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ABSTRACT
This thesis develops a programmatic approach for Pima County to use in
collaboration with interested Native American tribes that will formulate a multifaceted
value system when it is implemented.
The Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation seeks an approach to
heritage management of lands acquired for conservation purposes that will give Pima
County the authority to take proactive measures in cultural resources management and
improve collaboration with interested tribes. Through meetings conducted during the
summer and fall of 2017, I determined the interests of tribes in collaborating in County
initiatives. I documented tribal concerns about a proactive approach to cultural resources
management and developed a programmatic approach for Pima County to use in future
collaboration with tribes to develop management plans for County conservation lands.
This collaborative approach acknowledges the connections of Indigenous groups
to landscapes in Pima County. Waiting for destructive processes to impact conservation
lands is an inaction that land managers and stewards cannot afford to take. The
programmatic approach I develop in this thesis will set a new standard for land
management practices that may be applicable to other local governments.
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1. A LOCAL APPROACH TO CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

As I write this, there are hundreds, if not thousands, of federal, state, and local
development projects underway in the state of Arizona. We are constantly growing and
shaping the world around us. Roads are being built or reconstructed, housing
developments are growing our urban centers, and rural landscapes are continually altered
by activities such as mining, construction of utilities infrastructure, and logging. The
legal procedures that regulate such development include provisions to manage and
protect cultural resources. Federal and state agencies cannot simply destroy a historic
landmark at will or deliberately demolish properties eligible for the National or Arizona
register of historic places. Laws at the federal and state nexuses were established to take
into consideration the effects of undertakings and regulate the treatment of on historic
properties and archaeological sites on federal and state lands.
In Arizona, the Pima County government has acquired land to maintain open
space and to conserve and preserve biological and cultural resources. The land was
acquired through a publicly approved Bond Implementation Plan and have since been
divided into Regional Flood Control Districts. The Natural Resources, Parks, and
Recreation Department of Pima County is charged with the overall management of these
lands, but coordinates with other County departments, such as the Office of Sustainability
and Conservation, to incorporate other interests within the County. The Pima County
Office of Sustainability and Conservation is interested in developing a proactive
approach to government-to-government collaboration with American Indian tribes about
heritage management of these lands.
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This thesis develops a programmatic approach for Pima County to use in
collaboration with interested American Indian tribes in Arizona to formulate a
multifaceted value system that transcends the standard criteria of significance used in
heritage management. This approach was developed through collaborative meetings
between Pima County staff and six tribes, including the Tohono O’odham Nation, Gila
River Indian Community, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian
Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, and Hopi Tribe. I participated in these meetings
while interning with the Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation, Cultural
Resources Division.
In the Southwest, we live on a landscape that has been occupied for millennia by
Native American groups. Contemporary American Indian tribes in Arizona trace their
ancestry to these ancient groups and consequently have strong ties to these lands. Cultural
ties are illustrated in tribal oral histories, material culture, and traditional practices.
Development projects that alter the landscape have the potential to destroy or disturb
American Indian cultural resources and buried ancestors. In order to provide some level
of protection, the County seeks the conservation and preservation of cultural and natural
resources. To help accomplish this goal, Pima County has opened a dialogue with tribal
governments to have a ‘rare’ and ‘unusual’ conversation, as several tribal members have
called it. Tribes are rarely approached to proactively collaborate on issues of cultural
resources management from a local government, especially when there is no undertaking
and no legal mandate for consultation.
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Significance and Management of Heritage Resources
To understand the standard criteria of integrity and significance, we look to
federal and state policy and legislation. King (2011) notes that historic preservation laws
are primarily concerned with managing “pieces of real estate—and sometimes other
things …” that have cultural significance (King 2011:406). While it is important to be
able to defend a property’s importance and meaning, integrity and significance ultimately
remain in the eye of the beholder (King 2013).
Antiquities laws regulate the “excavation, removal, or defacement, and sometimes
the disposition, of historic and ancient artifacts … they flatly prohibit disturbance of such
things by anyone lacking an official permit do so (King 2011:406–407).” Grave
protection laws are designed to afford special protections to graves of “indigenous or
otherwise culturally distinct populations” (King 2011:406–407).
Cultural heritage can be an elusive concept for many federal, state, and local
governments that seek to manage historical sites and cultural landscapes in the United
States. Differing cultures and histories have been brought together to form an
amalgamation of identities that make up society as we see it today. Despite colonization,
forced relocations and acculturation, Native Americans in the Southwest have maintained
traditional cultural practices and continue to pass on their cultural identities to young
tribal members. Contributing to this is the fact that in the Southwest many Indigenous
groups remain in their ancestral homelands. As a result, collaborative and preservation
archaeology, along with tribal consultation, have emerged as important approaches for
the equitable management of lands and study of culture (Ferguson and ColwellChanthaphonh 2006; Atalay 2012, 2014).
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With the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) in 1966, the
federal government provided a framework to identify and evaluate historic properties
using four significance criteria. In short, a property can be eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places if it is associated with a specific event important in
our history, a significant person, distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or it has the potential to yield information important in scientific research.
Applying the National Register criteria has served to protect many historic properties
under Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA. If a historic property is at least 50 years old
and conveys the same feeling and appearance as it did in the past, the effects of a federal
undertaking on that property must be considered, along with a plan for how to resolve
adverse effects.
The law is applied once a federal undertaking is identified and an Area of
Potential Effect is developed. However, the NHPA only applies to projects that involve
federal properties, funding, or permission, and, ultimately, it does not guarantee absolute
protection of historic properties. The language of Section 106 reads: “The head of any
Federal agency … prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds on the
undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, shall take into account the effect of
the undertaking on any historic property” (National Historic Preservation Act: 54 U.S.C.
§ 306108).
There is nothing in this passage that requires preservation or the mitigation of
adverse effects to historic properties; the law only requires that potential adverse effects
to historic properties be considered. As King (2013) notes when discussing federal
regulations, the NHPA does not preserve historic properties at all costs; it merely “seeks
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to accommodate historic preservation concerns” (King 2013:109). Furthermore, the legal
language of the NHPA and its associated regulations do not mandate sincere, meaningful
consultation with interested parties, only that consultation takes place. Many Indian tribes
see heritage consultation as more of a “check in the box” approach than as an earnest
effort to listen and make decisions in accordance with stakeholder concerns.
For projects outside the realm of the federal nexus, we turn to Arizona State
Statutes for guidance. Arizona provides several considerations for cultural resources
under the Arizona Antiquities Act (AAA) and the Arizona Historic Preservation Act
(AHPA). The AAA was designed to mirror the Antiquities Act of 1906 and set the
precedent for the regulation of archaeological and historic resources on lands owned or
controlled by the state or any state agency, including lands owned by local and municipal
governments. The Arizona Revised Statutes for the AAA (A.R.S. § 41-841 and 41-842)
regulate permitting for archaeological work. Another statute states,
A person in charge of any survey, excavation, construction or other like
activity on any lands owned or controlled by this state, by any public
agency or institution of the state, or by any county or municipal
corporation within the state shall report promptly … the existence of any
archaeological, paleontological or historical site or object that is at least
fifty years old and that is discovered in the course of such survey,
excavation, construction or other like activity and … shall immediately
take all reasonable steps to secure and maintain its preservation [A.R.S. §
41-844].
Even though the AAA applies to a variety of different lands throughout the state, the
main objective of the AAA is not protection of cultural resources. In some respects, the
state law encourages archaeological investigation, including destructive methods such as
excavation. Conversely, the Arizona Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) mandates that
state agencies, “In cooperation with the state historic preservation officer … shall
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establish a program to locate, inventory and nominate to the Arizona register of historic
places all properties that are under the agency’s ownership or control” (A.R.S. § 41-862).
While the AHPA seeks to identify and protect historic places before they are
threatened by development, it only applies to lands owned and controlled by the state.
Thus, the AHPA does not apply to land owned and controlled by the County, e.g., the
land acquired through the publicly approved Bond Implementation Plan. Therefore,
protection of cultural resources comes directly from local land managers if no federal or
state nexus is involved. Because of a strong background with heritage conservation, the
Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation seeks a proactive approach to
heritage management through the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP) and the
Bond Implementation plan. This MA thesis summarizes information from initial
collaborative meetings with tribes to determine how they would like to be involved in the
cultural resources management of Pima County lands.
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2. COUNTY CONSERVATION HISTORY
Endangered Species Act and Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
Pima County has established a legacy of environmental and cultural conservation
over the past 15 years. However, the initial call for environmental protections did not
begin with the County government, but the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In 1997, this
federal agency declared the ferruginous pygmy owl an endangered species.
Consequently, in keeping with federal mandates, the County conducted biological
surveys in its jurisdiction and found there to be significant pygmy owl presence in
specific regions of Pima County. In accordance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA),
state governments are encouraged to “develop and maintain conservation programs which
meet national and international standards … for the benefit of all citizens, the Nation’s
heritage in fish, wildlife, and plants” (Endangered Species Act: 16 U.S.C. § 1531). The
act also states that it is unlawful to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct” unless,
The applicant therefor submits to the Secretary a conservation plan that
specifies— (i) the impact which will likely result from such taking; (ii)
what steps the applicant will take to minimize and mitigate such impacts,
and the funding that will be available to implement such steps; (iii) what
alternative actions to such taking the applicant considered and the reasons
why such alternatives are not being utilized [Endangered Species Act: 16
U.S.C. § 1539].
The exceptions to the rule outlined in U.S.C. § 1539 came to be known as Section 10
permits and will be referred to as such for the remainder of this thesis. In keeping with
this clause, the County not only began the process of developing a management plan to
conserve the pygmy owl and other endangered species, but in February of 1998 began a
thorough review of the urban growth and the status of the environment throughout the
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County. Based on this assessment, the County Board of Supervisors concluded that
“initiating action to preserve and protect County natural and cultural resources was of
paramount importance” (Pima County 2000:1). The new guidance from the Board led to
the first concept of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP). “County resources
were appropriated for this purpose, staff was dedicated, and a deliberate course of action
was taken that resulted in positive actions to conserve the natural, environmental, and
cultural resources of Pima County” (Pima County 2000:1). Other underlying objectives to
the County’s goals were to maintain technical and scientific validation throughout the
process, and have a process that was open to public inquiry.
The County staff developed six focal points that drove the SDCP: (1) ranch
conservation, (2) cultural and historic resources, (3) mountain parks, (4) riparian zones,
(5) critical and sensitive habitats, and (6) biological corridors. The elements that make up
this regional conservation plan go far beyond the original intent of the federal
Endangered Species Act because ranching and cultural and historic resources are taken
into consideration for preservation and conservation. While this thesis largely focusses on
focal point 2, for many tribes there is significant overlap between cultural and biological
resources, making focal points 4, 5, and 6 especially pertinent to this thesis.
While the SDCP was in its infancy, Pima County biologists developed the MultiSpecies Conservation Plan (MSCP) to ensure the County was in full compliance with the
ESA. The MSCP runs in tandem with the SDCP, but is also subsumed within it. The
State’s biological diversity is constrained in relatively small areas, typically where there
is sufficient water to sustain life. Riparian zones in the state of Arizona occupy less than
one percent of the state’s land base; however, 60 to 75 percent of the state’s resident
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wildlife species depend on these zones (Pima County 2000:28). The MSCP seeks to
“avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to both listed and unlisted [endangered] species
and their habitats ... To ensure the long-term survival of the full spectrum of plants and
animals that are indigenous to Pima County” (Pima County 2016a:v–1).
Focal point 2, historic and cultural preservation, is important in the SDCP. County
staff members, working with Indian tribes and the public, developed a description of the
resource base that was then categorized by type, time period, and place (defined as
watershed subareas). Type specified the kind of archaeological resources, historical
resources, and traditional cultural places that were present (Pima County 2000:12). Time
was divided into the Paleoindian (12,000 B.C. to 8000 B.C.), Archaic (8,000 B.C. to A.D.
200), Ceramic (A.D. 200 to A.D. 1540), and Historic time periods (1540 to 1968). Table
1 shows the breakdown by cultural resources and traditional cultural places by type and
location throughout all of Pima County’s land base. Data for the SDCP was collected
from past archaeological projects and archived site information. Interestingly, only 12
percent of Pima County’s land base has been surveyed as of 2000, and survey coverage
has not increased significantly since that time. Nonetheless, enough research has been
conducted to see certain patterns develop by watershed (Pima County 2000:12).
Next, threat assessments were conducted on each watershed. The metric used by
the county was total ground disturbance “from four sources that historically have been
damaging to cultural and historical resources: urbanization, agriculture, mining, and road
construction” (Pima County 2000:13). Table 2 shows threats in acres, by watershed.
Once the threats were determined, the County conducted a review of the legal measures
that could be used to conserve these resources. At the time of the initial SDCP draft, the
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Table 1. Initial report of archaeological and historical resources and traditional cultural
places by Watershed Subarea (Pima County 2000b:3).
Watershed Subarea
Middle San Pedro
Cienega-Rincon
Upper Santa Cruz
Middle Santa Cruz
Tortalita Fan
Altar Valley
Avra Valley
Western Pima County
Total

