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Introduction

Located in a remote section of the Arizona Strip in northwestern Arizona, Grand
Canyon-Parashant National Monument (PARA) encompasses vast areas of desert,
mountain, and canyon rim adjacent to the Grand Canyon. Though often seen as
“remote” today, the Monument sits at a crossroads of varied cultures and
environments. Here, the sprawling Great Basin to the north meets the rugged Colorado
River canyonlands along the Monument’s southern margin. The Monument’s
namesake, Parashant, likely originates from a local Southern Paiute family name,
spelled in early translations as “Parashonts.” According to a descendent from the
Parashonts family, Travis Parashonts, the name means elk or large deer standing in
water, and it belongs to his family from the Shivwits Band of Paiutes, which
traditionally occupied the majority of the current monument, though it was important
to a number of other tribes and bands, as well (NPS 2014a). The name Parashant also
lends itself to one of the Monument’s large canyons, which drains into the Colorado
River. According to the National Park Service, “the new monument was named Grand
Canyon-Parashant National Monument to incorporate both the historical reference to
the Southern Paiutes and a geographical reference to the Grand Canyon watershed
included in the designation” (NPS 2012: 2).

Many tribes have viewed landmarks in the region as sacred, including the Colorado
River’s Grand Canyon, though they did not frequently venture into what is now the
Monument. Others tribes resided almost entirely in the area that now constitutes the
Monument, or made frequent use of this area for countless generations. Various bands
of the Southern Paiute (Nuwuvi) called this place home at the time of European contact,
and they continue to maintain strong and unique ties today. Other tribes, such as the
Hualapai, lived near the margins of the Monument and retain ties to the area, as well.
Still other tribes have deep and ancient connections to these lands. Archaeological
evidence suggests no less than 10,000 years of human occupation within the present day
Monument. Puebloan peoples long occupied the land, and the modern descendants of
those peoples - notably Hopi and Zuni - also maintain a strong sense of attachment to
the area. Others, such as the Navajo, Mojave, and Shoshone, traveled through the area
and have histories linked to this place. Modern tribes” associations with particular
lands within the Monument add some complexity to Parashant tribal consultation and
compliance. Mormon settlers arrived in and around what is today the Monument in the
mid-1800s, often displacing resident Native American groups. Upon arrival to the
region, these Mormon settlers founded communities and initiated a ranching economy
that is still reflected in the landscape of the Monument to this day. Today, certain tribes
are requesting to use Monument lands for the traditional gathering of natural resources
and to seek to reacquaint themselves with ceremonial and sacred sites within the
relatively new national monument.



Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument (PARA) encompasses 1,048,321 acres of
rugged wilderness landscapes that range from the craggy peaks of Mt. Trumbull, Mt.
Logan and Mt. Dellenbaugh, to the fragrant ponderosa pine forests surrounding these
mountains, to the vast Mojave Desert sprawling through the Grand Wash and Pakoon
areas. The monument, located in Arizona’s Mohave County, is bordered to the south
by Grand Canyon National Park and the mighty Colorado River and sits at the
convergence of three distinct physiographic provinces: the Colorado Plateau, Mojave
Desert and Great Basin. Ranging in elevation from roughly 2,000 to 8,000 feet, the lands
within the Monument are home to a variety of ecosystems, including but not limited to
pinyon-juniper habitat, plateau grasslands, the Mohave Desert, aspen groves and red
rock desert (Map 1). Although there is this wide range of habitats, there is an overall
lack of water within the Monument, rendering the riparian areas, including the
Colorado River corridor to the south, vital to the flora and fauna that make the
Monument their home (NPS 2012: iii; NPS 2014b).

The monument is jointly owned by both federal and non-federal entities, with the
acreage divided as follows: 208,449 acres administered by the National Park Service;
812,581 acres administered by the Bureau of Land Management; 23,206 acres
administered by the Arizona State Trust; and 4,085 acres of private land. While roughly
791,017 acres are allotted or leased for livestock grazing, 300,000 acres within the
Monument are either designated or eligible for designation as wilderness areas, and
only unpaved roadways provide access to and within the Monument, making

Parashant “one of the most remote areas within the 48 contiguous states” (NPS 2012: iii;
NPS 2014b).

Both the National Park Service (NPS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
manage portions of the federally owned lands within the Monument, which encompass
the traditional territories of Moapa, Shivwits and Uinkaret tribes (Map 2). These two
agencies are charged with managing the cultural resources on these lands and regularly
consulting with those tribes who are historically associated with the lands and
resources in their care. A diverse range of federal laws, policies, and regulations
prescribe certain levels of consultation. Compliance is essential to agency operations
and to the upholding of federal obligations to American Indian tribes. This is not
always an easy task. In order to determine their responsibilities, the staffs of the NPS
and BLM must sort through the complex history and territorial ties of numerous
modern tribes - some living in the Arizona Strip and some living some distance away.
This requires a review of the historical and ethnographic record and direct
communication with the tribes regarding places and resources that are of interest to
them. The current document represents one component of this larger effort.

This document has been undertaken to assist both the NPS and BLM in meeting their
obligations for federally mandated compliance and consultation with Indian tribes that
have historical associations with Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument. The
document has been designed, in part, to provide an overview of the territorial
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associations of various tribes with ties to this area. This is accomplished using
ethnohistorical documentation, as well key legal documents such as treaty language
and Indian Claims Commission findings, which provide some geographical, historical,
and ethnographic guideposts to agency efforts. Cumulatively, this research suggests
ties between particular tribes and lands in the Monument that may serve as a
background reference for tribal and agency staff, alike, as they seek to understand the
Monument'’s tribal history and to protect cultural resources of mutual concern.

As the subjects of this study are multidisciplinary, the research involved a
multidisciplinary team. Led by the PSU Principal Investigator, Dr. Douglas Deur, and
National Park Service Pacific-West Regional Anthropologist (now retired), Dr. Fred
York, this team worked to develop the ethnographic overview and compendium that
follows, identifying historical ties between particular modern tribes and lands now
managed as part of the Monument. At the onset of this research, the research team
communicated with Monument staff to ascertain their needs and interests. They also
met with representatives of many of the tribes with historical ties to Grand Canyon-
Parashant, to discuss the project and seek their input. The document that follows was
developed in response to those conversations. Researchers were asked to identify the
key traditionally associated tribes and provide some historical context for the
understanding of their traditional uses of federal lands and resources at the Monument.
While centering on Southern Paiute tribes who have profound and enduring ties to this
area, the team also sought to identify other tribes who have enduring ties to those lands
and resources as well. The researchers were asked to provide basic information
regarding the organization of area tribes today, so as to facilitate agencies’ participation
in the consultation process. The researchers were also encouraged to note data gaps,
which might be addressed through future research. All of these elements are reflected
in the document that follows.

