






● Dr. Bill Collins, SHPO Historic Properties Manager: I have only a few minutes 
to go over the basics of what is the National Register and in keeping with the 
theme of this workshop, I want to emphasize the role of historic contexts as 
crucial to an evaluation of eligibility. Much of this you may already know 
because it is “Basics” so I’ve made sure to include a little reward at the end, 
something practical that you can take away into your field work. No one wants 
a survey report returned by SHPO for revisions so I’m going to show you how 
to meet our expectations the first time, at least on one point.
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Susan Lawson, SHPO Architect



Because feeling and association depend on individual perceptions, their 
retention alone is never sufficient to support eligibility of a 
building/structure property for the National Register. Not all seven 
aspects need be present, as long as the overall sense of time and place 
are evident.

On this slide we have here the Steinegger Lodging House, formerly at 
27 E Monroe Street in Downtown Phoenix.  Without exception, 
wholesale demolition means there is no integrity left. Without integrity, a 
building can be delisted from the NRHP.



I’m going to show you all some case studies where we can 
collectively do some integrity evaluations and then I can let 
you know what SHPO’s recommendation was.



Preservation "in place" is the preferred strategy for the long-term 
management of historic properties, when this is not possible, relocation is a 
recommended alternative to preserve the historic characteristics of the 
property. 

--------------Tucson project – potential relocation of 5 contributing properties within the West 
University National Register Historic District. A decision had to be made as to whether their 
relocation caused a loss of integrity sufficient enough to remove them from the NRHP. This was 
reviewed by the City of Tucson Historic Preservation Officer, and the AZ Historic Sites Review 
Committee. Buildings were allowed to remain. Why? 



The NR listed Smurthwaite House used to be at 
602 N 7th St. but is now in Downtown Phoenix 
at 1317 W. Jefferson next to the Pioneer 
Cemetery.

-------------

It was relisted in the NR at its new 



location (Criterion C eligibility -
architecture)



This is a modest residence in Phoenix’s Willo HD, which had 
some porch work done. We see lots of this type work –
making the house a bit larger, fresher, nicer. 

● As I said earlier, things can get confusing. This 
is a case in point. The one in Willo went to 
HSRC and they sided with the owner. In part, 
this was because of Jim Garrison's argument, 
which was not that the owners had messed it 
up but that the error was in the original 
nomination 30+ years ago. Basically, the 
preparer missed that the front porch had been 
enclosed so it should have never been a 



contributor in the first place. So it is still a 
contributor.



● On the left we have is a non-contributing ranch house in 
Encanto Manor HD in Phoenix that was non-contributing 
because of the classical columns. The owners protested and 
went before HSRC, who agreed to let it become a 
contributor. They later changed the columns into something 
more appropriate, which is the photo on the right.



This is the contributor to the Sam Hughes HD, Benedictine Monastery, Tucson--now the 
Benedictine Apts. On the left is a photo from the first half of the 20th century in its original open 
site. To the right is a modern view. The building is surrounded by modern apartments and City 
growth.



This is a 1948 residence within the NRHP listed 
Pierson Place District in Phoenix. It recently came 
to our attention that work was completed at the 
building, so our office, and the HSRC, reviewed 
the changes to determine if they were consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, or if 
the alterations were inappropriate, and the building 
should be taken off the NRHP.

● Historic block exterior obscured with stucco 
sheathing

● Complete replacement of historic steel 



casement windows

● Glass block window at east elevation eliminated

It was SHPO’s opinion that the residence no 
longer retained sufficient integrity of workmanship, 
materials, feeling, or design to qualify as a 
contributing property to the Pierson Place National 
Register Historic District.

For the first time in recent memory, the Keeper of 
the NRHP disagreed with our recommendation. 
She had the following comments: The alterations 
to this property—namely, exterior stuccoing, 
replaced windows, and one infilled window—do 
not appear to adversely affect the building’s ability 
to convey its significance and contribute to the 
Pierson Place Historic District. I recommend re-
evaluating the property pursuant to the guidance 
regarding integrity found in Bulletin 15: How to 
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. 
For example, if historic exterior building material is 
covered by non-historic material (such as stucco), 
the property can still be eligible if the significant 
form, features, and detailing are not obscured. 
(Bulletin 15, p. 47.) And even if a property has lost 



some historic materials or details, it can still be 
eligible under Criterion C if it retains the majority of 
the features that illustrate its style in terms of the 
massing, spatial relationships, proportion, pattern 
of windows and doors, etc. (Bulletin 15, p. 46.)