Archaeological Historic
Resources
Resources
153
15
554
58
472
46
737
130
970
33
514
79
141
25
443
13
3984
399

Traditional
Cultural Places
27
20
17
74
147
59
29
39
412

Total
195
632
535
941
1150
652
195
495
4795

highest level of protection available derived from lands owned or controlled by the
federal and state government. As stated in the previous chapter, the NHPA, AAA, and
AHPA, offer some level of protection. Additionally, National Parks and Monuments, as
well as State parks and County park land, already protect cultural resources for the
general benefit of the public (Pima County 2000:14). Furthermore, Pima County can
already provide cultural resource requirements in the County Code that regulates some
development through land rezoning and grading permits (Pima County 2000b:11) by
mitigating destruction of cultural resources through data collection. Unfortunately, the
County Codes regulating land rezoning and grading permits only applies to
unincorporated portions of Pima County. Finally, an analysis of conservation potential
was conducted for each watershed and ranked low, medium or high potential.
Six general recommendations were made to the Board of Supervisors:
(1) Conservation efforts should be directed at the level of the landscape
within each subarea … (2) There are known places that have high cultural
and historical value … that should be included as conservation priorities
under all reserve design scenarios …
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Table 2. Acreage of Threats to Resource base (County 2000b:8).
Watershed
Subarea
Middle San Pedro
Cienega-Rincon
Upper Santa Cruz
Middle Santa Cruz
Tortalita Fan
Altar Valley
Avra Valley
Western Pima
County
Total

Urban Agriculture Mining
Area
170,453
108
30,848
22,341
700
4,892
29,666
1,648
15,860
13,182 28,872
9,572
6,683
693
1,042
0
2,131
5,539
127
2,390
237,857

68,603

Roads
39,806
10,694
5,378
12,019
15,275
5,273
1,483
10,369

Total
Percent
Acres Subarea
210,367
47.8%
64,583
14.6%
41,584
9.4%
69,933
15.9%
24,853
5.6%
7,008
1.6%
3,614
.08%
18,425
4.2%

33,610 100,297 440,367

(3) Cultural and historical resources will tend to co-occur with other
valued resources considered under the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
… (4) Priorities for conserving lands containing cultural and historical
resources should be multiscalar [sic] based on the integrity of the subarea,
the cultural resources sensitivity of specific areas within the subarea, and
the threat of future land disturbance from development … (5) Protection
of cultural and historical resources should be achieved through both proactive land acquisition strategies and preservation laws. Where needed,
legal tools should be developed and utilized to correct existing
inadequacies in law and to enhance consistency in resource protection …
(6) The long-term protection of cultural and historical resources require
that the public be informed about the past and engaged in saving their
heritage for the future [County 2000:16].
Here, I draw attention to recommendations 5 and 6 because they are truly unique
and set the conditions for the acquisition of open space conservation lands, as well as the
ability to collaborate freely with interested tribes. Recommendations 5 and 6 were
eventually adopted as fundamental components of the SDCP and MSCP.
Recommendation 5 manifested in the form of the Bond Implementation Plan. With land
acquisition, the County not only could regulate development to maintain compliance with
the ESA, but have greater influence on how cultural and historic resources are managed.
Following the approval of the SDCP, the Board of Supervisors took this plan to the voters
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because the County cannot purchase lands for conservation purposes without public
approval. On January 20, 2004 the Board adopted Resolution Number 2004-18, “ordering
and calling for a special bond election to be held in Pima County, Arizona … and
approved a list of bond categories and specific programs and projects” (Pima County
2004). The resolution included six questions to the voters, the first of which applied to
land acquisition for conservation purposes. Question No. 1 asked the following question:
For the purpose of acquiring real and personal property for open space and
habitat protection, including, without limitation, Sonoran Desert open
space, protecting wildlife habitats, saguaro cacti, ironwood forests and
lands around river, washes and recharge areas to ensure high water
quality, the acquisition of lands in the vicinity of Davis-Monthan Air
Force Base to prevent urban encroachment … shall Pima County, Arizona
be authorized to issue and sell general obligation bonds of the County in
an aggregate principal amount not exceeding $174,300,000? [County
2004].
The properties acquired under this resolution were selected using the SDCP as a guide.
Lands that contained important biological resource habitats were the primary
consideration but, as the SDCP also states, consideration was given to ranching
communities, cultural and historic resources, and parks. From 2004, when ordinance
2004-18 passed, to 2015, the County continued to seek out and acquire lands. In total, the
County acquired 91,436 acres of bond-purchased land and 1,579 acres of conservation
easements scattered primarily throughout eastern Pima County. In keeping with the other
elements of the SDCP, a total of 134,949 acres of grazing land was leased to local
ranchers to encourage sustainable ranching. Figure 1 shows the locations of the various
properties.
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Figure 1. Restrictive Covenant Lands
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Restrictive Covenants
Unfortunately, it’s not enough to simply purchase the lands with a specific
intention; other legal measures are required to ensure the lands are not repurposed in the
future. The Board has consistently prioritized SDCP initiatives. The question arises, what
happens should the priorities of the Board shift to a pro-development stance? To address
this, Pima County has put measures in place to protect conservation lands in the future.
Restrictive Covenants were placed on natural open space lands to “keep the
promises made to the electorate regarding the retention of open space and to fulfill
[Section 10] permit obligations” (Pima County 2016b:1–2). Restrictive Covenants are
like deed restrictions, which in this case hinders the repurposing of the land for
development (Pima County 2016b:2). It is possible to develop those lands, but extremely
difficult. The Restrictive Covenants were established by adding a third-party beneficiary
to help maintain accountability. The Arizona Land and Water Trust, a small nonprofit
organization (501c(3)) located in Tucson, acted as the third party as it “is a nationallyrecognized organization working to preserve southern Arizona’s western landscapes,
wildlife habitat, and working farms and ranches. Their role will be primarily a referee to
ensure that any changes made by Pima County or the District are consistent with the
terms of the agreement” (Restrictive Covenant 2016:3). Arizona Land and Water Trust is
the most crucial aspect of the Restrictive Covenant because they remain independent of
the County and therefore the electorate. Thus, if one eventually wanted to develop the
lands protected by a Restrictive Covenant, Arizona Land and Water Trust would have to
agree to the development, which is not likely to happen easily because their mission is the
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“preservation of Southern Arizona’s landscapes and ecosystems” (Arizona Land and
Water Trust 2016).
The County divided conservation lands into three levels of protection: Multi
Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) Mitigation Lands (64,487 acres), Conservation Lands
(26, 953 acres), and non-protected lands. It is important to note that the term
“Conservation Lands” used in the Restrictive Covenant Agreement only pertains to
26,953 acres of land in Pima County; it does not refer to all bond purchased lands as I use
this term throughout the thesis. Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP) mitigation
lands are further divided between the County and the Regional Flood Control District,
both of which are subjected to similar restrictions.
The MSCP Mitigation lands contain the highest level of protection as the
Restrictive Covenant agreement restricts development, or any kind of surface or
subsurface alteration of the land. MSCP lands have the potential to be allocated for
further protection in the future. An annual review of urban growth determines which
MSCP lands will be allocated; once certain properties are allocated, management plans
are required in accordance with section 10 permit regulation.
Sections 4.1–4.3 of the Restrictive Covenant Agreement helps prevent
“Development of the Restricted Properties, construction or placement of new or
additional building or structures, unless the construction supports the purposes for which
the Restricted Property was originally intended” [County 2016b:2–3]. The restrictions go
on to list prohibited activities such as, alterations of natural watercourses, introduction of
nonnative species, excavation for any reason, and residential uses. Conversely,
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Conservation Lands contain fewer restrictions pertaining to recreational development. On
Conservation Lands, the Restrictive Covenant states that they,
Will provide County and RFCD land managers with an important
reference for compatible uses for these lands that were acquired or
donated for conservation purposes and enjoyment of their natural and
cultural values. These use restrictions are more flexible to accommodate
future needs as compared to those than the MSCP restrictions [County
2016b:3].
Finally, all County open space lands do not contain restrictions on the level of allowable
development. The three-tiered classification of land in Pima County provides a balance
between development and conservation.
What began as a mandate from the federal government to protect an endangered
owl blossomed into the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan and Multi Species
Conservation Plan. These two plans justified approaching the electorate of Pima County
with a Bond Implementation Plan to acquire open space lands. Once the bond money was
expended and all the lands were acquired, the County then implemented protective
measures known as Restrictive Covenants to control development on these lands. Over
the course of 15 years, the County spent time and money solidifying its conservation
lands and strengthening its legal mechanisms for enforcing protection.
In this way, Pima County can better control how these lands are managed. While
the Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation is the main advocate for the
preservation and conservation of cultural and historic resources, there are many
departments and interests that must be considered. Nonetheless, Pima County is
advantageously positioned to take proactive measures on its lands.
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3. A THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE VALUE OF COLLABORATION