The resulting document is, at once, an ethnohistory of tribes with ties to THE
MONUMENT, as well as a compendium of information relevant to the consultation
process - including detailed maps and appendices meant to illuminate the foundations
of modern tribes” connections to lands and resources now managed as part of the
Monument. The report identifies traditionally associated American Indian tribes who
may be invited to participate in future studies and on-going formal consultations for the
purposes of both compliance with various laws (e.g. the National Historic Preservation
Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, and the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)) and the fulfillment of federal obligation to
consult with these tribes on a government-to-government basis. The report also
represents a necessary step for making determinations of cultural affiliation under the
terms of NAGPRA in the event of future inadvertent discoveries at Grand Canyon-
Parashant National Monument. Likewise, this document helps set the stage for future
studies on the traditional uses of land and resources in the Monument. The researchers
sincerely wish that their efforts will aid the NPS and BLM as they seek to protect the
cultural heritage of the Monument with this information at their disposal. We also wish
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the tribes every success in documenting and protecting their cultural legacy in the
region and hope the materials in this report will be of some value to their efforts. These
goals are at the very heart of the current study and reflected in the content of the
document that follows.

By design, this document is an “ethnographic overview and assessment.” An
ethnographic overview and assessment is a basic research report commonly used by the
NPS to identify those groups associated with agency lands and resources, and who
might view such lands and resources as culturally and historically significant. A brief
description of this report type is provided in Chapter 2 of the NPS Cultural Resource
Management Guidelines (NPS-28), and this chapter can be accessed online.! As
described in NPS-28, an ethnographic overview and assessment is a basic report that,

emphasizes the review and analysis of accessible archival and
documentary data on park ethnographic resources and the groups who
traditionally define such cultural and natural features as significant to
their ethnic heritage and cultural viability.

(NPS 1998)

As such, this type of document provides a compendium of information assembled to
assist agency and tribal staff in the consultation process. An ethnographic overview
and assessment consists principally of literature review and archival research, focusing
on materials that have already been recorded for a particular study area, as well as
drawing from the knowledge of agency and tribal resource staff. While tribal
representatives’ comments have informed the current report in many ways, the report
sticks principally to the written record available in published and unpublished
ethnographic, historical, and legal sources. Studies that accentuate contemporary tribal
members’ perspectives and involve their systematic documentation through
ethnographic methods are anticipated in the future and are proposed in the conclusion
to this report.

This project has involved the systematic review and integration of existing
documentation that the Monument staff made available to the PI and the ATR, which
were used to identify data gaps. The PI, the ATR, and the project’s research assistants
then filled these gaps through original literature and archival research. Topics that
were particularly sought out in the course of this research included, but were not
limited to:

* Traditional tribal occupation of particular lands

¢ Changes in land and resource use patterns emanating from historical
developments

* Information on historical associations between tribes and territories that might
facilitate the protection and treatment of inadvertently discovered American



Indian human remains and associated objects in accordance with the
requirements of NAGPRA

* The modern organization of tribal government and cultural offices that may be of
value to agencies seeking to develop and sustain positive consultation
relationships with tribes

In addition to developing a thematic overview of these themes in the pages that follow,
we include a number of elements so that this document might serve as a compendium
or “handbook” that may be used as a background reference for consultation - including
thematic maps and appendices relating to tribal associations with the Monument.

This document is not assumed to be the “final word” on Native American relationships
with these lands and resources in any way, but to be a useful tool in understanding the
larger context of these relationships. Many of the document’s findings may be familiar
to agency readers - hopefully the report will provide information gathered together in a
useful format, as a sort of reference work, and will serve to confirm and expand existing
knowledge of the topic. For less seasoned cultural resource managers, or resource
managers from other fields attempting to comprehend tribal ties to lands and resources,
it is hoped that this document might provide a useful orientation to the many tribes and
issues facing the Monument.



Methods

The current study represents an effort to illuminate past patterns of use and occupation
of Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument (PARA) by American Indians, relying
especially on the methods of ethnohistory. As such, this research involved a broad
review of historical and ethnographic information on these themes, drawn from local,
regional, and national sources, as well as considerable information provided by tribal
and agency representatives.

This research was not the work of a single individual, but of a multidisciplinary
research team with a diverse range of talents. Dr. Douglas Deur, who also served as
lead author for the report that follows, directed the research. Dr. Frederick York,
Pacific-West Regional Anthropologist of the National Park Service, helped to design the
research project; he participated in a variety of research tasks and oversaw some portion
of the tribal consultation regarding the project. Deborah Confer, formerly of the Pacific
Northwest Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit, a research assistant with expertise in
NAGPRA research and repatriation, participated in many early phases of the research
and contributed to the authorship of the document. Rachel Lahoff, of the Portland State
University Department of Anthropology, a research assistant with experience in
Southern Paiute cultural efforts, also contributed significantly to project research and
writing, expanding especially upon Southern Paiute themes. In the review of
archaeological literatures and their relationship to the study topic, Jim Collette of the
Museum of Northern Arizona assisted the team by developing an archaeological
context chapter for this report. Patrick Hammons (Pennsylvania State University
Department of Geography) provided Mapping and Geographical Information Systems
(GIS) support with the significant assistance of Luke Rogers and Andrew Cooke
(University of Washington School of Environmental and Forest Sciences), as well as
Rachel Lahoff. Agency staff also played a critical role - especially Grand Canyon-
Parashant Superintendent, Rosie Pepito. A number of these individuals provided
detailed editorial suggestions in response to an original, draft copy of this document. A
number of tribal cultural resources specialists also provided critical assistance and
information early in the research, which shaped the ultimate content of the document,
including but not limited to Deanna Domingo (Moapa), Dorena Martineau (PITU), and
Charles Bulletts (Kaibab Paiute). The resulting report is truly a group effort, and the
individuals listed here deserve recognition for their contributions.

At the onset of research, Drs. Deur and York met with Grand Canyon-Parashant
Superintendent Rosie Pepito and held conference calls with other Monument staff to
discuss project objectives and agency needs. The needs expressed by agency
representatives were key to the development of the project work plan. Much of this
early communication took place roughly concurrently with consultation regarding a
parallel study addressing Clark County, Nevada; relevant portions of that study have



been incorporated into the current document’s findings (Deur and Confer 2012). Deur
and York also invited agency staff to contribute any agency reports that they viewed as
pertinent. Deur and York reviewed this literature, as well as additional grey literature
reports available from such sources as national and regional agency offices, and non-
federal sources such as the Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology at the
University of Arizona. On the basis of this analysis, Deur and York identified data gaps
that were to be addressed in the current study. Deur and York also met with the elected
leaders and cultural resource staffs of a number of federally recognized tribes with ties
to the study area, seeking their input on project needs and their guidance on project
themes. Together, all of these exchanges suggested a particular course for this research
and led to the development of a work plan to guide the work that followed.

Agency staff, in particular, wanted assistance in acquiring background documentation
that would help clarify traditional associations between tribes and the lands and
resources under their management at THE MONUMENT, while also providing some
historical context for understanding these connections. Agency staff was also eager to
receive a compilation of basic information regarding the organization of associated
tribes today, to facilitate their participation in the consultation process. Each of these
research objectives was embodied in the project work plan.

