + Kurtz

GENERAL

The Indian Gardens Caretaker’s Residence is located just off the South Rim
on the Bright Angel Trail in Grand Canyon National Park. The site
elevation is approximately 3,500 feet above sea level.

The residence was originally constructed in 1932. Since then an addition
has increased the size of the building to approximately 860 square feet. Its
current use is as an emergency supplies storage area. The plan is to
renovate and restore the building to provide shelter and a destination point
for hikers.

This report provides a basic assessment of the building's HVAC, plumbing,
fire protection and electrical systems. The report is based on a review of
available building drawings, pictures provided by ARG and a verbal
description of existing conditions by ARG based on their site visit on May
17", 2000. The estimation of the future viability of existing systems is
based solely on the information provided above. The walk through was
limited to the observation of visible equipment only. Equipment was not
tested or operated for functionality, nor were hidden areas exposed or
inspected.

Recommendations related to code issues are based on the current versions
of the Uniform Building, Electrical, Fire, Mechanical, and Plumbing codes.

introduction

Ref. No.: S00.02260.00
August 11, 2000
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18 HEATING, VENTILATING AND AIR CONDITIONING

A.  GENERAL DESCRIPTION

In general the electrical and phone systems seem to be in good
working order and has been fairly well maintained over its
operational lifetime. There is no heating or ventilating currently
provided and the plumbing systems have been disconnected.

B. AIR CONDITIONING SYSTEM

1.

Flack + Kurtz

Existing Conditions

Originally there appears to have been a wood fired stove that was
used to heat the residence. Since the renovation the stove was
removed. The flue vent appears to have been left in place. There is
insulation in the attic, however the walls are probably not insulated.

Recommendations

It will need to be determined if heating is required for this building.
This will depend on it’s yearly use (could be closed during the
winter). Heating could be added by replacing the wood fire stove or
possibly adding electric resistance heating elements. Natural
ventilation would be provided by the existing operable windows.

Heating, Ventilating and Air Conditioning

Ref. No.: 500.02260.00

August 11, 2000
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III. PLUMBING
Al

Flack + Kurtz

DOMESTIC WATER SYSTEM

1.

Existing Conditions

There is no water service for this building.

2. Recommendations
Water service Is available nearby at some adjacent building.
However, the NPS does not desire any domestic water service to
this building.

FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM

1. Existing Conditions
There currently is no fire protection in the building

2. Recommendations

Wall mounted fire extinguishers are recommended.

SANITARY AND STORM SYSTEM

1.

Existing Conditions
There currently is no sanitary or storm service to this building.
Recommendations

No recommendations.

Electrical
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IV.  ELECTRICAL

A. ELECTRIC SERVICE

1.

Existing Conditions

Electrical service to the building is provided via overhead lines by
APS at 120/240V, 1-phase, 3-wire. The service disconnect is a 3P-
100A cireuit breaker which in turn feeds a 100A main panel.

Recommendations

The existing service equipment appears to be in fair condition but is
a candidate for replacement due to its age. Recommend
replacement.

The existing service capacity is adequate for the planned
renovation. The service point of entry can be relocated instead of
wrapping around the building.

B. POWER DISTRIBUTION

1.

Existing Conditions

A single panelboard for lighting and receptacle circuits is located in
the building. Service to the panetboard is via overhead conduit
routing. The panelboard is rated at 120/240V, 1-phase.

Recommendations

The existing panelboard should be replaced with 2 new panel during
the renovation phase.

C. LIGHTING AND RECEPTACLES

1.

Flack + Kurtz

Existing Conditions

Lighting consists mainly of surface mounted fluorescent light
fixtures.

Recessed wall mounted receptacles and telephone outlets are
located at various points to satisfy current equipment locations.

Electrical
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Recommendations

Light fixtures should be replaced with new energy efficient lighting
systems where possible. Magnetic ballasts should be assumed to
contain PCB’s and disposed of in accordance with all applicable
rules and regulations

D. FIRE ALARM SYSTEM

1.