As the managers of conservation lands in Pima County, County staff can now
reach out to the general public and tribes about how to manage these lands. However, this
situation begs the question: why collaborate if there is no mandate to do so? After all, the
land is owned by Pima County. The answer is simple: Pima County acknowledges the
multiple cultures and histories associated with the physical landscape of its properties.
Colonial narratives of Indian disappearance have served to disenfranchise native groups.
By acknowledging Indian history, Pima County empowers the marginalized people
whose voices have been silenced since the advent of colonialism.

Disenfranchisement
A collaborative approach to heritage or cultural resources management is nothing
new (Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson
2008; Atalay 2012, 2014). However, as I discussed in Chapter 1, most collaboration is
done within a legal framework that mandates consultation with interested parties. I argue
that if we are serious about developing a program that fosters relationships with tribes, it
becomes incumbent upon the County to acknowledge the cultural landscapes associated
with Pima County Conservation Lands. To acknowledge the land’s meaning and history
ultimately leads to humanization and empowerment of those who claim cultural
connections to the land. However, this does not mean we only acknowledge Indian
history, we also need to acknowledge other ethnic groups and the sweep of U.S. history,
including the role that the U.S. Government played in suppressing Indian history and
cultural practices. For centuries, the U.S. objectified Indians, essentially treating them as
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subhuman (Trigger 1980). Conquest, confinement to reservations, and boarding schools
all contributed to this objectification.
Past anthropologists and archaeologists have played a role in this objectification.
Trigger (1980) discusses how archaeologists and anthropologists have traditionally
portrayed Native Americans as unprogressive. The first portrayals of Native Americans
began with the era of colonization. Trigger (1980: 663) describes how,
From the time earliest exploration of the New World by Europeans, the
Indians, whether condemned as brutal murderers or romanticized as noble
savages, were held to be inferior to ‘civilized’ men. This concept of
inferiority was further elaborated in order to rationalize the seizure of
Indian lands … [Trigger 1980: 663].
It was a general belief among Euro-Americans that Indians were not using the lands
‘appropriately,’ which helped to fan the flames of Manifest Destiny (Trigger 1980: 663).
As archaeology and anthropology became established in the Americas in the nineteenth
century, these fields of study fulfilled colonial purposes. Certain Biblical concepts were
reinforced, such as humans being viewed as a relatively recent creation deriving from the
Garden of Eden (Tigger 1980:664). Additionally, the emerging concept of cultural
evolution was one of the initial tools scholars used to ‘prove’ that the Indigenous peoples
of the Americas were “static and primitive” compared to European peoples (Tigger
1980:664).
Colonial-era documents make it evident that the written record does not always
align with the material record left by Indigenous peoples (Lightfoot 1995). As Lightfoot
observes, most colonial records were “written from the perspective of affluent European
men who documented little about the lifeways of lower class laborers and their relations
with local native men, women, and children” (Lightfoot 1995:201). This is a clear
representation of power relations—not on what it shows, but what it does not. Power was,
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Ignored or downplayed to the point that it was then implicitly assumed to
reside with the conqueror … Colonialism proper involved institutional and
personal relations of power, labor and economic hierarchy, attacks on
cultural practices and beliefs and often racism with direct effects on
indigenous people and their strategies or abilities for survival [Silliman
2005:62].
Part of the answer lies in the colonial agenda. To acknowledge that Indigenous
people came from a complex history would empower them. However, to colonize, to
bend a people to one’s will, and to do so in a violent fashion, requires dehumanization.
Dehumanization serves to reduced humans to objects, thus making it easier to act upon
indigenous groups without remorse. Dippie (1982) also shows us how American policy
towards Indians beginning in the seventeenth century reflected a sentiment that Indians
were always destined for extinction because of their inability to assimilate to EuroAmerican culture. If one could not be changed, this, in essence, gave colonizers more
justification to implement extreme policies because they perceived no other possible
alternative.
The effects of colonialism are still present in our school curriculums and continue
to suppress the vibrant stories of contemporary Indian tribes. As I reflect upon my own
school experiences in elementary and middle school when learning Arizona and U.S.
history, the debate on why and how the ‘Hohokam’ and ‘Anasazi’ disappeared raged on.
No discussion took place on the history of the O’odham and Puebloan people who are
descendants of these groups. This ‘disappearance’ narrative is still discussed in academic
circles. Wilcox (2010) shows how popular narratives such as Jarod Diamond’s Guns,
Germs, and Steel: The Fates of Human Societies and Collapse: How Societies Choose to
Fail or Survive “exemplify a powerful impulse to reshape and reconfigure colonial
histories to suit the needs of a changing audience” (Wilcox 2010:96). Wilcox further
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contends that “The narratives we choose to believe, how we construct the winners and
losers in modernity … are born of universal human impulses to make sense out of the
social and cultural worlds in which we live” (Wilcox 2010:96). Wilcox (2010) goes on to
state that if one focusses on narratives of survival and not disappearance, one would find
a different set of ‘micro-narratives’ that would challenge the notion of disappearance.
It is important to remember that many contemporary historians and archaeologists
can unwittingly objectify indigenous peoples by generalizing the effects of colonialism.
Silliman states, “one might claim … that culture contact could portray all indigenous
people as passive victims in a colonial scheme, or all Indigenous histories as subsumed in
a broader colonial narrative” (Silliman 2005:630). However, Silliman goes on to state
that historians and archaeologists sometimes represent the indigenous as objects, not
subjects, which contributes to their overall disenfranchisement.
Colonization has shaped historical narratives and how archaeologists and
anthropologists have contributed to this process. In order to reverse this predicament, we
must go through the process of humanization, or, as some scholars refer to it,
decolonization (Smith and Wobst eds. 2004; Atalay 2006). Smith and Wobst (2004)
interpret decolonization as giving equal weight to indigenous interpretations of the past.
However, there is no standard definition for decolonization; the word is used in many
contexts, but here I use term to refer to the process of humanization (Atalay 2006; Morris
2014; Smith and Wobst 2004). Decolonization has already begun in some corners of the
archaeological community.
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Empowerment
I perceive collaboration through a humanization and empowerment lens that leads
to greater social justice. Paulo Freire, a Brazilian educator and philosopher has heavily
theorized on what it means to humanize in the context of developing a new type of
educational system for local communities. His thoughts are meant for a slightly different
purpose, but they nonetheless provide us with a firm understanding on the action of
humanization. Freire (1970) contends that the world is essentially divided into the
oppressed and oppressors, or those that are dehumanized or humanized. In his seminal
work, Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Freire suggests that in order to create an educational
system that benefits and humanizes disenfranchised communities, one must begin with
honest dialogue. He states that “only through communication can human life hold
meaning” as it promotes solidarity and authentic thinking (Freire 1970:77). Freire uses
this to describe how educators should approach the teaching of students. Instead of a
‘banking’ method where teachers deposit information into the minds of a passive student,
educators should enter into a meaningful dialogue where both educators and students
learn from each other. Consequently, power becomes distributed amongst teachers and
student equally; students become subject rather than objects. While this is not used in the
context of government-to-government collaboration, as Pima County is doing, it
nonetheless shows how meaningful discussion can shift power relations. It is not simply
one person telling the other how things are and should be, rather, dialogue represents a
communal effort to arrive at new knowledge that is important to both parties. Freire goes
on to note that dialogue allows people to,
perceive critically the way they exist in the world with which and in which
they find themselves; come to see the world not as a static reality, but as a

