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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

In 2005, Statistical Research, Inc. (SRI), under contract to the Pima County (Arizona) Administrator’s
Office, prepared a cultural resources assessment for Pima County’s Justice Courts project, a proposal to
build a multistory courts building in downtown Tucson (O’Mack 2005). The assessment indicated that the
project would potentially impact a nineteenth-century cemetery, long known as the National Cemetery, as
well as later historical-period features and earlier, prehistoric features. Because the National Cemetery
represented the most difficult challenge for archaeological data recovery in the project area, Pima County
asked SRI to carry out additional, more intensive archival research into the history of the cemetery in or-
der to better understand the extent to which the proposed project, now called the Joint Courts Complex
project, would actually impact human burials. In particular, the county asked SRI to determine to the ex-
tent possible: the location and size of the military and nonmilitary portions of the cemetery, and how and
when each portion was used; the number and layout of graves in each portion of the cemetery; the number
of burials deliberately removed from each portion and the number that may still be in place; the demo-
graphic characteristics of the burial population; and the relative sensitivity for burial discovery in differ-
ent portions of the Joint Courts Complex project area. This report presents the results of the additional
archival research, which was carried out from February to May 2006.

The Joint Courts Complex project area is bounded by North Stone Avenue on the west, Toole Avenue
on the north, East Alameda Street on the south, and the vicinity of Grossetta Avenue on the east (Fig-
ure 1). The project area boundary was recently modified and now differs slightly from the boundary
shown in the earlier SRI report (O’Mack 2005:Figure 1). The building and parking lot at 200 North Stone
Avenue, at the northeast corner of the intersection of Stone and Alameda, is no longer included in the
project area, and the southernmost portion of Grossetta Avenue, previously excluded from the project
area, is now included. The actual footprint of the proposed Joint Courts Complex has yet to be deter-
mined, but the construction project will potentially impact the entire project area.

After an intensive search for information about the National Cemetery, the most surprising discovery
is how little documentation of the cemetery exists. The information gathered in the current project has
provided a better understanding of when, how, and by whom the National Cemetery was used, and about
some of its physical characteristics, but the general lack of descriptive information about the cemetery and
the graves it held is remarkable. We have found no map of either the military or nonmilitary portions of
the cemetery, no comprehensive record of the burials made in the cemetery, no reliable information about
the cemetery’s internal organization, and no record of the burials deliberately removed from the cemetery
after it closed. Instead, we have had to rely heavily on scattered, often incidental references to the Nation-
al Cemetery in a variety of sources, and we can provide only partial or tentative answers to most of the
questions we set out to answer.

The lack of documentation can be attributed in large part to the National Cemetery’s period of use.
We are still not certain when the area that became the cemetery was first used for burials, but it was at
least as early as 1862, when the first recorded military burials took place; the general vicinity of the cem-
etery may have been used for civilian burials for years before 1862. On the other hand, we are now confi-
dent that when the city officially closed the cemetery in 1875 and simultaneously opened the Court Street
cemetery, the nonmilitary portion of the National Cemetery ceased to be used for burials; the much small-
er military portion of the cemetery remained in use until 1881. During the years the larger National
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Cemetery was in use, or 1862—1875, Tucson was a small, remote, territorial outpost, with a predomi-
nantly Mexican population practicing a way of life established long before southern Arizona became a
part of the United States. In the Mexican period, 18211854, the use of lands outside the old Spanish pre-
sidio was never closely regulated, and this did not change substantially until 1872, when the recently in-
corporated Village of Tucson was granted its town site by the General Land Office (GLO). The town site
survey of 1872 defined the official limits of a cemetery parcel, encompassing the area already being used
as a cemetery, but the first time the new municipal government attempted to regulate the cemetery was in
1875, when it decided to close it.

Sources Consulted

The research for this report was carried out at several locations in Tucson: University of Arizona Library;
Arizona State Museum (ASM) Library and Archives; Arizona Historical Society (AHS) Library and Ar-
chives; Records Office of the City Clerk, City of Tucson; Pima County Recorder’s Office; Tucson Citizen
Library and Archives; and Arizona Daily Star Library and Archives. We contacted several other reposi-
tories outside of Tucson in search of information: Arizona State University Library, Tempe; Arizona State
Library, Archive, and Public Records, Phoenix; Beinecke Library of Rare Books and Manuscripts, Yale
University; and Old Military and Civil Records, National Archives and Records Administration (NARA),
Washington, D.C. We also spoke with many individuals in Tucson familiar with one or another aspect of
the history of the project area; we discuss their particular contributions at various places in the report.

In the course of the report, we cite and evaluate a wide variety of sources, but three important sources
merit a separate discussion up front: early Tucson City Council records, Tucson’s English-language
newspapers from 1870-1900, and Tucson’s Spanish-language newspapers from the same period.

Tucson City Council Records

Tucson was officially known as the Village of Tucson after its original incorporation in 1871 and as the
City of Tucson after 1877, when it incorporated under territorial law. The governing body of both the
Village of Tucson and the City of Tucson was originally known as the “common council,” a name that
was replaced by “city council” only late in the nineteenth century and apparently without any formal dec-
laration. For simplicity’s sake, we have used city council exclusively in this report.

One of the most useful sources we consulted in the current project is the collected minutes of the reg-
ular and special meetings held by the Tucson City Council in its earliest years. The minutes begin on May
17, 1871, the day that the Village of Tucson was first incorporated, and continue into the twentieth centu-
ry; we consulted the minutes through the end of 1890, by which year the National Cemetery had been
subdivided and sold off to private owners and was no longer of direct concern to the city. All of the city
council minutes are available on microfilm at the Records Office of the Tucson City Clerk. Unfortunately,
the quality of the microfilm, which was made in the 1960s, ranges from poor to unreadable, and only
about two-thirds of the minutes from 1871-1890 could be read with any confidence. The Records Office
also has typed transcriptions, made at an unknown date, of the minutes from some of the very earliest
council meetings, but most of the minutes have not been transcribed. According to the Records Office
staff, the fate of the original minutes manuscripts is uncertain.

The style of the council meeting minutes is terse and formal, and the content is generally limited to
resolutions made, ordinances passed, and reports delivered by council members. The votes by individual
council members are often recorded, but, for the most part, the debate and deliberations that may have



surrounded an issue are not described. As a consequence, the minutes often do not add a great deal to the
brief reports of council meetings that can be found in the Tucson newspapers of the same day or the fol-
lowing day (see below). In some cases, the newspaper reports of council proceedings are simply verbatim
transcriptions of items from the minutes, usually without any indication that this was the case. At the
same time, the newspapers sometimes seem to have neglected to report a council meeting, which means
the minutes are the only source for certain information. And occasionally, the minutes of a meeting seem
to be missing from the microfilm copy. For example, we know from newspaper accounts that the city
council considered selling off lots in the old cemetery at least as early as 1884, yet we could not find any
minutes for the council meeting where this subject was first discussed.

Other records of city business useful to this project are the city ordinances passed during the same pe-
riod, or 1871-1890. A copy of the orders and ordinances passed by the Village of Tucson in 1871—
1876 is available at the Records Office, and ordinances passed after the Village of Tucson became the
City of Tucson in 1877 are available in published form (e.g., City of Tucson 1883; Connell 1897). Cur-
iously, none of the orders or ordinances passed before 1877 refer to the closing of the National Cemetery
or the opening of the Court Street cemetery, even though the council minutes from the period show that it
was a subject of importance to the council at that time.

English-Language Newspapers

In our original report, we relied heavily on brief articles from Tucson’s early newspapers for a variety of
information on the National Cemetery, despite the fact that most of the articles we cited had been gath-
ered unsystematically, either from miscellaneous clippings kept on file at the AHS Library or from earlier
citations of articles in other sources. In the current project, early newspaper articles have been even more
important as a source of information, thanks to the tireless efforts of historical archaeologist Jim Ayres,
who for many years has been systematically indexing the contents of Tucson’s early English-language
newspapers. Mr. Ayres contributed a long list of newspaper references to cemeteries and cemetery-related
events that has been invaluable to our improved understanding of the National Cemetery and its relation-
ship to its successor, the Court Street cemetery. Using Mr. Ayres’s list, we relocated and photocopied
(from microfilm) every article on the list, creating a compendium of information that will be as valuable
for subsequent projects involving Tucson’s early cemeteries as it has been for this one.