Sandra Day O’Connor House. Her c.1959 
residence is a relocated property and now serves 
as the ASU Center for Civic Discourse at ASU. But 
in this case we are going to look at it through the 
eyes of Workmanship. From the O’Connor Institute 
Website (where all the photos were obtained)

In 2006, Justice O’Connor learned that her family 
home, which the O’Connors no longer owned, was 
scheduled to be demolished. Friends in high places 
decided to find a way to save this historic home by 
locating a new setting for the O'Connor House.



The owners donated the house to the Rio Salado 
Foundation, but it needed to be moved to a new 
location. Even though the experts said it was 
impossible to move an old adobe structure, the 
Friends of O'Connor House committee worked with 
Janie Ellis, whose father, George Ellis, made the 
original adobe bricks for the home from the mud of 
the Salt River in the 1950s. Through their combined 
efforts, the founding committee began raising the 
money for the move and establishing a vision for 
use of the home.

Under Janie's direction, the home was disassembled, 
brick by adobe brick, and with the help of John 
McCullough and Sundt Construction, and 
painstakingly moved to its new home in 2009. 
Today, the historic O'Connor House is situated close 
to the Salt River, the source of the original mud 
from which the adobe bricks and the home was 
constructed.

Workmanship retained and, through the willpower 
of Sandra Day O'Connor, the Keeper listed it! 



● Here's a commercial one. If it’s unclear, the white building is 
the latest photo. This was delisted last year and is in Armory 
Park in Tucson.

● It simply does not FEEL the same.

● Because feeling and association depend on individual 
perceptions, their retention alone is never sufficient to support 
eligibility of a property for the National Register. What else 
here is wrong?



● The “property” is a chimney remnant of F.L. 
Wright’s Pauson House, built 1940-42. Its 
association with its context – the house itself -

has been lost. It now serves as the entrance 
to the Alta Vista Park Estate Subdivision in 
Phoenix.

● Association can also be applied at more of a 
macro level. For example an outhouse that has 
lost its residence. A storage warehouse that 
has lost its factory.





Mary-Ellen Walsh, Cultural Resources Compliance Manager
Erin Davis, Kasey Miller, Caroline Klebacha, Archaeological Compliance Specialists



The current reporting guidance is found on our website, and it relies heavily on what 
is required for review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Conversations among the SHPO archaeologists have noted several key items that 
are missing or inconsistent in reports we review:
Bullet 1 - SHPO’s survey report guidance was developed in collaboration with ASM, 
and it’s available on our website and on ASM’s website. Make sure you only cite the 
guidance you are using. If you are using ASM site criteria, write it out. Don’t say you 
conducted research at SHPO when we generally don’t have anything - if you contact 
us, use personal communication and the date. Some of it is agency specific (like for 
FCC pole installations). Always indicate if you are following land-managing agency 
guidance: this supersedes SHPO guidance if there are conflicts.
Bullet 2 - Don’t include regulations that are not applicable to the project. Think 
carefully about what the nexus for each project is (State, Federal, private) and what 
the land ownership is.
Bullet 3 - If you have a project that has both a federal and state nexus, use the federal 
language such as “undertaking” and “area of potential effects” instead of “project” and 
“project area”
Bullet 4 - In coordination with some Tribes, ASM has a guidance document for 
respectful terminology for discussion of Human Remains. SHPO requests that reports 
adhere to this list.
Bullet 5 - Before tablets, we’d get site maps in which you could see the outline of a 
feature, not an “X” marking the spot. We think technology is sufficiently advanced that 
digital maps should once again depict the feature to scale. Please check your report 



maps to make sure figure compression has not altered the quality of the map—it 
should not have blurry areas. 
Bullet 6 - We’ll get into some of this in the following slides
Bullet 7 - the QA / QC of a report is the consultant’s job. Although agencies are 
looking at the reports, the level of detail in their review is probably less than 100 
percent. SHPO’s job is to focus on what we need to see in the report that 
demonstrates high professional standards, and gives us the information necessary for 
our concurrence with or determination of site eligibility.  We will not hold up a project if 
we have sufficient information to concur with a finding of effect, but we will ask for 
report revisions when necessary. 

Over the years, we’ve developed procedures or documents for streamlining - such as 
the survey report summary form (SRSF) and historic in-use structure form. The forms 
must be filled out in their entirety. The SRSF must be used for negative survey unless 
your contract specifies otherwise. By negative survey we mean no sites. It’s ok to 
have IOs, as well as built environment features - as long as they will not be affected 
by the project. And if there are built environment features, you should prepare the 
appropriate history property inventory form for buildings or the historic in-use structure 
form.