29

reality in process, in transformation … it is also true that the form of
action they adopt is to a large extent a function of how they perceive
themselves in the world [Freire 1970:83].
The realization that the world is ever changing promotes a reflection on the historical
context. A “deepened consciousness of their situation leads people to apprehend that
situation as an historical reality susceptible of transformation and inquiry, over which
men feel themselves to be in control” (Freire 1970:85). Control of one’s historical
narrative and modes of inquiry is a form of power and to “alienate human beings from
their own decision-making is to change them into objects” or dehumanize them (Freire
1970:85). Many tribes here in Arizona and throughout the United States have suffered
from this alienation. Regaining control of their historical narratives is an essential act for
empowerment and humanization.
As we see with Freire’s theory, meaningful dialogue to determine what values are
important is close to what many would consider to be collaborative archaeology or
Community-Based Participatory Research. Atalay (2012) discusses Community Based
Participatory Research in detail. Instead of offering a strict definition of what
collaborative archaeology should be, Atalay welcomes multiple definitions as they help
us to “build allies, and that a broad base is needed to achieve the changes that we want to
see within the academy and the world beyond it” (Atalay 2014:48). Atalay argues from a
social justice standpoint, similar to that of Freire, but also contends that if archaeology is
to survive in the twenty-first century, collaboration is vital. Atalay states, “A
methodology that involves communities in the research process … gives communities the
power to create and share knowledge that is relevant and of use to them. Archaeology can
only benefit by embracing these values and methods” (Atalay 2012:7). In the context of
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conducting archaeology with Indigenous communities, Atalay asserts that the field’s
sustainability is inextricably linked to collaboration.
Atalay discusses the origins of collaboration stating that it gained traction during
the post-processual paradigm shift. She notes, “Discussion of self-reflexivity,
multivocality, and the role of subjectivity, emerged from the theoretical developments
linked to post-processualism. These and other theoretical dialogues have played key
roles” (Atalay 2012:30). Furthermore, a greater focus on archaeological ethics and a
growing concern over responsibilities to public education and outreach spurred the move
toward collaborative approaches and engagement with communities affected by
archaeological contract work and academic research. We have already seen these
elements of collaboration here in Pima County in the research of Ferguson and ColwellChanthaphonh (2006). Their work in the San Pedro River Valley exemplifies the benefits
of multivocality in archaeological interpretations.
Atalay (2012) goes on to note that many collaborative interactions are required by
federal legislation such as the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.
While she promotes engagement with local and tribal communities, she also states that
archaeologists need to “explore and recognize the possibilities of collaborative efforts
built on other foundations, such as cultural and historic preservation or a recognition that
multiple histories can be constructed in a political present” (Atalay 2012:36). Atalay
ultimately suggests that the identification and acknowledgement of histories other than
the prevailing colonial history can have political ramifications, which is an element of
social justice for her.
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Other aspects of collaboration stressed by Atalay are reciprocity and the
incorporation of indigenous knowledge into archaeological research. There is much to be
gained by increasing the number of parties involved in archeological and heritage
research. A true collaborative process does not simply benefit the researchers, but allows
the community being studied to ask questions important to them and reap the benefits of
the research. This can take many forms, whether it be cultural tourism or simply helping
to answer questions for a community. The incorporation of Indigenous knowledge can
also improve archaeological interpretations (Atalay 2012). In the end, reciprocity and the
inclusion of indigenous knowledge leads to a leveling of social power. Atalay refers to
what she calls the ‘credible knower.’ The “powerful are viewed as the credible knowers,
and they set the criteria for what is acceptable and valued” (Atalay 2012:75). Thus, as we
incorporate more knowledge, we establish more credible knowers. More credible
knowers lead to a democratization of knowledge and ultimately empowers those with
histories that have been suppressed.
In the Southwest, most Indian tribes are still located in their ancestral lands.
Collaboration and consultation are essential given the social and political context in
which archaeologists’ work. Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2008) developed a
practical way to understand how collaboration works in everyday contexts through their
continuum model. Three modes of practice exist on their spectrum: resistance,
participation, and collaboration (Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008). However,
more recently Colwell (2016) has expanded the continuum “to include colonial control on
one end of the spectrum and community control on the other” (Colwell 2016:116). He
further states that this revised continuum
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helps us understand how some archaeological projects and practices are
colonial … [and] form in resistance to the needs and values of
communities, involve one-directional participation, are collaborative by
providing equal benefits to and involvement of all parties … and fully
empower communities to speak for themselves and control heritage on
their own terms … [Colwell 2016:116]
In essence, it is a spectrum of distribution of power. By allowing descendent
communities to have a say in how archaeological projects are conducted, they benefit
from the research, gain control of how their past is perceived, and have a role in how it
affects the present. The process of humanization is also the process of shifting power
away from traditional colonial practices.
Collaborative archaeology is increasingly common in the field. Further, we also
see there are many ways to describe what the effects of collaboration are, or can be.
Whether it be social justice, decolonization, or simply being more inclusive in one’s
research, earnest collaboration distributes power equally among participants. The
ramifications of this can be felt socially and politically as we begin to the expose the
suppressed histories through a collaborative approach.
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4. METHODOLOGY

The goal of this thesis is to develop a programmatic approach for Pima County to
use when collaborating with Indian tribes in the management of conservation lands. This
entails a collaborative process for developing a management plan for conservation lands,
the future purchase of conservations lands, and conducting data recovery of any sort.
Unlike a traditional academic thesis, where a hypothesis is tested, this applied thesis
explores the “best” methods for working with interested stakeholders. Thus, the inquiry is
concerned with the development of relationships. How does one develop a programmatic
approach and maintain lasting relationships among individuals, groups of people, or
organizations? Dialogue is Pima County’s answer to this question.
The first step in developing a programmatic approach was to determine the level
of interest that tribes with ancestral ties to lands in Pima County have for collaborating in
management of County lands. Because Pima County is using a cultural landscape
approach, this involves a variety of contemporary tribes. A collaborative, cultural
landscape approach takes into consideration how people imbue the land with meaning
and incorporates tribal priorities into the programmatic approach as well as the
management plans of conservation lands. Because these lands were inhabited by
O’odham people when the Spaniards arrived in the what is now the southwestern United
States, the Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation sent letters to the
Tohono O’odham Nation (TON), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Ak-Chin Indian
Community (ACIC), and Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC).
While the GRIC, ACIC, and SRPMIC ancestral lands lie to the north of the County’s
conservation lands, the County thought it important to collaborate with all O’odham
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tribes given their close historical and present-day relationship. In addition to formal
letters, a request was made to the Tohono O’odham Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
to obtain a time slot for a presentation at the monthly Four Southern Tribes Cultural
Resources Working Group meeting. Additional letters were sent to San Carlos Apache
Tribe, White Mountain Apache Tribe, Fort McDowell Yavapai-Apache Tribe, Hopi
Tribe, and the Pascua Yaqui Tribe.

Figure 2. Arizona SHPO Government to Government Consultation Toolkit consultation
areas (Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 2018: https://sites.google.com/view/azconsultation-toolkit/home?authuser=0)
The County used the online resource, Government to Government Consultation
AZ SHPO Toolkit, to determine who should be contacted for collaboration (Arizona
State Historic Preservation Office 2018). Figure 2 shows the areas in which tribes would
like to be consulted about undertakings or projects. The letter briefly explained Pima
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County’s approach to cultural resources and heritage management, and requested a
response to ascertain the tribe’s level of interest.
The Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation gave a general
presentation to the Four Southern Tribes Cultural Resources Working Group meeting on
June 30, 2017. Although letters were previously sent to the tribes participating in this
meeting, it was nonetheless important to introduce the County’s initiatives and the
researcher’s graduate thesis on a personal level. This meeting gave the chance for tribal
representatives to ask initial questions and schedule follow-up meetings. Written notes
were taken and sent to all the tribes in attendance for verification of accuracy and
additional comments.
Meetings were scheduled with other interested tribes, including the San Carlos
Apache Tribe and the Hopi Tribe. To gain the perspective of individual tribal
communities, we determined that it would be best to collaborate individually as much as
possible, unless it was the desire of the tribes to meet in groups. In this manner we could
create an atmosphere that facilitated free flowing communication. The only tribes that
requested a joint meeting were SRPMIC and GRIC.
Each tribe determined the best location for meeting. County representatives
therefore travelled to tribal offices for meetings, with the exception of a meeting with the
San Carlos Apache Tribe, which took place at the Pima County Public Works Building in
Tucson.
Meeting agendas were developed. In keeping with a collaborative, communitybased participatory research (CBPR) approach using open dialogue, it was imperative
that we not dictate how the meetings were to be run. Pima County representatives had
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several general questions that were focused on documenting tribal concerns, but the
meetings were not structured. Digital recordings were not made in order to keep the
conversation casual and relaxed; written notes were taken to document the meetings.
After each meeting, notes were consolidated between the County representatives and
internally reviewed before sending electronic versions back to the tribes for verification
of accuracy and additional comments. The only aspect of the meeting the County
prepared for was an in-depth explanation of the SDCP, MSCP, and the County’s
requirement to develop a management plan for its conservation lands. Furthermore, the
County thought it necessary to describe the internal organizational structure of the Office
of the Sustainability and Conservation and how it relates to other departments in the
County. While we wanted to maintain a collaborative approach, it was also important to
emphasize the bureaucracy the County government operates within. With any
bureaucracy, there is a complex network of relationships, responsibilities, and authorities;
the Office of Sustainability and Conservation does not work unilaterally when developing
a land management plan. Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation, Flood Control, and
other county departments all participate in the development of a management plan for a
specific property. In describing these relationships, it was our intention to provide the
tribes with a realistic expectation of what the Office of Sustainability and Conservation
can accomplish.
Thus, meetings would typically begin with general introductions and the
informative presentation from Pima County—unless the tribal participants wanted to
begin elsewhere. Our intent was for each tribe to guide the conversation with their
concerns and ideas on how they would like to be consulted when managing Pima County
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Conservation Lands. Another general question being asked was the following: How do
we care for conservation lands when there is no legal mandate to conduct cultural
resources management? It was important to receive tribal feedback on how to collaborate
with Indian tribes, and initial ideas on how implement the management plans for
conservation lands. It was also determined that it was crucial to establish milestones to
maintain a steady pace of progress. Once tribal concerns were documented, follow-up
meetings were scheduled.
In summary, the methodology was simple, practical, and designed to foster a
lasting relationship with tribes on Pima County initiatives. Thus, a conversational
approach guided by tribal interests was most appropriate mode of communication.
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5. TRIBAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH LAND IN PIMA COUNTY
In the previous chapters, I have outlined why Pima County has taken a
collaborative approach. Humanization lies at the heart of what the County is trying to
accomplish as it acknowledges tribal histories and connections to ancestral lands. This
chapter delves into the cultural landscape of County conservation lands to show why and
how six tribes are inextricably connected to land in Pima County on multiple levels. The
participating tribes and their locations are listed in Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 3.
One cannot make informed administrative plans administrative plans for these lands
without collaborating with Tribes because of these connections. Below I discuss the
tribes who expressed interest in participating in the County’s management plan. 3