Mr. Ayres’s indexing project covers Tucson’s two major newspapers, the Citizen and the Star, in both
their daily and weekly editions, including various name changes (e.g., Arizona Citizen, Arizona Daily
Star, Arizona Star, Arizona Weekly Citizen, Weekly Arizona Citizen), from the earliest editions in the
1870s through about 1915. Mr. Ayres’s indexing project is ongoing, which means the latter date is grad-
ually shifting. Unfortunately, no comparable index exists for the years after 1915 (until 1991, the first
year of coverage by an online search engine for the Tucson newspapers). As we discuss in the report, the
lack of such an index greatly impedes the search for references to twentieth-century disturbances in the
National Cemetery.

Spanish-Language Newspapers

One of the shortcomings of our original report was its unavoidable emphasis on the Anglo-American
view of events affecting the National Cemetery. Most of the sources we consulted about the cemetery,
from newspaper accounts to official documents, had Anglo-American authors, an understandable circum-
stance given that Anglo-Americans, although never a majority of Tucson’s population in the nineteenth
century, nonetheless held a majority of the positions of influence from the beginning of the U.S. period.
The bias that this implies is potentially significant: the fate of the National Cemetery was always in



Anglo-American hands, yet most of the people buried there, apart from those buried in the military cem-
etery, were Mexican or Mexican-American.

As a partial remedy of this bias, we tried in the current project to gather information about the ceme-
tery from Tucson’s early Spanish-language newspapers. The AHS library in Tucson has the largest hold-
ings in the country of nineteenth-century Spanish-language newspapers from Tucson, but its holdings,
which are a combination of original (often fragile) paper issues and microfilm, are nonetheless limited.
The three newspapers available at AHS, and the relevant spans of years it holds, are Las Dos Reptiblicas
(1877-1879), El Trueno (1895-1896), and El Fronterizo (1878-1884, 1887—-1897). None of the holdings
in any of these spans of years is complete, and there are sizable gaps in some spans, especially in El Fron-
terizo. Our method with all three newspapers was simply to scan them for any item relating to the Nation-
al Cemetery, including descriptions of its features, references to its official closing or continued use, and
obituaries of people possibly buried there. We also looked for any item relating to burial practices in the
period, such as undertaker advertisements.

We reviewed all available issues of El Trueno and Las Dos Repuiblicas. The former paper focused pri-
marily on social events, local entertainment, and community gossip and did not include any item of inter-
est to our research. By contrast, Las Dos Repiiblicas focused primarily on international news and carried
only limited regional news. We did find a few items of interest to the project, including several obituaries
and an article about the impending arrival of the Southern Pacific Railroad. We also reviewed a portion of
the El Fronterizo holdings—September 29, 1878 through December 19, 1880; January 6, 1882, through
the first week of 1883; and January 1887 through December 7, 1887—and found several items of interest
to the project, including notices in 1882 about the need for families to remove their loved ones from the
cemetery. Many later issues of El Fronterizo went unexamined; most of the holdings of this newspaper at
the AHS library are on original paper, and some are in poor condition.

Organization of This Report

This report has seven chapters. This introductory chapter is followed by Chapter 2, an overview of events
in nineteenth-century Tucson relating to the National Cemetery. Chapter 3 continues with a consideration
of the location and characteristics of the original Camp Lowell cemetery, or what we refer to as the mili-
tary portion of the National Cemetery. In Chapter 4, we attempt to establish the physical limits of the lar-
ger National Cemetery, then discuss how it was used and the nature of the graves within it. Chapter 5 is

a discussion of death and burial records in Tucson from the period the National Cemetery was in use.
Chapter 6 discusses prior disturbances in the National Cemetery and burial sensitivity in the Joint Courts
project area. And Chapter 7 summarizes the overall results of the archival research.






CHAPTER 2

Tucson’s National Cemetery, 1862-1890

Our research for the current project has improved our understanding of the history and physical character-
istics of the National Cemetery and allowed us to revise the discussion presented in our earlier report
(O’Mack 2005:31-48). In this chapter, we look closely at additional evidence of the relationship between
the military and nonmilitary portions of the National Cemetery, the timing of the closing of both portions
of the cemetery, and the relationship of the cemetery to its successor, the Court Street cemetery. The dis-
cussion repeats some of the information discussed in our earlier report, but it also presents much addition-
al information and some significant new conclusions. Most notably, it is now clear that the military and
nonmilitary portions of the National Cemetery were spatially distinct and did not overlap and that they
stopped being used at different times. Also, we are now confident that the nonmilitary portion of the cem-
etery, which was much larger than the military portion, was effectively—not just officially—closed to
burials in 1875.

A time line of events related to the National Cemetery, including references to sources, is provided as
Appendix A. Much of the information in the appendix also appears below, but the time line is useful for
determining the chronological context of an event at a glance.

The National Cemetery in Use, 1862-1875

The earliest documented use of the area that became the National Cemetery was for the burial of two
members of the California Column in July 1862. The names of the two men appear in a list of burials in
the Camp Lowell cemetery prepared in 1881 in anticipation of moving the military burials in the down-
town cemetery to a new military cemetery at Fort Lowell, 7 miles northeast of town (see Chapter 3 for a
full discussion of this document). The burials took place just a few months after the California Column, a
volunteer Union force mustered in California, took control of Tucson after a brief Confederate occupa-
tion. It is possible that the U.S. Army, which had an intermittent presence in Tucson beginning in 1856,
had already used the same area for burying soldiers, but there is no known record of it.

The earliest nonmilitary use of the same area for burials is uncertain. As we discussed in our earlier
report (O’Mack 2005:35-36), the oral-historical testimony of a few early Tucson residents suggests that
the area near what is now the intersection of Stone Avenue and Alameda Street was first used for civilian
burials no later than the early 1860s. Prior to that time, the principal (probably the only) burying place in
Tucson was a cemetery adjoining one or more sides of the small chapel dedicated to San Agustin, located
just inside the east wall of the old presidio, near modern Church Street. A good indication that the chapel
cemetery was no longer in use by 1862 is its absence on the 1862 map of Tucson prepared by order of
Maj. David Fergusson shortly after the California Column’s arrival (Byars 1966). The Fergusson map,
probably prepared just after the two deceased members of the Column were buried, also does not show
their final resting place, which was just beyond the settled part of town.

The U.S. Army, which maintained a permanent presence in Tucson after the arrival of the California
Column, continued to use the area near Stone and Alameda as a cemetery for the next 19 years, but the
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boundaries of the military cemetery may not have been formally established until 1868, or 2 years after
the provisional army post at Tucson became Camp Lowell. In 1868, an adobe wall was erected around the
cemetery, probably in response to new federal legislation and army regulations requiring a better account-
ing and protection of military burials. The walled Camp Lowell cemetery was described in a number of
official army reports of the day, and it is the subject of a photograph taken by an army medical officer in
1870. When we prepared our original report, however, we were unable to determine its precise location
relative to modern Stone Avenue and Alameda Street. We have since used additional sources of informa-
tion to estimate its size and location, which we discuss in Chapter 3.

We have found no specific references to the burial of civilians in the area near Stone and Alameda
prior to the formal establishment of the Camp Lowell cemetery in 1868. Unfortunately, the earliest known
record of civilian burials in Tucson, the Tucson Diocese burial register for 1863—1887, indicates a specif-
ic place of burial only for a small number of entries, and only when the deceased was buried somewhere
other than Tucson (see Chapter 5 for a full discussion of this document). Nevertheless, because the chapel
cemetery at the presidio was evidently out of use by 1862 and we have found no evidence that any other
burial ground was in use for many years later, it is almost certain that most or all of the civilian burials in
Tucson between 1862 and 1875 took place in the cemetery at Stone and Alameda.

The Camp Lowell cemetery, because it was built by the U.S. Army, was known locally as the “gov-
ernment cemetery” or the “National Cemetery,” a name that, for unclear reasons, soon came to refer to the
entire area used for military and civilian burials. Our use of “National Cemetery” reflects that common
usage, which has continued until today, but even the military portion of Tucson’s “National Cemetery”
never was officially a National Cemetery, a status reserved primarily for the major military cemeteries in
the East, where the remains of the Civil War dead were interred (or reinterred) in the 1860s and 1870s.
National Cemeteries were eventually designated in some Western cities, such as Santa Fe and San Fran-
cisco, but never at minor posts like Camp (or Fort) Lowell (O’Mack 2005:38). Because of the liberal use
of the label in Tucson, the few early references to burials in the National Cemetery that we have found are
hard to interpret. For example, in our original report (O’Mack 2005:38), we noted the 1869 burial of Ella
Stoutenborough Miles, the wife of a captain stationed at Camp Lowell, in the military cemetery, but we
now wonder if, despite her status as the wife of an army captain, the note in her obituary about the “Na-
tional Cemetery” as the place of burial may have simply meant the larger civilian cemetery. But the
walled Camp Lowell cemetery did hold some civilian burials, as we discuss in Chapter 3.