The research that followed involved a review of existing, published documentation,
including a synthesis of the historical literature relating to the Arizona Strip, as well as
ethnographic writings relating to those tribes who appear to have the most direct ties to
this area. This work was conducted principally in the library collections of the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, the University of Washington, Portland State
University, and various on-line research collections. In addition, and perhaps more
important, this research involved a detailed review of archival materials relating to the
study’s themes in local, regional, and national collections. The information gathered in
these collections was used to fill gaps in the existing published record. The research
team directly reviewed pertinent materials with collections housed in a number of
repositories, including but not limited to the following;:

* Southern Utah University, Sherratt Library Special Collections, Cedar City, UT

* Arizona State University Special Collections, Tempe AZ

* University of Utah Marriott Library Special Collections, Salt Lake City UT

* National Archives and Records Administration, Pacific Alaska Region - Seattle,
WA

* Lost City Museum collections - Overton, NV

* University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Lied Library Special Collections - Las Vegas,
NV

* Latter-day Saints Family History Center - Mountlake Terrace, WA

* University of Washington Suzallo and Allen Libraries, Special Collections, Seattle

* University of Washington Gallagher Law Library, Seattle

* Portland State University Library, Portland



Additionally, the research team regularly accessed a number of remotely accessible
and/or digital repositories, including but not limited to the following;:

* National Archives and Records Administration - Washington, D.C.

* National Park Service National NAGPRA Program - Washington, D.C.

* National Association of Tribal Historic Preservation Officers Program -
Washington, D.C.

* National Anthropological Archives, National Museum of Natural History
Collections - Washington, D.C.

* University of Wisconsin Digital Collections, History Collection -Madison, WI

* Oklahoma State University Library Digital Collections, American Indian Law -
Norman, OK

¢ Utah American Indian Digital Archive, University of Utah - Salt Lake City, UT

A wide range of other sources was consulted beyond this list, but not as regularly or
consequentially. Official tribal websites were especially useful in the crafting of later
sections of this document, which provide contact information and other materials on
the contemporary status of area tribes.

Certain sources were especially important in assessing matters of tribal land claims, in
addition to the conventional ethnographic and historical sources. Using the federal
National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) collections, we reviewed all
Indian Claims Commission (ICC) documents, including published and unpublished
materials available for all adjudicated lands encompassing the Monument and its
vicinity. These included those of Southern Paiute (Dockets 88, 330), but also the
Hualapai (Docket 90), Havasupai (Docket 91), and Shoshone (Dockets 326, 327). For
each of these dockets, we reviewed relevant expert testimony reports, oral testimony
transcripts, and printed notices of ICC findings. Also of particular value in this archival
effort were the Records of Superintendencies of Indian Affairs (NARA Record Group
75.15), especially Arizona (1863-1873), but also Utah (1849-1872), and Nevada (1861-
1875). At the NARA archives, we also reviewed relevant sections of available records,
including those in Record Group 48 (Records of the Office of the Secretary of the
Interior, including War Department correspondence), Record Group 94 (Returns from
U.S. Military Posts, Correspondence from Indian wars, Reports of Post Officers, and
others), and certain other federal records. These items provide a valuable glimpse into
the mechanisms of tribal relocation, as well as the movements of different tribal
communities during their transition from uncontested sovereigns on their traditional
lands to the tribal reservation communities and sovereign tribal governments of today.

Compiling the information we gathered from these sources, we analyzed these items for
recurring themes. We also identified inconsistencies and data gaps, and sought to
remedy these through follow-up literature reviews. In this effort, we sought to
understand the identity and experiences of Native American people who were
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connected to the Arizona Strip, so as to place the question of tribal affiliation in a larger
historical and cultural context. We also attempted to trace the histories of these various
tribal populations into the twentieth century, so that we might better illuminate the
connections between peoples mentioned in association with the Monument’s past and
identifiable American Indian tribes and other Native American groups today. This
information is presented thematically in the pages that follow.

One of the goals of this effort has been to provide tribal and agency resource managers
with ample original source material that can be used in the management and
interpretation of the region’s Native American history. Toward this end, original
sources have been quoted in many portions of this document, while such items as
treaties, executive orders, and other legal instruments relating to Indian title in the
study are included as appendices. It is hoped that these quotations from original
sources will be of use to readers who wish to follow up on specific themes, and that
these original quotations and materials can be used by tribes and agency staff alike in
assessing particular details of the Monument’s Native American history.

In light of the tremendous breadth and diversity of materials consulted over the course
of this project, with the intent of addressing the interests of numerous tribes over large
areas, this document has, by necessity, summarized the outcomes of this research and
only presents fine-grained details on certain topics where such detail seems warranted.
An exhaustive treatment of the many tribal cultures, Indian and settler histories, and
Native ties to lands and resources that all converge at the Monument would represent a
monumental work, indeed; portions of this history are currently being developed in
parallel NPS studies (Brown 2011). The complexity of the region’s history ensures that
perhaps no one account might tell the whole story to the satisfaction of all parties with a
stake in that history. Certain gaps in the current document are inevitable and should be
acknowledged in advance. However, many outstanding works have already been
produced that address the Arizona Strip by academic anthropologists, agency resource
management specialists, tribal cultural statf, and others. The sources listed in the
bibliography and cited throughout should be consulted by anyone wishing to develop a
more detailed understanding of this history.
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The Archaeological Context
of Grand Canyon-Parashant

A Section by Jim Collette

On a hot day in May 1920, archaeologist Neil Judd found himself dangling from a rope
above a small, underground chamber near Mt. Trumbull. He was looking for evidence
of prehistoric man— perhaps the “potsherds,” sandals, wooden implements or “flint
chips” that would mark the passing of “primitive Pueblo stock.” Wriggling though a 4-
foot diameter hole in the surface of the limestone, Judd strained to see the chamber
tfloor. “Inspected,” he said, “from an uncertain point of vantage, the cavity contained
nothing except three live rattlesnakes” (Judd 1926:124-128).

He had better luck in a larger cave about 300 yards to the east. Here, at the edge of a
lava flow, was an inconspicuous opening that led to “tortuous inner passages.” On
hands and feet, choking on fine dust, Judd and his companions “scratched over the
ancient debris with sticks and bare fingers” looking for relics. He had high hopes, but
was probably too late. The cave was located near the ranch of Franklin A. Heaton, and
Heaton’s sheepherders had uncovered a trove of specimens the previous winter: a clay
pot, two clubs, a bow, and a pair of sandals; these Judd had seen. Eleven other sandals,
and “certain unnamed objects,” had already been spirited away — “lost to science.”

Judd found enough items to claim that “Cliff-dwellers and Basket Makers had
sojourned here.” Some had never left. While rifling through the drifts of sand,
fragments of human bone fell through their fingers. The cave was a burial ground.

That same day, the party moved to lower Toroweap Valley, ferried by the only
available automobile that Judd could locate in Kanab, Utah. The trail was rough—
“never intended for automobile travel” —but along the way they found more evidence
of “pre-Pueblo peoples,” including a habitation that Judd sketched as having over 15
rooms (1926: Figure 34). He calculated that “future explorations...should discover
similar remains, widely distributed and not too numerous.”

It had been a long day, but by the time the party returned to their camp in the shadow
of Mt. Trumbull, Neil Judd had achieved a something of a presumptive first: sponsored
by the Smithsonian Institution’s Bureau of American Ethnology, he was the first
professional archaeologist to conduct research in what would become, 80 years later,
the Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument.