Table 3. Participating tribes and their corresponding locations.
TRIBE

LOCATION
Sells

Tohono O’odham Nation

Sacaton

Gila River Indian Community
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community

Scottsdale
Maricopa

Ak-chin Indian Community

Kykotsmovi

Hopi Tribe

San Carlos

San Carlos Apache Tribe

While I only discuss those tribes who expressed interest in County initiatives, Pima
County recognizes that other tribes may have deep-rooted connections to this landscape
and will collaborate in future as necessary should more tribes show interest.
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Kykotsmovi
Flagstaff

Phoenix/Scottsdale
San Carlos
Sacaton

Maricopa

Sells

Tucson

Figure 3. Participating tribes and their reservations in relation to Pima County
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O’odham
In central and southern Arizona, the O’odham people are divided among four
federally-recognized tribes, each with its own reservation: Tohono O’odham Nation, Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, and Ak-Chin
Indian Community. The O’odham people share a language, geographical region, and a
worldview known as Himdag (Wright and Hopkins 2016:41).
Language and dialect are key to understanding the geographical divisions of the
O’odham tribes. The O’odham language is incorporated into the Uto-Aztecan language
family, which is a family of “American Indian languages, one of the oldest and largest—
both in terms of extent of distribution … and number of languages and speakers”
(Campbell 2016). O’odham is one piece of a rich mosaic of languages that spans from
current-day Panama to Oregon. Some of the well-known languages in the Uto-Aztecan
language family are: Tepiman (Piman), Yoeme (Yaqui), Nahuan (Aztecan), and Hopi
(Campbell 2016). These languages have been spoken for centuries in the Southwest and
persist to this day. For the O’odham in Arizona, different districts within a reservation
and different reservations tend to speak different dialects. Today, the O’odham are
predominantly divided into three groups. Wright and Hopkins explain that,
The O’odham recognize the Akimel O’odham (“People of the River”) as
those residing along the middle Gila and lower Salt rivers (formerly the
Pimas Gileños), while the Tohono O’odham (“People of the Desert”) are
those living west of the Santa Cruz River and south of the lower Gila
River (formerly the Pimas Frijoles, or Papagos). Today, the Akimel
O’odham are associated with the Gila River and Salt River reservations,
and the Tohono O’odham with the Tohono O’odham Nation, although
these are not hard and fast divisions. The Ak-Chin Reservation represents
an amalgam of Akimel and Tohono O’odham … [Wright and Hopkins
2016:46].
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Dialect aside, how the tribes refer to themselves shows their close association with the
landscape. These tribal names were usurped for centuries until recently. Non-Indian
explorers referred to the O’odham as ‘Pimas’ and ‘Papagos.’ These names were bestowed
upon them and are considered terms by the O’odham. The Tohono O’odham Nation
reclaimed its own name for their people, replacing the earlier name of Papago, which
referred to “bean eaters.”
Oral histories show connections with the lands. The Tohono O’odham homeland
“stretched from the San Pedro River on the east, the Gila River on the north, the Colorado
River/Gulf of California on the west, and south to the San Ignacio Arroyo” (SWCA
2014:47). There are several stories that tell the origins of the O’odham people, but all
revolve around the first three people: Coyote, Buzzard, and I’itoi (Elder Brother). One
story recounts how I’itoi, Coyote, and Buzzard were responsible for the creation of the
O’odham after a flood, while other accounts specify that the O’odham came from below
ground near Benson, Arizona (SWCA 2014). Near Benson, the first people separated into
three groups that came to be known as the O’odham groups we see today. The O’odham
believe that I’itoi resides in a cave on the west side of Baboquivari Mountain and
descends from the mountain when the O’odham are in need (Griffith 2014). Elder
Brother taught the O’odham Himdag:
Himdag is the O’odham culture, the way of living and the values that
make O’odham uniquely O’odham … [It is] a lifelong journey consisting
of various elements that comprise the O’odham way of life: traditional
arts, beliefs, community, games, harvesting traditional foods and hunting,
language, land environment, seasons, medicinal plants, mobility, relatives,
songs, storytelling, spirituality, sensitivity, and respect [SWCA 2014:47].
Joe Joaquin, an elder of Tohono O’odham Nation, discusses his people’s relationship
with the landscape. He states, “Every tree, every plant, medicine plant and everything
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else that’s out there was there, put out there by our Creator who made this possible for us
to survive …” (Joaquin 1999:22–23).
As documented in ethnographic literature from the early twentieth century, the
O’odham have a tangible connection to the land, using the desert landscape to its
maximum potential. For instance, Castetter and Underhill (1935:30) point out that the
Tohono O’odham “exploit the vegetable resources of the desert to the utmost, and in
years when the rainy season is late, live entirely on wild products without planting at all;
nevertheless, they have at least at times a rather well-developed agriculture” (Castetter
and Underhill 1935:30).
The Akimel O’odham, however, focused more of their attention on agriculture as
they were geographically situated near the perennial Salt River and Gila River sources of
water that could be used to irrigate farmland. The Akimel forged their landscape with
sophisticated irrigation networks that were able to produce prodigious amounts of food
supporting indigenous and Anglo populations as they moved into the region (Russell
1908). Being proficient in agriculture did not prevent the Akimel O’odham from foraging
for wild food when necessary. The Akimel made extensive use of wild plants to
supplement their cultivars; in years of drought wild food resources provided a majority of
the sustenance (Russell 1908:67–68). Russell (1908) provides an extensive list of the
plants and animals used by the Akimel, which closely resembles Castetter and
Underhill’s (1935) list of wild food resources used by the Tohono.
Despite being predominantly located in the Phoenix basin, the Akimel O’odham
sustained a good relationship the Tohono O’odham. Early ethnographer of the Akimel
O’odham, Frank Russell, noted in 1901–1902 “Then as now the Pimas and Papagos were
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on a friendly footing …” (Russell 1908:27). Trade was extensive between the Akimel
O’odham and Tohono O’odham. Russell goes on to note, “With all other tribes they were
perpetually at war, except with their Papago kinsfolk to the southward … The Papagos
are a desert tribe, and yet so well had they mastered their all but hopeless environment
that the trade which they carried on with the Pimas was by no means one-sided …”
(Russell 1908:93).