The earliest evidence for the boundaries of the nonmilitary portion of the National Cemetery is the
map prepared of the Tucson town site in 1872, which shows a large rectangular parcel labeled “Ceme-
tery” at the northeast corner of Stone Avenue and Cemetery (later Alameda) Street (Figure 2). Obviously,
the prior use of portions of this parcel for both the Camp Lowell cemetery and civilian burials prompted
this official designation as a cemetery, but it is not clear why the parcel was given the particular dimen-
sions it has on the town site map. The surveyor of the town site, S. W. Foreman, did not include in his
field notes (Foreman 1872) any mention of why the cemetery parcel was delimited in this way. And in the
field notes from his 1871 survey of Township 14 South, Range 13 East, in which the town site fell, Fore-
man did not even mention the cemetery. (Nor is it mentioned in the land-entry file for the town site [GLO
1872].) As we suggested in our original report (O’Mack 2005:33), the southern and western boundaries of
the 1872 cemetery parcel conformed to the existing alignments of Cemetery Street and Stone Avenue and
probably represented the practical limits of the area used for burials prior to the town site survey. The
northern and eastern boundaries were probably chosen arbitrarily as Seventh Street and Sixth Avenue
simply to fit the newly surveyed regular street grid of the town site; any close correspondence to the area
previously used for burials was probably not a factor. In 1879, when it was proposed that a portion of the
cemetery parcel be granted to the Southern Pacific Railroad, the city council referred to the parcel as the
“Cemetery Reservation,” which suggests that the parcel was recognized from the beginning as an area
reserved for use as a cemetery and was not already fully used as one (Tucson City Council [TCC] mi-
nutes, 14 May 1879).
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Figure 2. Official map of the 1872 survey of the town site of Tucson by S. W. Foreman (certified copy of 1918). Maps and Records Section, Engineering Division, Department of Transportation, City of Tucson.




Ironically, most of the information we have about the National Cemetery does not appear until the
end of its period of use, when the Tucson City Council decided to close it. In April 1875, a committee
consisting of council members R. N. Leatherwood, C. T. Etchell, and S. Hughes was formed to consider
the “practicability” of closing the old cemetery (as it was already known) and moving it to an area in the
northwest part of town (TCC minutes, 10 April 1875). This was followed a few weeks later by a council
resolution that 10 blocks of the town site (Blocks 7-16) be set aside for a new cemetery and that the land
be surveyed for that purpose (TCC minutes, 27 April 1875). In May, Court Street (also known as Tenth
Avenue) was extended north from downtown to the new cemetery, which it bisected (TCC minutes,

10 May 1875). This was the origin of the name used informally for the new cemetery for many years (and
throughout this report), the Court Street cemetery. Later in May, the council resolved that, in the land re-
served for the new cemetery, Blocks 8, 9, 14, and 15 be set apart for Catholic burials, that Blocks 10 and
13 be set apart for burials of all other denominations, and that Blocks 7, 11, 12, and 16 be “reserved from
use for burials,” which apparently meant that these blocks could eventually be used for cemeteries, be-
cause they eventually were. The council also decided that the 6 blocks to be used immediately for the
Court Street cemetery be donated by the city for such use, subject to regulation by the council (TCC min-
utes, 18 May 1875).

At the same meeting where the Court Street cemetery was created, the National Cemetery was order-
ed closed: “Resolved that on and after the last day of May 1875 no more dead be interred in the old burial
ground and clear publication be made that on and after the 1st day of June 1875 all dead be interred in the
new cemetery, and that notice be given by publication in conformity with law” (TCC minutes, 18 May
1875). We found a notice to this effect in the Citizen (Arizona Citizen [AC], 29 May 1875) but have not
yet located one in a Spanish-language newspaper.

Before we examined the Tucson City Council minutes for the present report, we considered the clos-
ing of the National Cemetery in 1875 to have been an official act, but not necessarily an effective closing,
as there was clear evidence of at least one burial in the “military cemetery” in 1881 (that of Cpl. John
Lyon; see O’Mack 2005:36-37). As we discuss below, it is now clear that the city council allowed the
military cemetery to remain open until 1881, even after the civilian portion closed. This fact, combined
with the unambiguous language of the closure resolution and the council’s considerable efforts to open
the Court Street cemetery on the day after the old cemetery closed, strongly suggests that the city council
was determined to stop burials in the civilian portion of the National Cemetery after May 31, 1875.

The references we have to the old and new cemeteries in the first few years after that date are limited to
complaints about the remote, untended nature of the Court Street cemetery (AC, 22 January 1876; AC,
17 February 1877), reports of efforts to survey and fence the new cemetery (DAC, 8 April 1879a; DAC,
8 April 1879b; AC, 9 May 1879), and calls for the burials in the National Cemetery to be transferred to
the Court Street cemetery (Arizona Star [AS], 3 October 1878; AS, 3 April 1879). Nothing suggests that
people were still using the National Cemetery for burials, and everything suggests that the Court Street
cemetery had effectively taken its place, despite the perceived difficulties with using it.

The Abandoned National Cemetery, 1875-1890

The earliest hint that Tucson or some of its citizens had plans to use the National Cemetery as something
other than a burial ground is a brief item in the Weekly Arizonan (WA) in 1871, which stated that rumors
of the proposed route of a railroad through Tucson had prompted a local entrepreneur to “take up lots”
inthe old cemetery (Weekly Arizonan [WA], 4 March 1871). As we discussed in our original report
(O’Mack 2005:40—41), this item is hard to interpret because it predated the official town site survey that
would have made claims on town lots a possibility, but it does indicate that the City Council’s official
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closing of the National Cemetery in 1875 may have been influenced as much by the anticipated gains of
selling land for a railroad as by any concern about sanitary problems in the old cemetery, which was the
usual justification for removing the bodies from the cemetery given in newspaper articles into the 1880s
(see Appendix A).

The Coming of the Railroad

The railroad first became a presence in Tucson in January 1877, when the city donated about 200 acres to
the Southern Pacific Company in anticipation of construction but before a right of way (ROW) had been
settled on by the company. The donated land, which did not include the cemetery parcel, was meant
simply to demonstrate the city’s good intentions and would later be exchanged for the land Southern
Pacific really wanted (Devine 2004:163—-164). On May 14, 1879, the city council held a special meeting
to hear the request of Col. C. E. Grey, chief engineer for Southern Pacific, for a 100-foot-wide ROW di-
rectly through the town site. The council minutes described the main features of the request, which in-
cluded room for a depot and other facilities (TCC minutes, 14 May 1879). No mention was made of the
cemetery at this time, but Ordinance No. 21, passed by the city on August 21, 1879, to allow the grant
(City of Tucson 1883:77-81), does include among the many parcels donated by the city a portion of the
“cemetery reservation,” without other comment (see also the deed granting the ROW to the Southern Pa-
cific Company [Village of Tucson 1879]). We tried to locate the field notes of the survey for the railroad
ROW and other records relating to the construction of the railroad through Tucson but were unsuccessful.

The coming of the Southern Pacific Railroad was greeted with enthusiasm by almost everyone in
Tucson, and apparently without any concern for the small portion of the 1872 cemetery parcel that it
crossed. We wondered if the Mexican-American community in Tucson might have been worried about
the railroad’s alignment, given that the majority of the burials in the National Cemetery were of Mexican
Americans, but an article published in El Fronterizo a few days after the fateful council meeting with
Col. Grey simply listed the details of the railroad’s request and noted, without comment, “El camino cru-
zard junto al cementerio catdlico” (“The road will pass next to the Catholic cemetery”) (El Fronterizo
[EF], 18 May 1879). Later that year, Las Dos Repiiblicas published a notice that the Southern Pacific
Railroad, which had reached Yuma, would begin construction from Yuma to Tucson. The notice was full
of enthusiasm for the railroad and made no mention of the possible impact on the cemetery (Las Dos Re-
publicas [LDR], 19 October 1878a). And Sheridan (1986:55-56) has noted the excitement generated by
the railroad, including in the Mexican community, when it finally reached Tucson in March 1880.