12



DEPRESSION ERA AND WAR YEARS

As was the case throughout the Southwest, the economic depression of the 1930s
ushered in a new phase of archaeological research on or near the Arizona Strip.
Benjamin Wade Wetherill was hired by Ansel Hall and the Civil Works Administration
to lead a series of surveys and excavations at Zion National Park in 1933 and 1934, and
may have been the first archaeologist to put a shovel into Parashant dirt.

Ben was the first son of John and Louisa Wetherill, born in 1896 into the famous
Wetherill family of Indian traders and explorers. His formative years were spent
growing up on remote trading posts at Ojo Alamo, Pueblo Bonito, and Kayenta, and his
command of the Navajo language was such that English was almost a second language
(Van Alfen n.d.a). He had a minor handicap —he had lost an eye after a horse kicked
him in the head at age eight. The injury —Wetherill had an artificial eye the rest of his
life —kept him out of World War I (Gillmor and Wetherill 1934), but Hall and the
Civilian Conservation Corp were happy to put him to work. Operating out of CCC
Company 962, Wetherill and his crew recorded almost 100 sites within and outside of
Zion National Park, and excavated or tested 10 sites.

On his days off, Wetherill ranged further afield, recording sites as far away as what was
then called Boulder Dam and the North Rim of the Grand Canyon.? One or more of
these side trips took him to two locations within Parashant: the Mt. Trumbull/ Tuweep
area, and a ranch at Pakoon Springs. At the former location Wetherill recorded four
sites, consisting of a vandalized cave with sherds (Site 39), two “mounds” with as many
as 11 or 12 rooms each (Sites 40 and 41), and another mound with an “interior court”
but no visible room outlines (Site 42).3 A half mile south of Pakoon Springs, west of the
Grand Wash Cliffs, Wetherill recorded Site 45 with sherds and “stones that appear to
outline circular rooms” (Schroeder 1955:98).

Wetherill collected artifacts on his site visits, and it was at Pakoon that he may have
conducted a kind of shovel test. Of the 276 sherds collected at the site, 7 or 8 plain ware
sherds appear to originate from contexts below the surface (Van Alfen n.d.b).#

Unfortunately, the provenance for many of the Judd and Wetherill sites is uncertain,
one reason that Altschul and Fairly (1989:54) called Judd’s explorations of “limited
value to modern researchers” —a criticism that could be applied to Wetherill’s work as
well. Site 39 has not been relocated, to anyone’s knowledge. Heaton’s cave has been
relocated and re-recorded, but—it turns out —is not on Monument land. David Van
Alfen, Park Archaeologist for the Parashant, has shared a “sneaking suspicion” that
Judd’s Tuweep site is the same as Wetherills Site 40 (personal communication, 2013).
Sites 40 and 41 were apparently re-recorded by Richard Thompson of Southern Utah
State College (SUSC) in the late 1960s, but there is some question as to whether one or
both are within the Parashant (see Schroeder 1955:Figure 15 for the general location of
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Wetherill’s sites).> Van Alfen also suspects that Wetherill’s Site 42 was re-recorded, but
has not yet been correlated with any site in the Monument’s database.

Attention then shifted to the Shivwits Plateau, Whitmore Wash, and Grand Wash Cliffs
in the early 1940s when archaeologist Gordon C. Baldwin conducted reconnaissance
survey in these areas, as well as a brief foray to Poverty Mountain. Baldwin was
Assistant Archaeologist at what was then Boulder Dam National Recreation Area—now
Lake Mead National Recreation Area.

The purpose of Baldwin’s survey was straightforward: to test the validity of his belief
that the region had “little in the way of archeological material...due to its separation
from the main southwestern archeological area by the Grand Canyon” (Baldwin
1978:14). Baldwin visited 51 sites, although the report lists only the “more important”
of these. He concluded that the area was best suited for hunting and seed gathering,
even though he found several Ancestral Puebloan sites with multiple rooms and
abundant artifacts. Two such sites were located in Whitmore Wash: AZ A:11:1 with 20
rooms, and AZ A:11:2 with as many as 30 rooms. On the Shivwits Plateau he found
another U-shaped pueblo “with a courtyard” (AZ G:3:15) but did not venture a guess as
to the number of rooms.

Although Baldwin defined the survey as short and limited in scope, he notched several
“tirsts” within what are now Monument lands. In Whitmore Baldwin tallied the first
documented rock art site, AZ A:16:6, and an aceramic site (AZ A:16:1) with flaked stone
tools that he believed might be evidence for “pre-pottery making people” (1978:16). In
the Grand Wash Cliffs area, he recorded “the first definite evidence of historic or late
prehistoric Paiute occupation” at Hidden Springs within Hidden Canyon (AZ A:10:2),
noting that the canyon “extends from the desert country in Grand Wash up to the foot
of Poverty Mountain, forming an excellent thoroughfare even today” (1978:21).
Baldwin also made detailed observations of ceramic types, which informed later papers
on Virgin Anasazi and Southern Paiute ceramics (Baldwin 1945, 1950). Finally, his
summary statement that the Parashant material “has numerous affinities to that
previously found in the Muddy Valley to the west [in Southern Nevada], but also has
distinct differences that warrant further...investigation” encapsulates much of the
research emphasis of archaeological projects in the Parashant even to this day.

One of the challenges in researching early archaeological work in the Parashant area, is
that results were either not adequately reported, or are tangential to the discussion of
larger projects —usually outside the bounds of the Monument.

The work of Ben Wetherill and Gordon Baldwin was relegated, for the most part, to
agency files at Zion and Lake Mead. Wetherill published a brief summary of the Zion
investigations (Wetherill and Smith 1934), but apparently never completed a final
report, and many of his notes were later burned in a fire. Albert H. Schroeder
recounted the history of Wetherill’s efforts in his Archeology of Zion Park (1955), and
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included capsule descriptions of the sites at Mt. Trumbull and Pakoon Springs. Most
recently, Van Alfen (n.d.c) has begun a search for Wetherill’s existing site notes, maps,
photos, and artifacts, which are dispersed between multiple land agencies, museums,
libraries and private holdings, with a fair degree of success.

Baldwin, to his credit, compiled a short report on the Shivwits and Grand Wash
surveys, dated 1942, and Schroeder references the Shivwits results in his treatise on the
excavations at Willow Beach (Schroeder 1961). Baldwin’s report did not see wider
distribution until it was reprinted in the inaugural issue of Western Anasazi Reports
(Baldwin 1978).

POST-WAR AND THE 1950S

Schroeder himself, and other NPS personnel, “made several trips to the Shivwits
Plateau and Whitmore Wash areas” in the 1950s according to Richard Shutler, Jr.
(Shutler 1961:8), but the results of the visits are never explicitly reported in either
Schroeder’s Zion or Willow Beach report, although Schroeder is clearly familiar with
the area and incorporates data from Shivwits into his analyses.