Western Apache (Ndee)
Today, the Western Apache (Ndee), are divided into four federally-recognized
tribes with reservations in eastern and northern Arizona: San Carlos Apache Tribe, White
Mountain Apache Tribe, Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. However,
the ancestral lands occupied by the Apache before the advent of reservations was much
larger (Goodwin 1942). Other Apache groups, including the Chiricahua, Mescalero, and
Jicarilla Apache Tribes, today reside in New Mexico and Oklahoma. While they share an
Athabaskan language with the Western Apache, there are cultural differences between the
groups.
Western Apache arrived relatively late in the Southwest compared to other
Indigenous groups. However, archaeologists and historians have trouble dating their
arrival because Apache archeology is difficult to detect and historical documentation is
not always clear when Spanish contacts with Apache groups are reported (Herr 2011).
Apache oral traditions firmly place the Western Apache in northern Arizona before the
arrival of the Spanish (Goodwin 1942:64; Pilles 2015).
Linguists assert that the Apache originally migrated from modern-day Canada
(Cordell and McBrinn 2012). There is little Apache oral history of that migration.
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However, Goodwin (1942) notes several clan histories refer to living in proximity to the
Hopi and Navaho, which is north of their current reservations. Accounts from wellknown historical sources such as the Espejo and Oñate expeditions in the late sixteenth
century say very little with regard to the Apache people, only that evidence of
“mountainous people” with rancherias was sporadically found throughout lands located
near the little Colorado River (Goodwin 19421:67).
The Western Apache worldview emphasizes the construction of ‘place.’ The
Apache understanding of place “reach[es] deeply into other cultural spheres, including
conceptions of wisdom, notions of morality, politeness and tact in forms of spoken
discourse, and certain conventional ways of imagining and interpreting the … tribal past”
(Basso 1996:xv). This complex understanding is referred to by scholars as
cosmogeography. Cosmogeography “establishes the moral authority of nature through a
logic that explains the supernatural origins and organization of the physical world,
enabling individuals to identify, claim, and orient places of significance” (Eiselt
2012:145). The act of imbuing the landscape with significance and meaning is known as
‘place-making’ (Eiselt 2012). Place-making creates place-names. The Apache
descriptions of place names also “lends a poetic force to the voices of ancestors” and can
be “commemorative in character and linked to traditional stories” that teach moral
lessons (Basso 1996:23–24). The connection to the natural world clearly forms of part of
Apache identity.
Western Apache connections to the San Pedro Valley are primarily associated
with the Arivaipa band, which was located near the Arivaipa Creek, northeast of modernday Tucson (Ferguson and Colwell 2006). Additionally, northern bands would frequent
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the San Pedro valley to visit relatives, gather food, and to use it as corridor to conduct
raids to the south (Ferguson and Colwell 2006:194). Like the Tohono O’odham, the
Apache were dependent on the knowledge of the land, plant, and animals for survival
because they were not an agriculturally intensive people, albeit they practiced small-scale
food production (Goodwin 1942). Consequently, summer and winter camps were vital as
mountainous regions, transition zone, and desert region all provided different foods at
different times of the years. Goodwin notes,
During the winter months, when certain of the Western White Mountain
people inhabited the southern area of their territory, they sometimes stayed
temporarily with the people of the Arivaipa band near Arivaipa Canyon.
Also, both Eastern and Western White Mountain families quite often
journeyed to the valley of the San Pedro in the summer for the saguaro
fruit harvest [Goodwin 1942:54].
Hopi
The Hopi Reservation in northeastern Arizona “encompasses more than 1.5
million acres and is made up of 12 villages on three mesas.” (Hopi Tribe 2018). The Hopi
Tribe’s webpage clearly states their physical and spiritual connection to the land that they
and their ancestors used and occupied:
Since time immemorial the Hopi people have lived in Hopitutskwa and
have maintained our sacred covenant with Màasaw, the ancient caretaker
of the earth, to live as peaceful and humble farmers respectful of the land
and its resources. Over the centuries, we have survived as a tribe, and to
this day have managed to retain our culture, language, and religion despite
influences from the outside world [Hopi Tribe 2018].
Hopitutskwa (Hopi land) includes all the places their ancestors lived in and
migrated through on their journey to their homeland on the Hopi Mesas, including lands
that are now in Pima County (Wright and Hopkins 2016; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson
2014). Despite the seemingly long distance between the Hopi Tribe and Pima County
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conservation lands, important ties exist to the entire geographical area of Arizona,
including Pima County. The Hopi Tribe was formed by many clans with a variety of
origin stories; it was not until these clans arrived at the Hopi Mesas that they became
Hopi (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999). I focus here on the groups that migrated from
the south because it was through their journeys that the Hopi people established
connections to southern Arizona.
The migrating group consisted of 31 clans that are associated with migrations
from the south (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999:112, 2003:Table 6). Oral histories note
that these clans were linked to a southern place called, Palatkwapi, or ‘Red Walled City,’
which is located somewhere to the south of the Hopi Mesas and to the north of central
Mexico, where the migration for many clans began (Wright and Hopkins 2016). Oral
histories recount that floods and social unrest prompted the migrating groups to continue
northward until they eventually reached the Hopi Mesas (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya
1999). This migration is largely what connects the Hopi descendants to the lands
throughout the Sonoran Desert. A migration is more than just the movement of people for
the Hopi, it has deeper significance. Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh (2006) shed
light on the importance of the Hopi migrations by discussing oral histories. They state,
The Hopi were thus instructed by Màasaw, the owner of the Fourth World,
when they entered into a covenant … to act as stewards of the world …
On their long journey to Tuuwanasavi, located on the Hopi Mesas,
Màasaw told the ancestors of the Hopi to leave behind itaakuku (our
footprints) as evidence that they had fulfilled their spiritual
responsibilities. These footprints today comprise the ruins, potsherds,
petroglyphs, and other remains that many people now call archaeological
sites [Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006:95]
The above quote references the San Pedro Ethnohistory Project, a project that brought to
bear the cultural significance of San Pedro Valley archaeological sites to tribes in the
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region. The Hopi see the extent material culture as itaakuku (footprints) left by their
ancestors.
During the San Pedro Ethnohistory Project from 1999–2002, Hopi tribal members
visited various archaeological sites in the San Pedro Valley. The sites visited were,
given meaning by an individual’s understanding of navoti and wiimi.
Navoti is a historical understanding derived from experiences handed
down by ancestors to their descendants. Wiimi includes sacred artifacts
and the knowledge of how to use them properly in religious ceremonies
and rituals … Together, navoti and wiimi provide both the means to know
the past and the ability to invoke the power of the ancestors in the present
… [Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006:121].
Archaeological sites clearly have a deep significance for the Hopi Tribe. However, for
the Hopi, as with other tribes, the past contributes to the present on a spiritual level.
In addition to material culture, the natural environment is pivotal to Hopi religious
ceremonies (Wright and Hopkins 2016). Citing Fewkes (1900) and Hough (1906),
Wright and Hopkins (2016) note the importance of water resources: “It is common for
Hopis to procure water from springs in areas where Hopi clans formerly resided … This
custom of collecting water from ancestral places links Hopi people with their ancestors
and connects clans with places of historical importance” (Wright and Hopkins 2016:32).
Water, plants, animals, minerals, and rocks are culturally significant to the Hopi; the
earth in general is considered sacred to the Hopi (Wright and Hopkins 2016).

Conclusion
In summary, we see the common thread is that tribes imbue the land with
meaning on many levels to form a cultural landscape. Lands are not simply something to
be acted upon; they are living entities that form a part of tribal identities through spiritual
connections, oral traditions and much more.
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6. TRIBAL CONCERNS
This chapter discusses tribal concerns as they were presented at meetings with the
tribes that participated in the project. Meetings are presented in chronological order. The
Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation wanted to document concerns of
each tribe without dictating the direction of conversations. At every meeting, the County
first wanted to summarize the Bond Implementation Program to show why and how lands
are being acquired for conservations purposes. All meeting attendees received a map
displaying Restrictive Covenant Lands (Appendix I). Additionally, the County
representatives discussed that only 8.6 percent of County lands have been surveyed for
cultural resources. That means the County does not know as much as it would like about
the cultural resources within its administrative control.
In tribal meetings, the County discussed the following six points:
•

Pima County would like to develop a programmatic approach to use in future
consultation with tribes.

•

There is no legal mandate for consultation as there is no federal, state, or local
undertaking currently planned on County fee lands.

•

The County desires a proactive approach to monitoring cultural and natural
resources on fee lands.

•

The County is treating all of its lands as part of a cultural landscape, imbued with
meaning by many tribes. To respect the many histories and beliefs surrounding
this landscape the County will collaborate with tribes and local communities. The
County would like to document tribal concerns about a proactive approach to
conserving cultural resources.
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•

The County would like to ascertain how the tribes want to be involved in the
conservation process.

•

Mr. Sezate will assist Pima County in this work and use this work as a thesis for
completion of an MA in Anthropology degree at the University of Arizona.

Four Southern Tribes Working Group Meeting
The Four Southern Tribes Cultural Resources Working Group consists of
representatives from Tohono O’odham Nation (TON), Gila River Indian Community
(GRIC), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC) and Ak-Chin Indian
Community. The Working Group convenes monthly, and Pima County requested a place
on the agenda for the June 30, 2017, meeting held at Tumacacori National Monument.
The County had three goals in attending the Working Group meeting: (1) introduce the
County’s initiatives, (2) introduce Mr. Sezate and his M.A. thesis work, (3) schedule
individual follow-on meetings with tribes during July and August of 2017.
After the County gave its initial presentation, the members of the working group
raised several points. The Working Group discussed the issue of plant harvesting from
public lands. Several tribal representatives expressed interest in understanding the
process for obtaining access to County lands for the purpose of harvesting certain plants
that have traditional uses. The working work discussed at length the plants and other
natural resources that are valuable to specific tribes, and asked if it was possible to write
into Pima County Park Rules and Regulations provisions that allow for tribal members to
collect natural resources on conservation lands.
The federal government has policies regulating the collection of plants but the
working group articulated their discontent in working with the federal government in
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issues dealing with harvesting of natural resources. The Working Group members drew
upon past experiences of enduring a long, drawn-out, administrative process before being
granted permission to harvest. Furthermore, obtaining permission to collect plants does
not guarantee that the tribal members will not be harassed by local and federal law
enforcement while they are engaged in that activity. Tribal members suggested that
communication between administrative staff and law enforcement officials was lacking,
and that the need to obtain a collection permit constituted an intrusion into a traditional
practice that many tribal members consider to be a private affair.
After the discussion of plant harvesting, the working group briefly discussed their
concern about the exposure of burials on conservation lands. While there are already
State procedures in place for burial discoveries (A.R.S. § 41-844; A.R.S § 41-865), the
Working Group requested a possible update to the standing burial agreement. The County
stated that exposure of burials is a concern because soil erosion is occurring at several
locations on County lands. The Working Group expressed interest in monitoring
erosional processes.
The members of the Working Group also expressed their dismay at the lack of
sincerity when working with government organizations. Tribal members discussed past
undertakings where their input was not seriously considered during federal consultation
for the NHPA Section 106 compliance process. The County assured the Working Group
that no federal undertaking is currently taking place on County conservation lands or
planned for the future.
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Gila River Indian Community and Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
The County held its first meeting with the Gila River Indian Community and Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community on July 18, 2017, on SRPMIC tribal land. Gila
River Indian Community representatives included Barnaby V. Lewis (Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer), Reylynne Williams (Cultural Resource Specialist), Dwight
Honyouti (Cultural Resource Specialist), and Larry Benallie (Archaeological Compliance
Specialist). Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community representatives included
Angela Garcia-Lewis (Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor), Shane Anton
(Cultural Preservation Program Manager), Martha Martinez (NAGPRA Coordinator).
The first issue that SRPMIC representatives discussed was traditional plant
gathering. Similar concerns were discussed as those raised during the Four Southern
Tribes Working Group meeting, especially the lack of communication between law
enforcement officials and privacy of tribal cultural practitioners. SRPMIC representatives
also stressed the lack of consistency between governmental agencies in regulations
governing plant gathering. Therefore, SRPMIC representatives requested that the rules be
clearly stated and shared with tribal members. Representatives also conveyed the point
that traditional plant harvesting does not damage the resource base. On the contrary,
harvesting plants is a traditional form of pruning that adds to the longevity and health of
the plants and landscape. Because of the value placed on traditional plant gathering,
SRPMIC and GRIC requested more information from the County about the biological
data available for Conservation Lands. They recommended that this information be
incorporated into the management plans. SRPMIC and GRIC also requested to be
notified about all County projects that were going to affect vegetation.
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Protection of human burials is a great concern to both SRPMIC and GRIC.
Whether burials are inadvertently exposed due to natural processes or human activity,
both tribes requested that a special burial protection protocol is needed. County workers
and contractors need to adhere to that policy when conducting archaeological survey.
GRIC representatives said that that they are not satisfied with the standing burial
agreement between Tribes, Pima County, and Arizona State Museum. Consequently, they
requested the existing burial agreement (Appendix I) be revised. When archaeological
surveys are conducted on County conservation lands, the tribes stated that the Tohono
O’odham Nation should take the lead in consultation. SRPMIC and GRIC said they do
not currently have the staffing to support active participation in archaeological surveys on
County lands. Nonetheless, the tribes stated that it is imperative that they be informed
about survey sampling strategies and the survey results. They want to interpret the results
for themselves, and to be able to provide accounts of their own history that are included
in archaeological survey reports. The tribes requested the following actions be prohibited
in the management plan: artifact collection, ground penetrating radar, destructive
analyses of human remains and artifacts, and the land being used for public educational
purposes such as archaeological field schools and general site visits. SRPMIC and GRIC
were also concerned with locating traditional cultural properties, and with documentation
of rare and unusual artifacts, and they requested a courtesy notice should these be found
on conservation lands.
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Tohono O’odham Nation
The meeting with the Tohono O’odham Nation took place on July 19, 2017, with
Peter Steere (Tribal Historic Preservation Officer) and Jefford Francisco (Cultural
Resources Specialist). The meeting took place in Topawa on the Tohono O’odham
Reservation, where the Tohono O’odham Nation Cultural Center & Museum and Tribal
Historic Preservation Office are located.
Like the SRPMIC and GRIC meeting, Tohono O’odham Nation representatives
wanted to discuss access to County conservation lands to conduct traditional plant
gathering. There are still some Tohono O’odham families that collect agaves. Saguaro,
bear grass, Pima Pineapple Cactus, and oak were discussed as significant plants to the
Tohono O’odham. Because the Tohono O’odham place a high value in native plant
species, they requested that as much biological information as possible be included in
County management plans, especially the locations of endangered species such as Pima
Pineapple. They also stressed that they believe their traditional harvesting practices are
beneficial to plants, and they are concerned that environmental groups portray this
activity as damaging biological resources.
The Tohono O’odham were also concerned with the process of gaining access to
traditional resource collection areas. They discussed the federal administrative process
and how difficult it can be to get permission to collect saguaro fruits on public lands,
which is an essential traditional practice for the Tohono O’odham. The Tohono O’odham
Nation would like a streamlined process where County staff can be contacted directly to
obtain permission to collect plants. Like SRPMIC and GRIC, members of the Tohono
O’odham Nation have been cited by law enforcement during plant collecting activities,
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even after submitting the requisite paperwork to federal agencies. Thus, they stressed it is
important for the County communicate to law enforcement agencies and private
landowners if County regulations are updated to create a streamlined process. Private
land owners are a concern as one must cross private lands to gain access to County public
lands in some areas.
With respect to site conservation, the Tohono O’odham Nation representatives
said this issue should be addressed on a case-by-case basis. Mr. Steere cited an example
of a road project on a national forest that caused severe erosion and threatened cultural
resources. The Tohono O’odham THPO reviewed and approved site artifact collection
and erosion control features to mitigate damage to cultural resources. Mr. Steere also
described locations where natural erosion is causing artifacts to be washed out of the
sides of arroyo cuts; the heavier artifacts are pushed downstream and gather in piles. Mr.
Steere did not discuss whether mitigation was desired in these instances.
The Tohono O’odham Nation would like to collaborate on every step of the
management process. This includes being involved in archaeological surveys. The
Tohono O’odham THPO requested to have a tribal member on archaeological survey
teams. They also requested that results of archaeological surveys be sent to tribes to
solicit tribal interpretations.
Tohono O’odham Nation representatives said that burial discoveries should be
dealt with in accordance with tribal policy—remove and repatriate. When burials are
discovered, the Tohono O’odham THPO should be immediately notified with a phone
call in order send a tribal representative to bless the burial site. Mr. Steere and Mr.
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Francisco requested that archaeologists identify the relative age of the burial and the
source of the remains if the burial is not intact.