The railroad would directly impact only a small portion of the cemetery parcel, just clipping its north-
east corner, but the plans for its construction prompted the city to subdivide the affected and adjacent
property into lots and to lay out new streets on either side of the ROW. On May 22, 1879, the city council
ordered “that G. J. Roskruge be employed as surveyor to survey part of old cemetery and contiguous land
into lots” (TCC minutes, 22 May 1879). “Old cemetery” presumably referred to the cemetery parcel as
defined in the 1872 town site survey, and “contiguous land” referred to a small area of land north of the
cemetery parcel that became part of Block 251 as a result of Roskruge’s survey. Later, in March 1880,
just before the railroad reached Tucson, the council passed Ordinance No. 24, establishing Toole and
Steven Avenues, which would run along opposite sides of the railroad (City of Tucson 1883:83—86).
Toole Avenue would pass through the cemetery reservation, but no mention of this fact was made in the
ordinance, and we have not found any reference to the impact of the new street on the old cemetery. The
railroad ROW, the lots surveyed by Roskruge, and Toole Avenue together took up exactly one half of the
1872 cemetery parcel, leaving the triangular parcel labeled “National Cemetery” on the 1880 Pattiani map
of Tucson (Figure 3).
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Removing Burials in the National Cemetery

About a year after the railroad’s arrival, complaints about the sanitary conditions in the abandoned Na-
tional Cemetery included comments about shallow and disturbed graves: “Many of [the graves] are open;
the coffins containing bodies in various stages of decomposition, and numerous skeletons are exposed to
view, and the stench arising therefrom is frightful” (Arizona Weekly Star [AWS], 3 February 1881; see
also Arizona Weekly Citizen [AWC], 6 February 1881). Apparently in response to such complaints, the
city council began working to have the burials removed, or at least to limit its own responsibility for such
removal. On February 14, 1881, the council reached a resolution:

Upon motion of Councilman Levin seconded by Councilman Etchells it was resolved that
in lieu of the land formerly promised to the School Trustees of School District No. 1
Pima County a deed issue to them for Block No. 115 one hundred and fifteen and for the
southwest corner of the old cemetery of the following dimensions on Stone Avenue 250
feet and on Cemetery Street 300 feet: this to be in full of all demand for the Block hereto-
fore referred to being No. 238 and upon the condition that the City be at no expenses for
the removal of the bodies interred in said ground [TCC minutes, 14 February 1881; em-
phasis added].

The Citizen soon reported the gist of the resolution and noted that Block 238, for which the “south-
west corner of the old cemetery” would be granted in lieu, was originally granted to School District No. 1
in November 1872 (AWC, 20 February 1881). The Citizen misleadingly stated that “the School Trustees
shall remove all bodies from the land given them.” The resolution only stated that the city should not be
responsible for such removal. There is no indication that the school trustees ever made an effort remove
burials (see below), but the city was off the hook. The property so granted to the school was later desig-
nated Block 254 and corresponded closely to the area now bounded by Stone Avenue, Alameda (formerly
Cemetery) Street, Grossetta Avenue, and Council (formerly Miltenberg) Street.

At the same meeting on February 14, the council reached another resolution:

Upon motion of Councilman Levin seconded by Councilman Steinfeld the Recorder was
ordered to notify the Commanding Officer at Camp [sic] Lowell that hereafter no more
burials can be permitted within the National Cemetery, said cemetery being situated in
the centre of the city [TCC minutes, 14 February 1881].

The “National Cemetery,” which here referred specifically to the walled military cemetery, was lo-
cated entirely within the property granted to School District No. 1 (see the discussion of the location of
the military cemetery in Chapter 3). This resolution prompted the army to have Assistant Quartermaster
G. C. Smith prepare a report about the condition of the military cemetery in Tucson (cited in War Depart-
ment 1884) and later to have an inventory made of its burials. The list of burials in the military cemetery
was prepared a few months later, probably by Smith (see Chapter 3).

Later in 1881, the city council seemed to relieve itself once again from the duty of removing burials
when it granted a petition to open a new street:

Petition of citizens for the opening of Council street from Stone Avenue to where it
would intersect Toole Avenue if opened was granted upon the condition that the school
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trustees give the land needed for that purpose from the school lot on the corner of Stone
Avenue and Alameda Street and receive in lieu of said land given, the like quantity of
land on the east side of the school lot and fronting on Alameda street, and that no ex-
pense incur to the city by the opening of said street [TCC minutes, 7 November 1881;
emphasis added].

As the Citizen noted a week later, the new street would pass through the old cemetery (Weekly Arizo-
na Citizen [WAC]J, 13 November 1881), which probably explains the unwillingness of the city to cover
the expenses of opening it. Three months later, apparently prompted by continued interest in opening the
new street but still unwilling to take on the responsibility of removing burials, the city council decided to
place the burden of removal on the friends and families of the deceased:

C. M. [i.e., Councilman] Levin Street Commissioner rendered his report regarding the
opening of Eighth Street [i.e., Council Street] from Stone to Toole Avenue, through the
old cemetery, recommending the opening and the removal of the bodies to the new cem-
etery within sixty days from date, and that the Recorder give notice in an English and
Spanish paper published in the city, to the effect that all bodies not removed by relatives
or friends of those interred within the designated time, be removed and reinterred under
supervision of the municipal authorities. The report was adopted and the Recorder
instructed to act accordingly [TCC minutes, 4 January 1882].

As it happens, Council Street was not extended east at this time, and it was not until 1889 that Miltenberg
Street was surveyed and opened along a similar alignment through the old cemetery (see below). But no-
tices to remove the burials did appear. The Arizona Daily Star published a brief notice: “Persons having
relatives and friends buried at the old cemetery between Stone and Toole avenues, must remove them
within sixty days” (Arizona Daily Star [ADS], 7 January 1882). This notice actually lacked a clear indica-
tion that it was an official declaration of the city council, but a similar notice, unmistakably official, ap-
peared in Spanish in El Fronterizo, signed by Recorder Charles Meyer (EF, 13 January 1882; see the full
notice in Appendix B). At the same time, undertaker E. J. Smith posted a notice in Spanish in the same
paper that in light of the city council’s order that all bodies be removed from the old cemetery and re-
buried in the new, he saw fit to offer his experience in the same task, as well as his 30 years of experience
as an undertaker, at a reasonable rate (EF, 20 January 1882). We found no such ad in the English-lan-
guage papers, but the Star soon published a notice that “Undertaker E. J. Smith will to-day commence the
removal of bodies from the old to the new cemeteries” (ADS, 4 February 1882). In light of Smith’s adver-
tisements in El Fronterizo and the obvious unwillingness of the city council to pay for removals, this no-
tice meant that Smith would begin the removal of those bodies for which he was specifically contracted
by individual families and not that he was fulfilling a contract with the city for the general removal of
bodies.

Apparently, not everyone was happy with the way the removals went, not even undertaker Smith. The
Citizen soon complained about the “indiscriminate and irresponsible digging done in the old Cemetery.”
When particular burials were searched for, others were disturbed and scattered, then reinterred “in a com-
mon hole.” No disinfectants were used, and the stench was unbearable (AWC, 12 February 1882). A day
after the Citizen’s complaint, on February 13, 1882, Smith petitioned the city council to pass an ordinance
that no interments be allowed in the new (Court Street) cemetery except with a permit from the Board of
Health and only under the supervision of a cemetery sexton, a position he offered to fill himself if the or-
dinance was passed. He also asked that the ordinance require that the new cemetery be enclosed and pro-
vided with streets and alleys, that the land be divided into lots for sale to families, and that there be “a
Potters field for the interment of all who are unable to purchase lots” (TCC minutes, 13 February 1882).
Smith was busy removing burials from the old cemetery and reburying them in the new one when he

14



made this petition, so it may have been prompted by his frustration at finding burials in the old cemetery.
His request for a potter’s field is especially suggestive: perhaps haphazardly placed indigent burials were
complicating his removal effort.

Unfortunately, we have found nothing to indicate how many (or which) burials Smith removed from
the National Cemetery, and the issue disappeared for a time from the newspapers and the city council
minutes. Nevertheless, it is clear that many burials remained in the old cemetery. In December 1882, the
city council instructed the city attorney “to draw [an] ordinance in regard to removing the bodies from the
old military cemetery, also regulating all cemeteries belonging to the city”(TCC minutes, 9 December
1882; also see ADS, 13 December 1882). And a month later, the council instructed the street committee
“to examine into the feasibility of finally and effectually removing the bodies from the Old Cemeteries
[i.e., from both the military and nonmilitary portions of the National Cemetery]” (TCC minutes, 11 Jan-
uary 1883; also see ADS, 14 January 1883).