In 1955 and 1956 Shutler, James S. Griffith, and members of the NPS visited the
Shivwits Plateau and a landform they called the “Grand Canyon Terrace” below and on
the east side of the plateau, and recorded 21 new sites (Shutler 1961:8-10). Their work
appears to have been restricted to land within what was then Lake Mead National
Recreation Area. Sites located on the plateau are now part of Monument land managed
by the NPS. Shutler’s team recorded sites without ceramics, campsites with Ancestral
Puebloan pottery, Southern Paiute camps, a multi-roomed pueblo on the east side of the
plateau, and four rockshelters on the terrace, some with rooms and petroglyphs. The
results of the Shivwits Plateau survey were incorporated into Shutler’s report on his
Lost City excavations (1961), but did include ceramic and lithic type counts and
photographs of some sites and artifacts.

In the late 1950s and early 1960s archaeological interest in the Arizona Strip and
Southern Utah grew rapidly as a result of the Glen Canyon Project, a multi-year
investigation of sites both within the maximum pool level of the proposed Lake Powell
reservoir, and adjacent lands (see Jennings 1998 for a summary). Of particular
relevance to the study of Arizona Strip prehistory was C. Melvin Aikens” investigation
of the relationship between the so-called Virgin and Kayenta “branches” of the Anasazi,
using data from sites he excavated in Southwestern Utah (Aikens 1966).
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1970S AND THE RISE OF CRM

Altschul and Fairley (1989:60) list other reports of related interest to the Arizona Strip,
but the fact is that archaeological work on the plateau country of Grand Canyon-
Parashant during this period was limited to non-existent until Richard Thompson
initiated a series of surveys, and then limited excavations, in Grand Canyon National
Monument beginning in 1967 (1970, 1971a, 1971b; Thompson and Thompson 1974,
1978).

For the most part, the SUSC work was restricted to what was then Grand Canyon
National Monument, which is now part of Grand Canyon National Park and shares a
boundary with the southeast corner of Grand Canyon-Parashant. The exception to this
were three “major sites of permanent habitation” in what he called the “Tuweep
Rangeland” in Toroweap Valley, which were not located within Grand Canyon
National Monument. Thompson claimed that two of the habitations were the same as
Ben Wetherill’s Site 40 and 41 (as listed in Schroeder 1955:98; see Thompson 1970:29-32)
and he provides some limited, additional information on site layout and setting. Only
one of the three sites was on what is now Parashant land, but Thompson does not
specity the site number of that site.®

The era of modern archaeology in the Parashant might be said to have begun in the
mid-1970s with a substantial survey by the Museum of Northern Arizona in the Mt.
Trumbull area (Moffitt and Chang 1978). The senior author, Kathleen Moffitt, also co-
authored the report of MNA’s survey of a 500 kv transmission line across the Arizona
Strip from Page, Arizona to the Arizona-Nevada state line southwest of St. George,
Utah (Moffitt et al. 1978).

The Mt. Trumbull survey was the first large-scale sample survey conducted on Grand
Canyon-Parashant land, although the authors believed it fell short of being “truly
random” (1978:188). A little over 2,000 acres were surveyed, or roughly 23% of the
sample frame. Seventy-two prehistoric sites and eight historic sites were recorded. One
of the most surprising results was the number of permanent habitations, including 10
C-shaped (also called “crescent”-shaped) pueblos of up to 20 rooms. For the first time
on the Parashant, sites locations were correlated with vegetation and soil types,
elevation, landform, and accurate site densities were calculated.

While certainly more detailed than previous accounts, the report constituted a short
article with appendices in Western Anasazi Reports, and restrictions on length apparently
left no room to include site descriptions and artifact tabulations, a shortcoming noted
by Altschul and Fairley (1989:69).”

Considering its isolated location, the Shivwits Plateau has seen an amazing number of
archaeological investigations over the years, continuing almost to this day. In 1977 the
plateau was again visited by crews from the Western Archeological Center, Tucson
(Teague and McClellan 1978).8 The project has come to be known as the “Adjacent
Lands Survey,” and was a response to an intended enlargement of Grand Canyon
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National Park. The survey centered on the Kanab and Shivwits plateaus, with forays
into Andrus, Parashant, and Whitmore canyons. Less than 0.5% of the sample frame
was surveyed — probably not sufficient to be considered representative of the cultural
resources within the frame, and the sampling methods used in the Shivwits area cannot
be considered probabilistic. Nearly all of the survey on or around the Shivwits Plateau
was within the NPS-managed land of Lake Mead, but a portion of upper Parashant
Canyon was surveyed that extends into BLM-managed sections of the current
Monument.

A total of 171 sites were recorded. Curiously, when compared with what was found
near Mt. Trumbull, masonry habitations were rare, with most prehistoric sites
consisting of variations on lithic scatters and campsites. WACC concluded that
“agriculture was of very little importance in the study area” with prehistoric activities
directed toward “hunting, plant gathering, stone quarrying, and tool manufacture”
(1978:179); Altschul and Fairley later judged this interpretation as “erroneous”
(1989:70).

Not all archaeological endeavors in the Grand Canyon-Parashant were focused on
survey and reconnaissance during this time. In the late 1970s, Thompson co-authored,
with William D. Lipe, a cultural resource assessment of the “Grand Wash Planning
Unit” for the BLM (Lipe and Thompson 1979). The unit encompassed much of the
current Parashant west of Whitmore Canyon, but also included an arc of real estate
west of the Hurricane Cliffs to the Virgin Mountains that are not within the Monument
(1979:41). The authors projected the site potential of seven “districts” within the unit
based on topography, effective moisture, vegetation associations, soils, and geological
formations. The results were broadly scaled from low to high potential, but the study is
more nuanced than a simple estimation of site density, and attempts to predict site
forms and locations as well. The document is a more localized precursor to Altschul
and Fairley’s (1989) extensive overview of the Arizona Strip a decade later (see also Lipe
and Thompson 1978).

THE 1990S: PRELUDE TO A MONUMENT

The 1980s were relatively quiet on this part of the Arizona Strip, but in 1990 members of
WACC returned again to the Shivwits Plateau “to identify archaeological
resources...that are likely to see impacts from National Park Service and visitor
activities” (Wells 1991:1). The instigation for the survey was reported looting at sites
within Lake Mead National Recreation Area, which included the Shivwits Plateau. A
reconnaissance and block survey was completed for a total of 1,469 acres.

The effort was focused on areas with heavy visitation, such as access roads and well-

known landmarks, and areas with high potential for prehistoric sites, and is not a
statistically valid sample. In this sense, the survey was very similar to a nearly
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concurrent project conducted on the Kanab Plateau by Northern Arizona University
(NAU) in the late 1980s (Huffman et al. 1990). Like the Pinenut Site project, the NAU
survey was in response to uranium exploration on adjacent BLM lands, specifically
newly-graded haul roads that provided easier access to NPS lands west of Kanab Creek.

While the results of the 1990 WACC survey did not directly contradict the
interpretations from the 1977 endeavor, it did add to the range of site types on the
plateau and provided a fuller picture of settlement and subsistence. Survey crews
found multi-room pueblos of equal size to those near Mt. Trumbull, many smaller
masonry habitations, fieldhouses, roasting pits, and even agricultural sites. Additional
sites with Southern Paiute components were also recorded.