In those cases where you are assigning feature numbers in consecutive order for the 
site area, we recommend starting with prehistoric and moving to historic. Or P-1, P-2, 
H-1, H-2.



*Make inferences based on background research and geographic area, especially if you are 
recommending a site Register eligible; use “possible” or ”likely” (culture)



G2G maps identify ancestral lands for each tribe





Most archaeological investigations occur because of requirements that trigger Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Approximately 70% of SHPO review is 
Section 106.
Typically this includes federal land, funding, permitting such as the Army Corps of 
Engineers Clean Water Act permit.  

In AZ, we rely on ASM’s definition of archaeological site as well as specific land 
managing agency definitions. That agency specific criteria, as mentioned early, 
should be specified in your report. Use ASM definition for sites on private land.

Identification of places of traditional ecological knowledge, TCPs, and sacred sites 
should be done as part of the Identification of Historic properties process, not just in 
consultation. This onus is on the agency to make sure these identification methods 
are scoped.



We recommend that the agency coordinate with Tribes and the Archaeological 
Consultant to have tribal members in the field at the same time as the archaeological 
survey.
We cannot stress enough that ethnographic and TEK surveys should be part of the 
identification process, not a mitigation to resolve adverse effects. 
Agencies should inform SHPO of these efforts as part of the consultation processes.



This is not the same as identifying general themes 
such as chronology or subsistence, and we’re not 
asking for a research design (unless it is required 
by the land manager).



These are some examples of the contexts on file. Granted, these are old and we 
have new information for some of them, like prehistoric water utilization and 
technology, but it’s a starting point. 

Remember that you must identify the period of significance to evaluate 
archaeological sites, so even if you have a site for which you don’t have that 
specific temporal information, you are looking (under Criterion D) for a site’s 
research potential. So you are taking these contexts and adapting them to the 
types of sites in your study area.



Archaeological sites should not be evaluated only 
under Criterion D; we seem to forget to think about 
other criteria. It will be much easier when you start 
evaluating significance under relevant contexts. It 
might require additional research and maybe you’ll 
end up stating additional research is required to 
evaluate the site’s significance under Criteria A, B, 
or C, and--of course--you have to consider the 
aspects of integrity. Some obvious examples that 
could fall under these criteria are homesteads and 
linear sites or structures representing early 
electrification of an area. 



We’re focusing on Criterion D because most 
archaeological sites are assessed for significance 
and recommended eligible (or not) under Criterion 
D.  We recognize that we are providing a western 
science perspective. We recognize that tribes 
have the knowledge and expertise that we don’t 
possess, and we otherwise rely on the results of 
government-to-government consultation between 
agencies and tribes to address indigenous 
perspectives. 

A site can be eligible and recommend no further 
investigations necessary—sites that have been 
excavated, for instance, have yielded important 



information. They are still eligible, but as that data 
potential has been realized, it generally would not 
require further work. 



Aspects of Integrity are not equally weighed. But for a site to be historically 
significant AND register eligible, at least one aspect of integrity must be identified 
and briefly discussed.

The evaluation of integrity is sometimes subjective, but must always be grounded in a 
property’s physical features and how they related to significance.

















Points 3 and 4 are required to be addressed in surveys that are 640 acres or more. 
In smaller surveys, this information is usually implicit in the discussion about 
historical significance. It circles back to overarching historical context



Review National Register Bulletin 15 & National Register Bulletin 36; note that you 
can have more than one context within which to evaluate the significance and 
eligibility of sites



Note the historic context statement identifies the culture (Hohokam), a place (Canal System 2, Phoenix Basin) and a time (AD 1150-1450). The theme is irrigation agriculture.



You will use relevant portions of your culture history to discuss the sites evaluated 
under specific historic contexts. 







Use your existing culture histories and background research to discuss what was happening in the general area and how the sites may relate to this knowledge



This discussion was cut and paste from an existing culture history (with permission of City of Phoenix).



Recommended treatments, including avoidance, don’t belong with the site description but should be in the summary and recommendations section of the report (and perhaps in a site summary table).



Separate all prehistoric sites and IOs from Historic sites, structures, and IOs on maps 
and use that information for discussion. 





The historical context statement and discussion means no culture history section.



Brand new newsflash 11/18/22! 
ASM no longer requires a culture history for surveys of 640 acres or more – the historical context information will provide the necessary background 