The need to remove the burials in the National Cemetery seems to have been linked in some people’s
minds with the need to remove the cemetery wall; in other words, to effectively eliminate any trace of
the cemetery. Just before the council renewed its efforts to have the bodies removed, calls for the ceme-
tery wall to be torn down began appearing. The Citizen called the wall a “harbor of filth,” noting that it
had long been used as “a screen for the committing of nuisances which poison the whole atmosphere for
many blocks around it” (DAC, 23 November 1882; AWC, 26 November 1882). In other words, the area
screened by the wall was being used as a privy, as was also reported by Assistant Quartermaster Smith in
1881 (War Department 1884). Similar complaints appeared several times over the next few weeks, in-
cluding comments about the neglectfulness of the city council for letting the wall remain (DAC, 4 Decem-
ber 1882; AWC, 17 December 1882a). The Citizen soon reported that Mayor Tully had authorized that the
wall be torn down when arrangements could be made (AWC, 17 December 1882b). As we now believe
that the military and nonmilitary portions of the National Cemetery were surrounded by separate walls
(see Chapter 4), it is unclear which wall was the butt of complaints (so to speak), but on December 23,
1882, the city council passed a motion instructing the street committee “to have the old fence [ sic] re-
moved from the military cemetery” (TCC minutes, 23 December 1882; emphasis added). On January 28,
1883, when the Citizen reported that the cemetery wall was “torn down and carted away,” for which it
praised the mayor and city council, it did not specify which wall was so removed (AWC, 28 January
1883).

Despite all the concern surrounding their removal, most of the burials in the cemetery seem never to
have been moved. In February 1883, the Citizen published a long editorial deploring the ongoing abuses
of the “old cemeteries” (i.e., the military cemetery and the adjoining civilian cemetery), which included
the destruction of monuments and headboards, the leveling off of graves, the opening of vaults, and the
use of cemetery soil and grave contents for street fill. The editorial included a grandiloquent condemna-
tion of the city for not taking charge of the problem:

That the city needs the land for other purposes is no palliation for a great wrong. That the
friends of the dead had been advised to have the bodies removed and that many of them
have not complied with the mandate of the law excuses no one. Other cities have so
grown that their early cemeteries have from homes of [the] dead, become the very heart
of life, but preparatory to the transition the dead have been reverentially removed, and if
needs be reinterred at the public expense. It then remains with Tucson to commit an act
of shame that has no like in the present century [AWC, 18 February 1883; see Appen-
dix B for the full article].

The editorial emphasized the sorry state of the military cemetery, where the neglect of dead soldiers

was especially reprehensible: “That they too should be treated as dead dogs, and every mark of their rest-
ing place obliterated and trodden under foot, should reach further than the corporation limits of Tucson,
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and touch a nation’s pride, for they of all men, are deserving of a better remembrance.” The editorial
recommended that the federal authorities be notified of the condition of the military cemetery, presum-
ably in hopes of prompting a federal removal of the military dead, “and until such thing can be done the
city should not be allowed to level off their graves as purposed” (AWC, 18 February 1883).

We did not find any mention of a proposal to “level off” the graves in the old cemetery in the city
council minutes, but in April 1884 a notice appeared in the Arizona Daily Citizen that the council would
consider the question of selling lots in the old cemetery (Arizona Daily Citizen [ADC], 13 April 1884).
Apparently, the question of removing bodies from those lots before selling them (or leveling them off)
was never again considered by the council. The U.S. Army at Fort Lowell, however, got busy with the
removal of the military burials.

In June 1884, Dr. W. J. White, apparently under contract to the army, removed the remains of soldiers
buried in the old military cemetery and reburied them in a new military cemetery at Fort Lowell. The
Citizen reported that about 130 soldiers were buried in the old cemetery (AWC, 23 June 1884), but White
reported having found the remains of just 74 men, many of them consisting of only “a few decaying
bones”; the new cemetery at Fort Lowell already held eight burials (ADS, 24 June 1884). The unearthing
by White prompted a warning by the Citizen (AWC, 23 June 1884) that dangerous vapors had been re-
leased, an accusation that White, in a letter to the Star (ADS, 25 June 1884) attributed to the envy of par-
ties who did not get the contract for removal. A visit to the old cemetery 10 days later by the mayor and
three other city officials confirmed that there was no health hazard or even an odor associated with the re-
moval (AWC, 5 July 1884a). The Citizen nevertheless insisted that the upturned ground, “decayed animal
matter,” and coffin fragments posed a hazard and called for the city to disinfect the ground (probably with
quicklime, judging by their original warning) (AWC, 5 July 1884b). The lack of any mention of Dr. White
in the city council meeting minutes of the period must reflect White’s status as a federal contractor rather
than as someone hired by the city. The Citizen later referred to the removal of soldier burials as “when the
government contracted with Dr. White” (AWC, 12 July 1884).

The National Cemetery Subdivided, Sold, and Graded

Following the removal of military burials in 1884, the abandoned National Cemetery seems to have been
absent from the minds of the city council and the local newspapers for several years. Then, in February
1889, the Star published a brief item describing the cemetery as “the general dump ground and receptacle
for the offals of the city, ”adding that in addition to holding a great variety of trash, “the ground has a
number of holes which were formerly graves,” presenting a hazard to pedestrians (ADS, 27 February
1889). A few months later, the city council ordered that the city surveyor plat and number lots in the old
cemetery and that on April 15 the lots be sold at public auction to the highest bidder, “no lot to be sold for
less than $100” (TCC minutes, 1 April 1889; also see ADS, 2 April 1889). This was 5 years after the
council first reportedly considered selling off the cemetery as lots.

On April 13, 1889, John Gardiner, City Surveyor, surveyed and created a map of the subdivision of
the old National Cemetery, or newly designated Blocks 252, 253, 254, and 255 (Figure 4). The survey
included laying out Miltenberg Street and Grossetta Avenue, which are shown for the first time on a map.
The street names were evidently in honor of Frank Miltenberg and A. V. Grossetta, both city council
members at the time. As noted earlier, the council had already agreed back in November 1881 to allow
Council Street to be opened through the old cemetery to Toole Avenue (see above), but apparently that
never happened. In an apparent effort to preserve the dimensions of the parcel granted to School District
No. 1 back in February 1881 (“on Stone Avenue 250 feet and on Cemetery Street 300 feet”; see above),
the alignment of Miltenberg Street was somewhat north of Council’s alignment, and this is still the case
today. Block 254 remained the undivided property of School District No. 1. By April 13 (and
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Figure 4. Official map of the 1889 survey of Blocks 252, 253, 254, and 255
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presumably somewhat earlier), a notice of the proposed April 15 sale of lots appeared in the Citizen
(ADC, 13 April 1889; AWC, 13 April 1889).

On the same day that John Gardiner made his survey of the old cemetery, a special meeting of the city
council was called to consider a petition, submitted by unnamed petitioners:

The City Clerk presented the petition of various residents and taxpayers, requesting the
Council not to sell the lots as heretofore published for sale; it was read and after discuss-
ing the subject upon motion of C. M. [i.e., Councilman] Hoff seconded by C. M. Milten-
berg it was deemed best to proceed with the sale of the lots on the day advertised and the
petition was laid on the table [i.e., it was denied] (TCC minutes, 13 April 1889).

Another petition asking that Alameda Street between Stone and Toole Avenues be made 80 feet wide
(it is 60 feet wide on Gardiner’s approved plat) was also denied.