AFTER 2000: A DECADE OF FIELD SCHOOLS

On January 11, 2000, Grand Canyon-Parashant was established as a National
Monument by presidential proclamation. The designation ushered in a new era of
cultural resource investigation and protection, with an emphasis on partnering with
institutions of higher education, such as the University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV),
Nevada State College (NSC), and the Desert Research Institute (DRI). For the first time,
the Monument benefited from research-directed, multi-year field schools engaged in
survey and data recovery. At the same time, the BLM and NPS renewed their long-
term association with the Western Archeological and Conservation Center, with
additional survey on the Shivwits Plateau.

The WACC survey began in June 2001 and was the first, large-scale inventory on Grand
Canyon-Parashant land since the establishment of the Monument. The objective of the
project was somewhat general, simply to “provide information on the abundant, albeit
understudied, archaeological resources present...on the Shivwits Plateau”
(MacWilliams et al. 2006:1). The coverage goals, however were quite specific: survey
west of the Mt. Dellenbaugh Fire Camp, the “middle” area of Twin Point, and the Paws
Pocket area of Whitmore Wash. The crew was also tasked with updating the site record
for AZ A:14:52 (ASM), and recording the Grand Gulch Mine (AZ A:9:134).°

In the 1,895 acres surveyed, a total of 53 prehistoric and two historic sites were
recorded. Fifteen multi-room and 10 single room habitations were found, and nine
agricultural sites, possibly laying to rest the original assertion by Teague and McClellan
(1978) that the Shivwits was primarily used for logistical activities. The report benefited
from the most thorough historic context for this portion of the Arizona Strip since
Altschul and Fairley (1989), and an excellent discussion of artifacts.

Almost simultaneously, DRI took to the field that same month with the “Mt. Trumbull
Prehistory Project.” Research was focused on “the adaptive diversity of sites in the
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Uinkaret Plateau” by focusing on “higher elevation areas presumed to have been
suitable for rainfall agriculture adaptations” (Buck 2006:5).

In its inaugural year the team, under the direction of Paul Buck, worked exclusively at
Uinkaret Pueblo (AZ A:1:14 [MNAY]) on the southwest flank of Mt. Trumbull (Buck
2004). In 2003 Buck and DRI, in association with Nevada State College, conducted a
field season at the Zip Code Site (AZ A:12:131 [BLM]), a pueblo west/northwest of
Uinkaret Pueblo that straddles both federal and Arizona state land (Buck et al. 2004).
The scope of the 2004, 2005, and 2006 field schools was enlarged to include work at
other prehistoric sites in the Mt. Trumbull area (AZ A:12:30 [BLM], 71 [ASM], 136
[ASM], and 204 [BLM]), as well as additional work at Uinkaret Pueblo and the Zip Code
Site.

All of the sites were mapped, surface artifacts were collected, and a limited program of
subsurface testing was instituted. During two seasons, the crew also completed survey
and recording of sites found in and around an area called the “Bird Plot.” The results of
each field season can be found in a series of annual, preliminary reports (Buck 2004,
2005, 2006, 2007; Buck et al. 2004). The data were also used in a recent study of optimal
tield locations in relation to the distribution of archaeological sites (Buck and Sabol
2013).

UNLYV had its first field school, under the direction of Karen Harry, in 2006 (Rees 2006).
Since then, field schools have been conducted within the Monument in 2007, 2010, and
2013, and at least one more is scheduled for 2014. UNLV has conducted ancillary
archaeological projects on the Parashant almost every year since 2006, as well as
numerous investigation in the adjacent Lake Mead National Recreation Area.
Currently, preliminary information on Grand Canyon-Parashant research is available
through 2011.

In 2006 field school activities focused on Lava Ridge Ruin (AZ A:14:50 [ASM]), an 18-
room pueblo dating to the latter half of the twelfth century, with limited work at nearby
Granary House (AZ A:14:46). In 2007 UNLV returned for more excavation at AZ
A:14:50, and surveyed 350 acres on Lava Ridge, documenting 14 prehistoric sites (Public
Lands Institute 2007). In 2010 the field school moved its investigations to AZ A:14:283,
a small pueblo dubbed the Coyote Site, and also conducted additional work at Granary
House.

Although there was no official field school in 2011, Harry and several student
volunteers conducted further excavations that summer at the Coyote Site, and limited
testing at the “farming hamlet” of AZ A:14:232. All four sites that were investigated
between 2006 and 2011 are Virgin Anasazi habitations located east of Mt. Dellenbaugh,
south of Horse Valley (Harry 2013).

19



OTHER INVESTIGATIONS

Maxon and Gale (1969), on a brief trip to the Shivwits Plateau, recorded nine sites
dominated by lithics; seven of the sites had been previously recorded. Although Wells
(1991:17) states that only site records remain of the project, there is a short letter report
on file at WACC (see above).

In 1977 Richard N. Holmer led a small crew to survey four mineral lease areas in
Parashant and Whitmore canyons, recording 14 sites (Holmer 1979). The sites were
primarily open lithic scatters and rockshelters. Holmer is probably best known for his
incisive papers on Archaic projectile points (e.g., Holmer 1978, 1986). Teague visited
two historic sites on the Parashant in 1982 —the “Dunn inscription” on Mt. Dellenbaugh
and the Dinner Pockets Cabin (Teague 1982).

UNLYV has participated in other archaeological studies at the Monument during that
time, some mobilized through the Public Lands Institute (PLI), Las Vegas. Examples
include landscape studies —such as Tassi Ranch for the NPS (Rees 2006); condition
reassessments of previously recorded sites; a series of archaeological inventories in
advance of fuel reduction treatments (see Public Lands Institute 2009:16-17); and the
development of predictive site location models for the Shivwits Plateau (Osborne 2008).

Although outside of Grand Canyon-Parashant lands, mention should be made of what
Altschul and Fairley called “the first major excavation project on the Arizona Strip...to
be fully reported in a formal publication” (1989:74). They are referring to the Pinenut
Site on the Kanab Plateau, jointly excavated by Abajo Archaeology and the BLM
Arizona Strip District (Westfall 1987). The project is noteworthy because it reflects the
rise in this part of the southwest of for-profit cultural resource management (CRM)
tirms during the 1970s and 1980s, concurrent with an increase in resource development
on public lands and federal mandates to mitigate the effects of such development. In
this case, the site was adjacent to a planned uranium mine. Westfall noted that the
effort marked “an important step forward in the reconciliation of economic
development with the need to protect cultural heritage values” (1987:3).

Of course, not all archaeological inventory results in the finding of cultural resources.
Two small, mining-related surveys by Abajo Archaeology in the Whitmore Point area
had negative results (Bond 1982a, b), and a 10-acre survey by Westfall in Andrus
Canyon also came up empty (Westfall 1987).

WACC, continuing its long history of investigations on the Shivwits, conducted surveys
for numerous fuel reduction units on the plateau. In 1998 WACC surveyed 3,090 acres
near Mt. Dellenbaugh and the Twin Point area, with the finding of 20 archaeological
sites (Svinarich 2006). In 1999 an additional 700 acres were surveyed, including a
portion of the “Mt. Dellenbaugh jeep trail;” six previously recorded sites were found,
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plus nine new sites (Robertson and MacWilliams 2006). In 2001 WACC inventoried
another 1,895 acres (MacWilliams et al. 2006).