Ak-chin Indian Community
The meeting with the Ak-chin Indian Community representative took place on
July 27, 2017, with Bernadette Carra. Ms. Carra stated that she was aware of the
County’s approach to cultural resources management because she participated in the Four
Southern Tribes Working Group Meeting on June 30, 2017 and had been briefed on the
details of the meeting between SRPMIC and GRIC.
Ms. Carra reiterated the importance of traditional plant gathering and how cultural
sensitivity training would be beneficial for County employees because it can inform on
how plants are important for ceremonial uses as well as biological uses. Ms. Carra stated
the Ak-Chin Indian Communities agrees with the views of SRPMIC and GRIC on plant
collecting provisions and on the importance of the burial procedures being drafted by the
County.
Ms. Carra stated that she would like to receive draft reports for review of all data
collection projects on County properties. During archaeological surveys, it is important to
have regular contact with Ak-Chin. She stressed it is important that tribes be afforded the
opportunity to interpret their own history for their tribal members and for the public. Ms.
Carra stressed it is important to ensure that collaboration between the County and tribes
continues in the future, especially when there is turnover of personnel.
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San Carlos Apache Tribe
The meeting with the San Carlos Apache Tribe took place on July 28, 2017, at the
Pima County Public Works Office in Tucson. Vernelda Grant, the San Carlos Apache
Tribe’s Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, represented the tribe at this meeting. After
listening to the initial County presentation about the project, Ms. Grant expressed her
support for a proactive approach to cultural resources management on County lands. Her
office is selective in the programs it chooses to participate in, and a proactive component
is one of the most important aspects in making that decision. Ms. Grant said that a
proactive approach should be the standard practice in managing cultural resources.
After reviewing a map of County conservation lands, she indicated that her tribe
would be concerned with any conservation efforts east of the Tucson metropolitan area.
Specifically, she was concerned with the San Pedro River watershed on east side of the
Catalina and Rincon Mountains, and the Cienega Rincon Watershed, south of the Rincon
Mountains. Figure 4 shows the eastern Pima County watersheds. She indicated that
decisions about everything west of Tucson metropolitan area would be deferred to the
Tohono O’odham Nation.
Ms. Grant stressed that she is supportive of archaeological survey, and that the
San Carlos Apache Tribe adheres to a 100 percent avoidance of archaeological sites when
possible. The tribe does not support disturbance or collection of any kind. However,
given that some projects inevitably destroy cultural resources, the San Carlos Apache
Tribe is willing to conduct mitigation of adverse effects through scientific data recovery,
including archaeological excavation. Apache people offer prayers before participating in
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any archaeological work, including surveys. It is important that the County contact the
San Carlos Apache Tribe for any work being done in the Apache area of interest.

Figure 4. Watersheds in eastern Pima County
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Ms. Grant was also concerned with how County managers planned to incorporate
the protection of biological and water resources into cultural resources management. She
stated that biological and water resources are also cultural resources for the San Carlos
Apache Tribe. Traditional plant gathering is still practiced, and Ms. Grant would like to
assist the County in determining the plants important to Apache people that may be
within conservation lands. The Apache people are concerned about protecting water
sources because they are considered holy sites. The management plan should include
monitoring of these sacred water sources. Ms. Grant went on to discuss how the San
Carlos Apache people refuse to go through a permitting process to conduct traditional
plant gathering. Ms. Grant said that the Apache people are fighting for their existence and
their way of life, and that the Apache people must maintain their traditional connection to
and use of the land.
To protect natural resources, Ms. Grant wanted to include law enforcement
information in the management plan, such as the points of contact for issues relating to
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. Ms. Grant requested systematic fence
monitoring be included in the management plan.

The Hopi Tribe
County representatives met with the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office (HCPO)
on August 22, 2017, at the tribal offices in Kykotsmovi on the Hopi Indian Reservation.
Leigh Kuwanwisiwma and Lee Wayne Lomayestewa represented HCPO at this meeting.
At the outset of the meeting, Hopi representatives stated that it was unusual for a
government agency to take a proactive approach to cultural resources management, and
they would like to be partners in the formulation of County’s management plans.
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According to Mr. Kuwanwisiwma, the management plan needs a foundation
based in ethnographic research. He spoke at length about Hopi migration routes and the
various Hopi clans that are associated with well-known archaeological sites such as
Snaketown and Casa Grande Ruins. Mr. Kuwanwisiwma then explained how the Hopi
Tribe has a Cultural Resources Advisory Task Team that is interested in examining
petroglyphs, archaeological sites, springs, minerals, isolated rock piles and cairns,
significant plants, and fauna in project areas. Mr. Kuwanwisiwma said the Hopi Tribe
would like to work with Anthropological Research, LLC, to conduct the ethnographic
research needed by Pima County. Before ethnographic research commences, however,
the County should identify all archaeological collections housed at the Arizona State
Museum and Amerind Foundation in Dragoon that are associated with the conservation
lands. The Hopi Tribe is concerned about the protection of proprietary information
collected in ethnographic research and asserts ownership and control of that information.
The Hopi Tribe recommends intellectual property rights be negotiated prior to research.
Hopi representatives stated that they are interested in participating in
archaeological surveys and identified Hopi personnel who could work with County
contractors. By using Hopi tribal members on survey teams, the Hopi Tribe will better be
able to identify traditional cultural properties and archaeological sites. If cultural
resources are found and determined to be at risk due to natural processes such as erosion,
stabilization is preferred over mitigation of adverse effects through scientific data
recovery.
With respect to burials, Mr. Kuwanwisiwma stated that if human remains are
immediately endangered, the Hopi Tribe prefers excavation and reburial in a protected
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place located as close as possible to the original grave. If an adverse effect on human
remains must be mitigated through scientific excavation, it should be coordinated with
the Tohono O’odham Nation. Mr. Kuwanwisiwma would like to have a joint meeting
with the Tohono O’odham Nation to establish the protocol for treatment of human
remains.
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Table 4. Summary Table of Tribal Concerns

(*) San Carlos Apache Tribe only wanted to collaborate on certain properties.