When the Citizen reported the pending sale of lots in the old cemetery, it noted that “a proposition to
convert that spot into a park will probably not be adopted” (AWC, 13 April 1889). This is presumably
a reference to the nature of the first petition denied by the council. It is interesting that the nature of the
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petition and the names of the petitioners are not provided in the council minutes, nor is any discussion of
the reasons for denying the petition. One wonders if the petition was prompted by a concern for the bur-
ials that remained in the old cemetery and if the petitioners represented a part of the community whose
interests were not well represented on the council, which in that year had six members, all of them Anglo-
Americans (as were the mayor and the recorder, the two other city officials in regular attendance at coun-
cil meetings). Whatever the circumstances, the city council carried out the sale of lots as planned. The
sale was conducted by Mayor Fred Maish and Recorder Charles Meyer, with about 30 bidders in atten-
dance. The bidding “in some instances was spirited, and a few of the choice lots sold for $175” (ADC,

15 April 1889). For the time being, undivided Block 254 remained school property.

Soon the people who bought lots in the old cemetery were filing their deeds with the city recorder
and preparing to erect buildings (ADC, 25 April 1889; ADC, 30 August 1889; ADS, 27 April 1889; AWC,
27 April 1889). In February 1890, the Citizen reported that several owners of lots in the old cemetery
were “now grading them preparatory to erecting houses thereon” (ADC, 6 February 1890), and later, that
contractor Alexander J. Davidson was making arrangements “to grade all the lots in the old city ceme-
tery” (ADC, 8 February 1890a). Two weeks later, the Citizen reported that the owners of the lots in the
old cemetery “have pooled together and graded their lots, and added much to their value, as well as ap-
pearance”; some of the owners were also preparing to plant shade trees (ADC, 25 February 1890). This
last report probably means that contractor Davidson was hired by the owners acting as a group. It is
not clear whether the reference to grading “all the lots in the old city cemetery” included undivided
Block 254, but a systematic grading of at least the other portions of the old cemetery has significant im-
plications for archaeological data recovery in the project area (see Chapter 6). Davidson, who was the
contractor for many notable projects in Tucson in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, made
no mention of grading the old cemetery in his reminiscences (Davidson 1930-1936:22)

Also in February 1890, the trustees of School District No. 1 published a notice that there would be a
vote by “the electors of School District No. 1” to decide whether the land in the old cemetery granted by
the city to the district should be sold at auction. An entrepreneur named W. S. Read (possibly the same as
the W. S. Reid mentioned by Sonnichsen [1987:137]) was eager to purchase the land in order to build a
large hotel. School board members H. Buehman and J. S. Mansfeld commented that such a sale was pos-
sible if the right price were obtained (ADC, 8 February 1890b). Nonetheless, when the school district sold
Block 254 in 1890, it was only after Mansfeld had hired surveyor George Roskruge to subdivide the
block into six lots and an alley (Figure 5). The six lots of Block 254 were sold by Mansfeld (acting on
behalf of the school district, presumably) to six different private parties later that year (see O’Mack
2005:153-154).

There is no indication that the trustees of School District No. 1 ever gave much thought to the burials
that remained in the old cemetery property donated to them by the city council. Nine years passed, during
which the district did not make any use of the donated property, which made us wonder if the district’s
failure to use the property, or the eventual decision to sell it, was based on a reluctance to build on an old
cemetery or on some additional information about the burials that the district acquired during its owner-
ship. We researched the early history of School District No. 1 and found no mention of the old cemetery
property (City of Tucson 1882; Cooper 1967; Long 1900; Sherman 1883; and various parts of AHS, Pima
County Records, Ms. 183, 1864—1985, Tucson).
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CHAPTER 3

The Camp Lowell Cemetery

In our original study of the National Cemetery, we compared early references to the Camp Lowell ceme-
tery, established by the U.S. Army in the 1860s, with early references to the parcel reserved as a city cem-
etery in the 1872 Tucson town site survey. We concluded that although the 1872 parcel was clearly larger
than the military cemetery and probably contained most or all of it, the size of the military cemetery and
its precise location within the larger parcel were impossible to specify (O’Mack 2005:31-48). We have
since consulted other sources that provide additional details about the military cemetery, including the
burials it held, and allow for informed estimates of its size and location.

The Legal and Military Context

As discussed later in this chapter, the earliest documented burials made in the area that became the Na-
tional Cemetery took place in July 1862. The California Column, a volunteer Union force that ended a
brief Confederate occupation of Tucson in May 1862, soon after buried two of its men within the area that
the U.S. Army later enclosed with an adobe wall as the Camp Lowell cemetery. The wall was not built
until 1868, but the burials in 1862 indicate that the army had chosen the area as a burial ground at least

6 years earlier. An 1881 description of the Camp Lowell cemetery (Prechtel-Kluskens 1996) placed the
two 1862 burials in the middle of a regular row of burials, which suggests that the army (or perhaps the
Tucson community) had used the area for burials even prior to 1862.

We have not found any specific information about who owned the military cemetery in its earliest
years. Pima County was not officially formed as a part of the Territory of Arizona until 1864 and did not
install a government until 1865 (Works Progress Administration 1938:3-5). Even after the county gov-
ernment was in place, it is unclear to what extent it acted as a landholding entity. The army post at Tucson
did not become Camp Lowell and officially acquire a military reservation until 1866 (Faust and Randall
2003; Weaver 1947:17). Presumably, the army’s earlier use of the area just east of town for a cemetery,
like any early use of the same area by the general population, was based simply on a lack of any prior for-
mal claim to the land.

The army apparently became the official owner of its cemetery shortly after Camp Lowell was estab-
lished in 1866, although maps of the Camp Lowell reservation do not include any indication of the cem-
etery (O’Mack 2005:31). An army memorandum from 1884 notes that the cemetery was “built in 1868
and ‘69,” apparently under the direction of the Assistant Quartermaster, Capt. Gilbert Cole Smith. The
memorandum cites Smith’s report that “when he located the original cemetery the land belonged to the
U.S.” and that it was not until 1871 that the City of Tucson was granted a patent to the same land (War
Department 1884). In other words, the cemetery was originally located by Smith on unclaimed federal
land, and when the town site of Tucson was formally established in 1871, the land became the property of
the city. Unfortunately, no mention of the building of the cemetery can be found in the letter book kept by
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Smith during the same period (Special Collections, Tucson Depot Letter Book, Gilbert Cole Smith Pa-
pers, AZ 016, Series 111, July 1868-February 1870, University of Arizona Library, Tucson).

As noted in our original study (O’Mack 2005:38), the formal establishment of the Camp Lowell cem-
etery in 1868 came during a period when the U.S. Congress was working to establish government cem-
eteries to hold the remains of the Civil War dead. A series of federal laws passed in 18621867 called for
a system of federally owned and maintained military cemeteries, which led eventually to the establish-
ment of the modern National Cemetery system (Steere 1953), but a close look at these laws suggests that
they originally referred only to the establishment of cemeteries in the East, near the major battlefields of
the Civil War (Adjutant General 1867a, 1867b; Quartermaster General 1878). Officially designated Na-
tional Cemeteries were eventually established in the West, including the National Cemeteries at San Fran-
cisco and Santa Fe, but the small post cemetery at Tucson was never granted this honor. The 1884 memo-
randum already cited included a note that the Quartermaster General had earlier decided that a National
Cemetery at Tucson “would cost too much: that the law did not contemplate establishing and maintaining
such at every military post” (War Department 1884). Nevertheless, the heightened general interest in pro-
tecting the remains of the military dead during the late 1860s may have influenced Camp Lowell’s deci-
sion to formalize the status of its cemetery by building a wall around it. Erecting a “good and substantial
stone or iron fence” was one of the requirements of an act passed by Congress in 1867 (Adjutant General
1867a). At the same time, other requirements of the act were apparently never fulfilled at Tucson, such as
the requirement to build lodging for a cemetery superintendent.

Estimating Size and Location

We have been unable to locate a map of the Camp Lowell cemetery, or to find any reference to such a
map. The AHS library in Tucson holds copies of a large number of official documents relating to Camp
Lowell and Fort Lowell, gathered over the years from NARA in Washington, D.C., by various people
studying the history of the two posts (Altshuler 1985; Faust and Randall 2002, 2003; Peterson 1963;
Weaver 1947). These documents include several maps of the Camp Lowell reservation (Anonymous
1870, 1871a, 1871b; Silva 1870), but none of the maps depicts the cemetery or provides any hint of its
location relative to the reservation. For the current project, we asked NARA, Old Military and Civil Rec-
ords, to provide a list of known (cataloged) documents and maps relating to the Camp Lowell and Fort
Lowell cemeteries, but this yielded only a single relevant document, an 1887 list of unmarked burials at
Fort Lowell (Quartermaster General 1887). This document is of interest because it amounts to a list of the
burials removed from the Camp Lowell cemetery in 1884 (also see Tompkins 1958), but it does not pro-
vide any information about the size or location of that cemetery.