In the same region, Douglas McFadden completed two surveys in 2010 by Little Spring
(McFadden 2010a) and around nearby Potato Valley (McFadden 2010b). In the 640-acre
Little Spring survey, 52 prehistoric sites were identified. Of these, an incredible 94 %
(n=49) were architectural, consisting of both single rooms and multi-room pueblos. A
total of 83 sites was found or relocated in the Potato Valley tracts. More artifacts
scatters were identified than at Little Springs, but architectural sites still dominated
(n=49; 59%). Most of the architectural sites were Virgin Anasazi that dated to Pueblo IL

CULTURAL RESOURCES ON THE GRAND CANYON-PARASHANT
TODAY

As of the fall of 2013, 2,216 archaeological sites have been recorded on the Grand
Canyon-Parashant National Monument (David Val Alfen, personal communication,
2013). There are 1,563 sites on lands managed by the BLM, and 653 sites on lands
managed by the NPS.

Land managed by the National Park Service has seen considerably more inventory —as
a percentage of total acreage — than that of the BLM. On the NPS “side” of the
Monument, 21.4% of 208,447 total acres has been surveyed. On BLM-managed land,
8.1% of 808,744 acres has been inventoried in some fashion.

The NPS has benefited from repeated inventories of the Shivwits Plateau, as well as
canyons such as Parashant, Andrus, and Whitmore. Much of the BLM inventory has
been focused on the Mt. Trumbull area, with other surveys scattered about the Grand
Wash region to the west.

Not all inventories were undertaken at the same level of intensity, and not all of the
sites have received the same level of recording. Using BLM-managed lands as an
example, a little less than half of the surveys are considered to be “complete” in that
100% of the terrain received intensive pedestrian survey:
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Table 1. Acreage surveyed by class of BLM-managed lands
in Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument.

Survey Class* Acres Surveyed Percent
Class 2 13,048 1.6
Class 3 33,469 41
Class 4 2,691 0.3
Unknown 16,270 2.0

* Class 2 = sample; Class 3 = complete; Class 4 = reconnaissance.

The remaining acreage was either sampled or conducted at a reconnaissance level of
effort, or the inventory class is not known.

Overall, 10.4% of all Grand Canyon-Parashant lands have been inventoried, or 110,045
acres of a total of 1,048,316 acres. While some of this cannot be considered a statistically
valid sample, it is a substantial amount of coverage given the young age of the
Monument.

SUMMARY OF CULTURE HISTORY IN THE MONUMENT

In 1989 Jetfrey H. Altschul and Helen C. Fairley authored Man, Models and
Management: An Overview of the Archaeology of the Arizona Strip and the Management of its
Resources, still considered to be the “bible” of cultural resource overviews for the region,
although in need of updating. A few documents on archaeology specific to the Grand
Canyon-Parashant or adjacent lands go above and beyond the usual reiterations of
culture history, including Thompson’s early discussions on settlement patterns
(Thompson 1970) and Virgin ceramics (Thompson 1971a), and Lipe and Thompson’s
assessment of the Grand Wash Planning Unit (Lipe and Thompson 1979; see also Lipe
and Thompson 1978 and Thompson and Dalley 1978).

In this brief culture history, we focus on the southwest corner of the Arizona Strip,
including Grand Canyon-Parashant as well as adjacent public lands administered
primarily by the BLM, with an emphasis on interpretations of recent research. For
readers wishing to place the Monument history in a broader context, we recommend
both Altschul and Fairley (1989) and an excellent “History Context” available in
MacWilliams et al. (2006:15-46) and online at http:/ /core.tdar.org/document/4359.
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Paleoindian

The first Native American occupation of the Grand Canyon-Parashant probably
occurred during the Paleoindian period at the late glacial Pleistocene-Holocene
boundary (ca. 11,500 BP to 9,000 BP). As a lifeway, Paleoindians have traditionally
been defined as big-game hunters with distinctive projectile points and large mammal
associations. By at least 9,000 BP the lifeway transitioned to an Archaic pattern of broad
spectrum foraging (Geib 1996; Schroedl 1991).

No sites with unequivocal evidence of Paleoindian artifacts have been found in the
project area; certainly no artifacts in association with extinct fauna. Typically, the most
common evidence for a Paleoindian presence consists of fluted projectile points
recovered as isolated surface finds. Copeland and Fike (1988) summarize Clovis and
Folsom points found in southwest Utah, and the same point types have been recovered
from the greater Grand Canyon region (Hollenshead 2007). North of the Parashant, a
Clovis projectile point fragment was found at Sullivan Canyon (Miller 1978:35), and
Schroeder calls out a “Plainview-like” point from a curated collection from the Shivwits
Plateau (1961:74). Altschul and Fairley (1989:89) cite “an unsubstantiated report of
Paleoindian points occurring along the North Rim in the vicinity of Tuckup Canyon,” a
canyon that cuts into the southern Kanab Plateau east of the Monument.

Archaic

The Archaic is generally viewed as a hunting-gathering lifeway that developed after the
extinction of the Pleistocene megafauna and the evolution of post-glacial environments.
During this time, plant gathering and hunting of smaller fauna took on increased
importance. Projectile point types and other aspects of material culture differ markedly
from the preceding Paleoindian period. Based on dated occupations from surrounding
regions, the Archaic period in the region probably extended from about 9,000 to 2,000
BP, at which time corn and squash may have been introduced to the region. The time
range can be usefully partitioned into three intervals: early (9,000-6,000 BP), middle
(6,000-4,000) BP, and late (4,000 to 2,200 BP).

On the northern Colorado Plateau, the Archaic is best represented in sheltered settings
(see Geib 1996 for a summary). In the Monument, we are currently dependent on
survey-level data from open sites to infer patterns of Archaic use. Although relatively
few sites in the area have been conclusively demonstrated to be Archaic, it is likely that
some of the aceramic sites on record do date from this era.

Within this part of the Arizona Strip, there is artifactual evidence for use during the
transition between the Paleoindian and the early Archaic. This interval is exemplified
by the appearance of shouldered and stemmed projectile points, such as Bajada/]Jay.
Points that belong to the “Stemmed Point Tradition” have been found on the Kanab
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Plateau and within Tuckup Canyon (Huffman et al. 1990). MacWilliams et al. (2006:98)
reported three stemmed points, although they were not identified to specific type.

It is possible that the most applicable of the early Archaic point traditions to the
Parashant is the Pinto Basin Culture, first defined by Campbell and Campbell (1935),
and typified by the namesake Pinto projectile point. Pinto points are the most common
early Archaic point style in the Grand Canyon area (Moffitt and Moffitt 2004:13).
Several large-scale surveys on or near the Grand Canyon-Parashant have reported Pinto
points (e.g., Teague and McClellan 1978; Wells 1991; Svinarich 2006; Robertson and
MacWilliams 2006). Humboldt points, another possible early Archaic marker, are
found nearly as often, as are what MacWilliams et al. call “large side-notched” points
(2006:89) —such as Northern Side-notched, although some of these styles may be later in
the Archaic sequence.!?