Flack + Kurtz

Existing Conditions
There is no fire alarm system currently instalied.
Recommendations

The current occupancy use group does not require a full fire alarm
signaling system. Smoke detectors should be provided to provide
spot coverage and protection for life safety.

Electrical
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Caretaker’s Residence - Indian Gardens

Existing Conditions

The Caretaker’s Residence is comprised of the 14’ x 24’ original building, built in 1932, and an addition
along the full length of the west side, added in approximately 1960. Plans for the original structure are
available, although none have been located for the addition. To attach the addition, two stone piers and
the wall closure at the side were removed from the original structure. The addition’s roof hip was placed
at a 90-degree angle to the existing roof hip. The newer roof framing was built directly over the older
framing, with only approximately four feet of the original sheathing being removed for access purposes
within the attic space.

The original structure is constructed of three parallel 4x6 wood girders, spanning front-to-rear of the
building, supported on 2x8x8 wood blocks on a series of concrete foundation piers. The concrete piers
are 87 square at the top of the pier. The piers should expand to a minimum of 18” square, according to
the original drawings. Five piers support the girders at the two exterior lines and four piers support the
interior girder line. The girders are anchored with a 5/8” diameter anchor bolt centered in each pier.

The floor is built of 2x6 joists at 16” on center, bearing on the 4x6 girders and supporting a tongue-and-
groove wood floor sheathing. At the roof line, a top plate of two offset 2x6 members supports the 2x6
roof rafters and 2x4 ceiling joists, both at 24 on center. The rafters are braced midspan with 2x6
diagonals and cantilever beyond the side walls. The roof is sheathed with straight, tongue-and-groove 1x
boards.

The exterior walls consist of a vertical 1x10 board and 1x3 batten system at the wall with a frame
comprised of 2x6 members at the exterior face. At the corners, full-height diagonal boards on the exterior
face provide lateral bracing. Where the two stone column piers were removed for the addition, these
diagonals were removed. At the back side, plywood sheathing was added around the window. At the
front entrance, a short diagonal exists in part of a single bay under the window adjacent to the addition.
This diagonal is not providing any effective bracing at its current location.

Two corners of the original building still retain the stonework columns, which appear to be the original
support points for the 2-2x6 plates supporting the roof framing. At the inside corners, the stonework
wraps around the board and batten exterior wall system. The stones are relatively large but of inconsistent
shape and size. All stones are grouted in place with a Portland cement mortar.

A brick flue chimney al the interior changes to a stone chimney above the roof/attic space. Although the
stones in the chimney are smaller than the column stones, their grouted construction is similar to the
stonework columns.

There are no construction drawings for the addition, although most of the framing appears similar in
nature. The roof rafters are 2x6 at 24” on center with 1x straight sheathing above. Based on the crawl
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space access point, it is reasonable to assume that the floor framing is similar in nature to the original
portion of the structure.

The walls of the addition appear to be of 2x4 stud construction with either 1x vertical boards or plywood
at the exterior face and 1x3 vertical battens.

Recommendaiions

The existing building appears to be in relatively good shape. Although the exterior paint is peeling, the
wood is not visibly deteriorated or damaged. The remaining stonework is intact, without missing stones
or excessive loss of grout.

If the addition remains, it should be verified that the addition’s walls are adequately tied to the original
building’s front and rear walls to transfer lateral loads for the full structure, since some of the diagonal

bracing has been removed. Adequate support of the original roof at the corners where the stone columns
were removed should also be verified.

1f the addition is removed, the diagonal bracing at the exterior of the original walls should be replaced or
an alternate system should be installed, such as plywood sheathing at the interior face of walls. The
building should be restored to its original construction detailing.

Work for either of the above conditions would be considered adequate under the provisions of the 1997
Uniform Building for a building in seismic zone 2B. The occupancy of the building is not expected to
change substantially.



As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior bas responsibility for most of our
nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and water
resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and cultural
values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of Jife through outdoor
recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their .

‘development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in

their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for
people who live in island territories under U.S. administration. :

NPS D-554, April 2001
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