According to the NARA, additional information about Camp Lowell and its cemetery may be includ-
ed in the extensive central correspondence files of the Office of the Quartermaster General, part of NARA
Records Group 92. These files have not been systematically cataloged or reproduced in microfilm and can
only be consulted in person at the NARA facility in Washington, D.C. (2006 Michael F. Knight, NARA,
Old Military and Civil Records, personal communication). We have not yet traveled to Washington to do
so. Given the penchant of the Quartermaster Department to document the facilities it built and main-
tained, a map of the Camp Lowell cemetery was probably made at some point. Either it has not survived
or it is preserved in an unknown place, perhaps in another part of the vast Records Group 92. (For its
holdings, see http://www.archives.gov/research/guide-fed-records/groups/092.html.)

In the absence of a map, we have used two kinds of information to estimate the dimensions of the
Camp Lowell cemetery: details about the arrangement of burials in the cemetery included in an 1881 list
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of burials and the appearance of the cemetery in two photographs taken when the cemetery was still in
use. The two photographs are also useful for approximating the location of the walled Camp Lowell cem-
etery relative to modern features in the project area.

The 1881 Burial List

A list of burials in the old Camp Lowell cemetery in downtown Tucson was prepared in 1881 and is in-
cluded in a NARA compilation of burial lists from nineteenth-century post cemeteries (Prechtel-Kluskens
1996). The authorship of the Camp Lowell list is unattributed, but it was probably created under the direc-
tion of Capt. Gilbert Cole Smith, who was Assistant Quartermaster at Fort Lowell at the time. Based on
comments in the 1884 War Department memorandum, we know that Smith submitted a report on the
Camp Lowell cemetery to the Quartermaster General in February 1881 discussing the problem of ne-
glected military burials in the cemetery. In preparing his report, Smith was apparently acting on an order
to determine the number of burials in the cemetery and to estimate the cost of removing and reinterring
them at Fort Lowell on the Rillito, 7 miles northeast of Tucson:

In February 1881 Captain G. C. Smith, A. Q. M. reported that the military cemetery at
Tucson built in 1868 and ‘69 by the Q. M. department, was in a dilapidated condition.
The walls in some places being used by the inhabitants in the vicinity for privy purposes
and as a place of deposit for all sort of filth: that the cemetery contained some 65 or 70
officers and soldiers and some 30 civilians: that the remains of the Officers and soldiers
could be boxed, transported and re-interred at Fort Lowell for about $6.00 each or
$420[.] If headboards were added [$]100[,] or $520 [War Department 1884].

The order to Smith must have been issued shortly after the Tucson City Council decided to notify the
commanding officer at Fort Lowell that no more burials would be allowed in the military cemetery (AWC,
20 February 1881; TCC minutes, 4 February 1881).

The numbers of military and civilian burials mentioned in the 1884 memorandum correspond only
roughly with the numbers of burials in the actual list (see Appendix C), which probably means that the list
was prepared only after Smith submitted his report, perhaps following a subsequent order to provide a
more precise account of the burials in the cemetery. The list is of interest both as a record of who was
buried in the cemetery and for its notes about the arrangement of a portion of the burials in rows. Assum-
ing a degree of standardization in the placement of burials, this information can be used to infer the length
of the rows and, thus, the length of at least one axis of the cemetery.

At the time the list was prepared, there were three full rows of graves running north-south in the east-
ern portion of the cemetery (Figure 6). The burials in each row are numbered consecutively in the list,
beginning with the southernmost burial in each row. As the numbering sequence corresponds only
roughly with the sequence of burial—for example, the two 1862 burials are Nos. 12 and 13 in the first
row—the numbers were probably assigned only for the purpose of preparing the list.

The easternmost row in the cemetery held 16 burials (Nos. 1-16), the first and last of which are de-
scribed as being in the cemetery’s southeast and northeast corners, respectively. The next two rows each
held 18 burials (Nos. 17-34 and 35-52, respectively), with the first and last burials in each row described
as being directly west of the corresponding burials in the row immediately to the east. This means that all
three rows occupied the full length of the north-south axis of the cemetery, although the easternmost row
did so with 2 fewer burials than in the 2 succeeding rows. A fourth row was begun just west of the third
row, but only one burial (No. 53), located immediately west of the first burial in the third row (No. 35), is
explicitly described as in the fourth row. As discussed below, we think another 9 burials (Nos. 54-62)
were also in the fourth row, but the rest of the row was apparently unoccupied.
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Figure 6. The arrangement of burials in the original Camp Lowell military cemetery, based on an 1881 description (see text for discussion).

24



Of the 53 deceased described explicitly as in the four established rows, 27 were soldiers or noncom-
missioned officers (19 privates, 2 corporals, 4 sergeants, 2 farriers), 3 were adult civilians (“citizens”),
and 1 (No. 35) was a child. The identities of the other 22 burials, including what were presumably some
of the earliest burials in the cemetery (Nos. 1-8), were unknown. The earliest date of death among the 53
is November 5, 1866 (Row 2, Burial No. 32); the most recent date of death is February 21, 1873 (Burial
No. 53). However, based on the unpublished research of Arnold Franks, we know that two of the named
soldiers in the 1881 list (Leonard and Johnson) actually died in battle at Picacho Pass on April 15, 1862,
and were brought to Tucson for reburial in 1867. Two other named soldiers, McQuade and Richards, are
the California volunteers who died on July 12, 1862, and were first buried in the Camp Lowell cemetery,
making them the earliest known interments in the cemetery. According to Mr. Franks, at least 12 other
soldiers are known to have died in Tucson (or nearby) during the period the cemetery was in use, but their
names do not appear on the 1881 list. Some of these soldiers may be among the unknown soldiers in the
1881 list, or it is possible that some of their graves were simply overlooked during preparation of the list.

The burial list has 50 other entries, but we cannot say precisely where in the cemetery these burials
were placed, with a few exceptions. The 53 entries described above are followed by 2 entries preceded by
the heading “Buried in North West corner of Cemetery.” The numbering of these two entries is 1 and 2,
respectively, which breaks the sequential numbering of the preceding entries, although, in the next entry,
the previous sequence continues with 54. These two entries are also set off from the other entries by hori-
zontal lines, apparently indicating that only these two entries were buried in the northwest corner of the
cemetery. The fact that these two entries represent the only two officers in the entire list (except for a for-
mer officer who died as a civilian, appearing later in the list) suggests that there was an attempt to segre-
gate officers and soldiers in the cemetery. Unaccountably, the same two officers reappear later in the list
in a group of 30 entries that otherwise includes only deceased civilians (see below).

After the two officer entries, the list continues with eight more soldiers (five privates, one corporal,
one commissary sergeant, one musician) and one unknown burial. The numbering is continuous with the
first 53 entries in the list, but the location columns lack the notes of the earlier entries about the relative
location of the burials (e.g., “North of 51”°). We suspect that these nine burials were later additions to the
fourth row of burials begun by No. 53 (hence the depiction in Figure 6), but it is unclear why the preparer
of the list inserted the two officer burials, which were clearly made in the northwest corner of the
cemetery, just before these nine.

The next 30 entries on the list have a new sequence of numbers, beginning again with No. 1 but pre-
ceded by a lowercase a. The two officers mentioned above, Lts. Stewart and Cushing, appear as Nos. al2
and al3, respectively, followed by a former officer, Capt. R. M. Crandal (No. al4). The rest of the entries
in the group of 30 are either civilians (16) or unknown (11); 2 entries (Nos. a7 and a28) are apparently
double burials, each holding an adult and a child. Except for the burials of the two lieutenants, the loca-
tions of these burials within the cemetery are not specified.

The next seven entries in the list are also numbered from 1 (without a letter) and preceded by a head-
ing that reads, “The following names appear as having been buried in the Cemetery, who are among the
unknown.” In other words, these were not an additional seven burials, but burials known to have been
made in the cemetery but that had not been associated with identified graves; all presumably correspond-
ed with unknown burials already listed. The seven entries consist of four army privates and three Indian
scouts.

Two unnumbered burials complete the list. The first is that of Cpl. John Lyons, apparently the last
person buried in the cemetery. Lyons died January 21, 1881; his funeral is described in newspaper ac-
counts of the day (AWS, 27 January 1881a; AWS, 27 January 1881b; Poston 1881). The second burial, and
the very last on the list, is that of Sgt. George Mitchmore, who died May 11, 1881, and was buried not in
the old camp cemetery but at Fort Lowell. Mitchmore’s death came after the city’s request that no more
military burials be allowed in the military cemetery and probably just before the list of burials was
prepared.
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The total number of burials in the Camp Lowell cemetery as recorded in the list, taking into account
the double burials, the repeat appearance of the two lieutenants, and the presumed equivalence of 7 of the
unknown burials with seven names provided later in the list, is 95. Assuming that each of the 2 double
burials consisted of a single grave holding two bodies, the total number of graves in the cemetery was 93.
Of these 93 graves, at least 46 held military burials (including the three Indian scout burials) and at least
20 held civilian burials. Of the civilian graves, at least 11 held children (including the two graves with
double burials). The other 28 graves may have held either military or civilian graves, but it is probably
safe to assume, given the proportions of soldiers and civilians among the known burials, that the majority
of the unknown burials were of soldiers or officers.