Other diagnostics of the early Archaic tend to be perishables, such as sandals, and are
much more likely to be found in sheltered settings. Unfortunately, even nearby shelters
such as Antelope Cave (AZ A:3:20 BLM), on the Uinkaret Plateau to the north, do not
have deposits that date to this interval of the Archaic (Janetski and Wilde 1989).

Identifying flaked stone artifacts that date to the middle Archaic period is difficult, as
most projectile point styles that might belong to this interval also overlap into the early
or late Archaic (Altschul and Fairley 1989:Figure 31). In general, there is a fall-off in
sites, artifacts, and radiocarbon-dated material on the Colorado Plateau during the
middle phase of the Archaic. The “lull” may be attributable to a true population decline
(see Berry and Berry 1986), but other scenarios have been offered (Geib 1996). Janetski
and Wilde (1989) report a Rocker Side-notched point at Rock Canyon Shelter to the
north of the THE MONUMENT, a type that can date to the middle Archaic. Currently,
there is little evidence for use or occupation of the project area during this time period.

As is the case elsewhere on the Plateau, there is much greater evidence for use during
the late Archaic in the region. In the Grand Canyon, for example, 50% of all paleo-
Archaic sites and isolated finds date to this period (Schroeder 1997). The most
frequently encountered projectile point from the late Archaic is Gypsum (Holmer 1978).
Like Pinto, Gypsum contracting stem points have often been reported from surveys in
the Grand Canyon-Parashant (e.g., Teague and McClellan 1978; MacWilliams et al. 2006;
Svinarich 2006; Robertson and MacWilliams 2006). The earliest deposits at Antelope
Cave appear to date to the late Archaic.

Regionally, the most iconic material item from the late Archaic are animal figurines
made of split twigs (Euler 1984). The so-called “split-twig figurines” are usually found
in sheltered settings, such as the limestone solution caverns of the Grand Canyon (see
Emslie et al. 1995 and Coulam and Schroedl 2004 for recent overviews). No split-twig
tigurines have been reported from the project area.
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Another promising avenue of study concerns Archaic rock art in the area, including a
western variant of the Barrier Canyon rock art style (Schaafsma 1990). Called Grand
Canyon Polychrome (Allen 1986, 1992; Christenson and Dickey 2006), it is best
represented at the Shaman’s Gallery in Tuckup Canyon to the east of the Monument.

Early Agricultural/Basketmaker II

To provide a conceptual break between the Archaic and Formative periods, we use
either Basketmaker II (BMII) or “Early Agricultural” for the interval (ca. 400 B.C. to
A.D. 500) during which agriculture was first practiced but ceramics were not yet in use.
The first use of maize on the southern Colorado Plateau is now believed to be at least
1,000 B.C. (Smiley 1994, 2002), but sites on the northern part of the Plateau may lag in
the introduction of corn. Recently, Davis et al. (2000) claimed that there was evidence
for corn agriculture in the Grand Canyon before 1,000 B.C., but Fairley (2003:84-85) goes
to some length to cast doubt on the results.

In Lipe and Thompson (1979:55), they cite Schroeder “that it is possible to identify a
series of Basket Maker II sites extending roughly from east to west across the Shivwits
Plateau to Grand Wash” —essentially, most of the Grand Canyon-Parashant. However,
the strongest evidence for Early Agricultural use still derives from sheltered sites
located off of the Grand Canyon-Parashant, such as Cave DuPont near Kanab, Utah
(Nusbaum 1922), Sand Dune Cave at the foot of Navajo Mountain (Lindsay et al. 1968),
and Broken Arrow Cave (Talbot et al. 1999) on East Clark Bench.

At the aforementioned Heaton Cave, Basketmaker II-style sandals are shown in Judd
(1926:Plates 51 and 57a). The sandals were recovered by Franklin Heaton before Judd'’s
visit to the shelter, and context is unknown.

Thompson himself excavated portions of the Little Jug Site in the Tuweep Valley
(Thompson and Thompson 1978), and procured six samples that radiocarbon-dated
from A.D. 10 to 410 (degree of error included). The Thompsons associated the site with
BMII use, but, as Altschul and Fairley (1989:109) point out, the association of plain gray
ceramics “by definition, places the structures within the Basketmaker III period.” In
this case, the samples may be of “old wood” that dates the cessation of metabolic
activity but not the occupation of the site—a potential issue with many wood charcoal
samples.

The best nearby candidates with decent provenience are Rock Canyon Shelter (AZ
A:3:20 BLM) and Antelope Cave (NA 5507) —sheltered settings on the Uinkaret Plateau
just to the north of the Monument. At Rock Canyon Shelter, Janetski and Wilde had
corn remains in “good” association with radiocarbon-dated wood charcoal, the earliest
of which was calibrated between 204 B.C. and A.D. 119 (1989:94). The date places the
corn well within the Early Agricultural period. Altschul and Fairley (1989:109) report
that an atlatl from Antelope Cave was radiocarbon-dated to Cal A.D. 40 = 160, although
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this date was not reported in Janetski and Wilde (1989). Corn and Basketmaker-style
sandals were also recovered from nearby Antelope Cave.

The question is not whether there was Early Agricultural use of the project area; there
undoubtedly was, as BMII remains from sheltered sites in the region such as Cave
DuPont near Kanab, Utah (Nusbaum 1922), Sand Dune Cave at the foot of Navajo
Mountain (Lindsay et al. 1968), and Broken Arrow Cave (Talbot et al. 1999) on East
Clark Bench to the east, attest. Demonstrating Early Agricultural use on the Grand
Canyon-Parashant will require controlled excavations and dating of stratified material
with good context, else the interval will continue to be lumped into what Bruce Huckell
facetiously called the “long, static prelude to the ceramic...cultures of the Christian era”
(1996:306).

Basketmaker III-Pueblo 1

On the Colorado Plateau The Basketmaker III-Pueblo I (BMII-PI) period (A.D. 500-
900/1,000) is characterized by a growing reliance on agriculture, the introduction of the
bow and arrow, permanent or semi-permanent habitations, and pottery production.

On survey, designating an open site as Basketmaker III partly depends on identifying
single component sites with early plain or black-on-gray pottery —easier said than done.
Shutler (1961:8-9), for example, lists at least 13 sites located on the Shivwits Plateau with
some combination of Basketmaker III, “Pueblo,” and Southern Paiute pottery. The fact
that, in each case, plain gray or brown pottery is found with decorated or post-
Formative (i.e., Paiute) ceramics should make one pause, and additional research is
needed to properly place the sites in temporal context.

Thompson and Thompson (1974) mention possible BMIII sites in an area they call “Pine
Mountain,” which roughly corresponds to the Mt. Trumbull and Mt. Logan area, but in
an earlier report on survey in The Cove and points east, Thompson does not have sites
that pre-date A.D. 750 (see Thompson 1971a:Figure 2).

Teague and McClellan (1978) found three “Basketmaker/Pueblo I” sites, all on the
Shivwits Plateau. Basketmaker III sites