7. A PROGRAMMATIC APPROACH TO IMPLEMENTATION

After the initial meetings with interested tribes, it became clear that there are
commonalities in tribal concerns that can be addressed in County management plans. See
Table 4 for a table summarizing these concerns. All the tribes said in their respective
meetings that biological resources play an important role in traditional ceremonies and
practices. All the tribes are concerned with access to public lands for the purposes of
traditional plant harvesting. The Four Southern Tribes (Tohono O’odham Nation [TON],
Gila River Indian Community [GRIC], Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
[SRPMIC], Ak-chin Indian Community) want a streamlined process to access County
conservation lands. The San Carlos Apache Tribe, however, will not agree to any process
it thinks violates its fundamental identity and cultural practices. Regardless of how tribes
want access to conservation lands, access without harassment remains a general priority.
Second, the Tohono O’odham Nation, Gila River Indian Community, and Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community desire amendments to the standing burial
agreement between Pima County, the tribes, and the Arizona State Museum. GRIC and
SRPMIC would like the burial agreement to respect their customary burial practices.
Third, all tribes want to collaborate on archaeological survey in some form. The
Tohono O’odham Nation and the Hopi Tribe are the only two tribes that stated they
would like to place tribal members on the archaeological survey teams. All the tribes
want to receive notification of archaeological survey projects, review the project research
design, and participate in the interpretation of the survey results. The San Carlos Apache
Tribe is only concerned with surveys conducted east of the Tucson metropolitan area; the
other tribes are concerned about all archaeological surveys on Pima County lands.

The various tribes emphasized different aspects of collaboration. For example, the
Hopi Tribe stressed the importance of ethnographic fieldwork as a foundation for future
collaboration with Pima County. The San Carlos Apache Tribe emphasized the avoidance
of sites and the implementation of legislation to prevent trespassing. In general, the Four
Southern Tribes saw use of County conservation lands as an opportunity to continue their
traditional practices.

Initial Implementation Steps
The concerns articulated by tribes require that the County take immediate action on
four initiatives. First, because traditional plant harvesting is a high priority for the Four
Southern Tribes, it is important that County archaeologists and biologists cooperate in
understanding how the Office of Sustainability and Conservation monitors biological
resources. The Pima County Cultural Resources & Historic Preservation Division has
already taken steps to do this by holding a meeting with the biologists of the
Conservation Science Division. The meeting brought the cultural needs of tribes to access
conservation lands for plant harvesting to the attention of the Conservation Science
Division. Furthermore, this meeting was intended to address potential administrative
issues associated with a County policy of allowing tribes to collect plants for traditional
cultural purposes. In addition to coordination across the administrative divisions of Pima
County, the Cultural Resources Division began coordination with the office of Natural
Resources, Parks, and Recreation, which regulates access to conservation lands. The
Cultural Resources Division began the coordination needed with Natural Resources,
Parks, and Recreation to update park rules.
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Second, a cultural sensitivity training schedule needs to be developed for Pima
County employees and law enforcement officials. At the request of the Ak-chin Indian
Community representative and the San Carlos Apache Tribe representative, cultural
sensitivity training should be a priority for the County. The County immediately acted
and scheduled the first training session. Barnaby Lewis, the Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer for the Gila River Indian Community, gave cultural sensitivity training to County
staff on January 29, 2018. Furthermore, given the high turnover of law enforcement
officials, and their presence throughout rural areas of the County, cultural sensitivity
training should be arranged periodically with law enforcement agencies in the future.
Third, the existing burial agreement and related protocols must be addressed. In
keeping with the request from the representatives of the Hopi Tribe, a coordination
meeting must be scheduled between the Tohono O’odham Nation and the Hopi Tribe to
discuss burial discovery protocol on conservation lands. Following this meeting, the
County should schedule meetings with GRIC, SRPMIC, and Ak-chin Indian Community
to further coordinate the revision of the Pima County Standing Burial Agreement.
Fourth, at the request of the Hopi Tribe, ethnographic research should be done
prior to the development of the managements plans. Additionally, coordination with the
Arizona State Museum will be required if there are known archaeological artifacts
previously collected from conservation lands and held by the museum.

Programmatic Approach
After the immediate actions outlined above are taken, a programmatic approach
can be used for future collaboration on conservation land management. First, it is
necessary to determine which tribes would like to participate in ethnographic research.
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The Hopi Tribe has already indicated their willingness to participate in ethnographic
research, but other tribes may also want to collaborate in ethnographic research if given
the opportunity. This may involve contracting outside firms to conduct research, schedule
site visits, and conduct research at the Arizona State Museum.
Second, as stated above, all tribes want to take part in the archaeological survey
process. Before any management plan is developed for specific conservation properties,
archaeological surveys must be done to determine what cultural resources are present.
Consequently, when surveys are being planned on conservation lands, formal requests for
collaboration should be sent to the Tohono O’odham Nation, Gila River Indian
Community, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian Community,
Hopi Tribe, and San Carlos Apache Tribe. This will give tribes the opportunity to
comment on archaeological survey strategies and provide useful information to survey
teams that may affect how or what the survey teams look for. This also provides a chance
for the County to coordinate with cultural resource management firms to include tribal
members on the survey teams. During archaeological surveys, the County will maintain
open lines of communication with the tribes and update them accordingly if burials,
specific biological resources, or unique artifacts of interest are found. Once surveys are
completed, the results will be shared among all interested tribes for their interpretation.
Survey data as well as tribal interpretation of the data should be incorporated into the
management plans.
Third, once ethnographic research and archaeological surveys are completed, a
management plan will be developed by Pima County. Further meetings should be
scheduled with tribes to discuss land management practices on specific properties. Park
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rules and regulations, monitoring and protection activities, law enforcement protocols,
the burial discovery protocol, and cultural resource conservation are all topics that should
be discussed with tribes and incorporated into management plans. Drafts of the
management plans should be shared with all interested tribes to provide comments,
additions, or revisions. Finally, all tribes should be consulted when there are changes to
conservation land status or when updates to the management plan are required.
In summary, the above implementation actions and programmatic approach
follows from the meetings with tribes that took place in the summer and fall of 2017.
Open dialogue with tribes is crucial to effectively managing conservation lands and
thereby protecting cultural and biological resources.
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Table 5. Initial actions and a programmatic approach to cultural resources management
on Pima County conservation lands
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8. CONCLUSIONS
The Path Ahead
The Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation has established a
strong foundation for effective management of cultural resources. The Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan (SDCP), Multi-species Conservation Plan (MSCP), and Bond
Implementation Plan, all contribute to the County’s ability to manage cultural resources
effectively. The SDCP and MSCP provide a theoretical foundation and argument for
conservation, while the Bond Implementation Plan provides a clear path for execution of
conservation strategies. With this foundation, Pima County has a clear path ahead.
The first test of this programmatic approach will take place with the Bingham
Cienega property. According to the County’s meetings with tribes, this property is in the
ancestral lands of the Four Southern Tribes, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, and the Hopi
Tribe. Thus, requests for collaboration should be sent to all the tribes wanting to
participate in that project.
I recommend that a regional approach be taken in the ethnographic component of
the management plans. The Bingham Cienega property is just one of several properties
that are located within the San Pedro Valley. With the concurrence of tribes, it may be
more cost effective to conduct ethnographic research about all the properties located in
the San Pedro Valley instead of separate studies of each individual property.
Management plans would still need to be developed for individual projects. However, if
the County takes a cultural landscape approach in land management practices, regional
ethnographic research may allow for a more holistic perspective. Conservation properties
are grouped by watershed, making it easier to conduct regional ethnographies.
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After a programmatic approach is applied in the Bingham Cienega project, and a
management plan is developed, the lessons learned from this process can be applied to
other properties. It will then be important to prioritize which conservation properties are
archaeologically surveyed, with subsequent development of management plans.
Management plans should be prepared for Marley Ranch and Madera Highlands located
in the Altar Valley because the County has already invested a significant amount of time
developing archaeological sampling strategies for these two properties. The County
should then develop management plans for the properties in the Altar Valley before
moving on to properties in another watershed. If certain conservation lands become
threatened, they should take priority in the planning process. After cultural resource
planning in the Altar Valley is completed, the County should rank all other properties in
Pima County by their threatened status and proceed with surveys and management plans
beginning with the most threatened properties to the least.
As the County moves forward collaborating with tribes on cultural resource
surveys and management plans, it is imperative that the information garnered from this
collaboration informs how further land is purchased. If the goal is to collaborate with
tribes, then tribes should have input into future Bond Implementation Plans.

Final Thoughts
I hope that the programmatic approach I developed as a result of meetings with
the Tohono O’odham Nation, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima-Maricopa
Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, and Hopi
Tribe assists the Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation in its endeavor
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to develop management plans for their conservation lands. By collaborating with tribes
when there is no legal mandate to do so, Pima County is openly acknowledging tribal
history and how the landscape plays a crucial role in the cultural identities and practices
of tribal members.
Proactive collaboration is beneficial in several ways. Most importantly, trust is
developed between governments. As previously stated, many tribes are often approached
after an undertaking has already begun, creating a sentiment that consultation is merely a
formality that stands between government agencies and developers, and the undertaking.
Proactive collaboration sends a message of sincerity. However, to generate trust,
collaboration must have an impact on how government agencies proceed after receiving
tribal input. Pima County has already begun implementing measures recommended by
tribes.
A proactive approach affords the opportunity to learn more about contemporary
tribes and their histories. Tribes have taken this chance to share with the County aspects
of their culture and history that are indispensable. A proactive approach gives tribes
chance to learn things about their own culture. We see this in the Hopi Tribe’s desire to
do ethnographic fieldwork in Pima County and the Tohono O’odham Nation’s desire to
have tribal members on archaeological survey teams. In many cases, where impending
undertaking is looming, there may not be enough time for tribes to do the above.
Without a conservation-oriented local government, it will be difficult for the
County to collaborate effectively with tribes. In the absence of conservation policy,
development inevitably takes precedence over other issues. While the standard processes
for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
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National Environmental Policy Act mandate consultation with interested stakeholders,
that consultation is often done with undertakings already in progress. Conversely, a
proactive approach to conversation of cultural resources gives leverage to those wanting
to conserve the environment, especially when it is supported by the County constituents,
as the Bond Implementation Plan was. We cannot wait for projects to threaten cultural
landscapes; we must take the initiative and have the rare and unusual conversation with
tribes to ensure that these landscapes persist for generations to come.
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Appendix A: Pima County Restrictive Covenants On County-Owned Lands,
Conservation Easements, And Grazing Leases
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Pima County Restrictive Covenants on County-owned Lands, Conservation
Easements, and Grazing Leases
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Appendix B: Pima County General Burial Agreement
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Appendix C: SRP-MIC Statement On Burials And Cultural Resource Discoveries
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