When Dr. White removed burials from the camp cemetery in 1884 (see Chapter 2), the number of in-
dividuals he was reported to have removed was 74. Most of these individuals were represented by just a
few bones, but White also removed at least two complete skeletons, including the unnamed wife of a lieu-
tenant (ADS, 24 June 1884). The 1887 list of unmarked burials at Fort Lowell (Quartermaster General
1887) includes 65 burials moved from the cemetery at Tucson. Of the 65 burials, 37 are named soldiers
and officers, 27 are indicated as unknown, and 1 is a civilian, the child Leandro Spofford (Leander Spof-
ford in the 1881 list). The order of names on the list is very similar to the 1881 list, except that the other
civilian burials do not appear, the burials with known names but unknown locations do not appear, and
the number of unknown burials is lower. (The two lists also have minor differences in the spelling of
names and in rank and regiment information.) Thus, it appears that White used the 1881 list as a guide to
his removal of burials, and that a revision of the list, based on the results of White’s attempt to relocate
and remove burials became part of the official record of unmarked burials at Fort Lowell.

The discrepancy between the total number of burials unearthed by White as reported in 1884 (74) and
the number of unmarked burials from the Camp Lowell cemetery reported at Fort Lowell in 1887 (65)
might be partly explained by the immediate claiming of exhumed burials by family members and friends
for reburial elsewhere, although we have not seen any evidence that this happened. The substantial dif-
ference between the number of relocated burials at Fort Lowell in 1887 and the number of graves reported
in the camp cemetery in 1881 (93) probably has in part a similar explanation. At least one grave in the
1881 list was already empty when the list was made. According to a note in the list, one of the officers
buried in the cemetery, Lt. Reid T. Stewart, was disinterred in 1873 and carried to Pennsylvania for re-
burial. More to the point, shortly after White’s work was complete, the Citizen reported that when the
government first hired White to remove the remains of soldiers from the old cemetery, Tucson fixture
George Hand had the remains of his old friend, Thomas Wallace (No. 24 on the 1881 list), disinterred and
reburied at the new city cemetery at his own expense. Hand and Wallace enlisted and served together in
the California Column during the Civil War, Hand as a sergeant and Wallace as a corporal (Carmony
1994:3, 1996:181). When Wallace died in 1868, he was buried in Tucson in the military cemetery, with
Hand as “the chief mourner” (AWC, 12 July 1884; Hayden n.d.b). According to the Citizen, Hand had
regularly visited and decorated Wallace’s grave; perhaps it was the prospect of having to make the 7-mile
trip to the new Fort Lowell cemetery to continue his visits that prompted Hand to have Wallace reburied
in the nearby Court Street cemetery.

Assuming that the 1887 list accurately reflects the number of burials removed by White, and taking
into account the known prior removals of Lt. Stewart and Cpl. Wallace, the number of graves left un-
discovered in the military cemetery in 1884 was potentially as high as 27. Assuming that the 1884 report
of 74 burials having been removed by White is accurate, as many as 18 graves were left undiscovered in
1884. It is also possible, of course, that the 1881 list did not include some early, unmarked graves in the
camp cemetery, which would increase the number of graves left undiscovered in 1884.

The description of rows of burials in the 1881 list offers the possibility of partially reconstructing the
layout of graves in the Camp Lowell cemetery and of estimating its size along at least one axis. Because
we lack any information on individual graves, we have to assume a certain amount of consistency in the
dimensions and layout of graves in the cemetery. A comprehensive 1878 compilation of regulations gov-
erning national military cemeteries (Quartermaster General 1878) does not include or mention any
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standards for the dimensions or layout of military graves, but we do have some information from two post
cemeteries contemporary with the Camp Lowell cemetery: the cemetery at Fort Bowie in southeastern
Arizona (1862—-1894) and the cemetery at Fort McRae in the southern Rio Grande Valley (1865-1876).
The Fort Bowie cemetery, still maintained as a historic site, was recently studied using magnetometry
(Kemrer and Webb 2002). The study confirmed both the dimensions of the cemetery recorded in an early
official document and the general layout of burials suggested in an early photograph. The layout of the
long-obliterated Fort McRae cemetery is known from a contemporary official description (Quartermaster
General 1868). Table 1 summarizes the information on size and burial layout at the Fort Bowie and Fort
McRae cemeteries.

Judging by the Fort Bowie and Fort McRae information, a reasonable estimate of the width of the
space occupied by an individual grave in the Camp Lowell cemetery is 6 feet. Taking the maximum num-
ber of graves in a single row indicated in the 1881 Camp Lowell burial list, the length of the north-south
axis of the camp cemetery was 108 feet, roughly equivalent to either axis of the Fort Bowie cemetery.

The length of the east-west axis of the cemetery is impossible to infer based solely on the 1881 burial
list. Based on the information from Forts Bowie and McRae, the width of the space occupied by a row of
graves (including a share of the space between rows) was around 9.5 feet. This means the four established
rows in the Camp Lowell cemetery took up the eastern 38 feet or so of the cemetery, with some open
space left in the north half of the incomplete fourth row (see Figure 6). We know that the two officers’
graves were located in the northwest corner of the cemetery, but we do not know anything about the ar-
rangement of the other 29 graves in the cemetery. Nor do we know how full the military cemetery was
when the city asked the army to stop using it, but the fact that the city considered it necessary to make
such a request suggests that there was at least some space still available within the walls after the burial of
Cpl. Lyons.

Photographs of the Military Cemetery

A photograph of the Camp Lowell cemetery taken by John Vance Lauderdale in 1870 is the only one we
have found that was deliberately taken of the cemetery itself (Figure 7). Other early photographs of Tuc-
son exist that incidentally include the area of the cemetery as a part of wider shots, but we have found on-
ly one that unambiguously shows the walled military cemetery. The photograph was taken by Carleton
Watkins in 1880, from near the top of Sentinel Peak just west of Tucson. Watkins was a well-known pro-
fessional photographer in the late nineteenth century, whose panoramic views of Western landscapes and
towns are now highly valued as works of art (Nickel 1999; Palmquist 1983). A large, early print of his
Sentinel Peak shot of Tucson is kept in the AHS archives, but the fate of its original negative is uncertain.
Watkins’s large personal archive of negatives and prints, which may well have included the Sentinel Peak
negative, was destroyed in the fire that followed the 1906 San Francisco earthquake (Nickel 1999).

The walled Camp Lowell cemetery is virtually invisible in a page-sized reproduction of the Watkins
photograph (Figure 8), although it is reasonably clear on the print itself. In the absence of a negative to
print an enlarged detail, we had a high-resolution digital scan made of a portion of the AHS print. Fig-
ure 9 reproduces a detail from the digital scan. The walled cemetery is at the center of the figure, just
below the recently completed Southern Pacific Railroad, which crosses the center of the photograph (note
the train cars at the right margin of the figure).
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Table 1. Cemetery Dimensions and Grave Spacing at Forts Bowie and McRae

Graves Per Row Average Width of

Cemetery Dimensions (Feet) (Max.)(Inches) Grave Space® (Feet)
Fort Bowie 100 north-south x 113 east-west 18 in east-west row 6.3 feet
Fort McRae 60 north-south x 44 east-west 10 in north-south row 5.5 feet

*This figure includes each grave’s share of the space between adjacent graves, or the space between a grave and the
limit of the cemetery. The Fort McRae cemetery had a 5-foot walk bisecting each row, leaving 55 feet for 10 graves.
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Figure 7. The “government” cemetery at Tucson, 1870. (Photograph by John Vance Lauderdale.
John Vance Lauderdale Papers, Yale Collection of Western Americana, Beinecke Rare Book and
Manuscript Library, Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut.
Courtesy of the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library.)
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courtesy of the Arizona Historical Society/Tucson, Accession No. 18233).
http://arizonahistoricalsociety.org
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Figure 9. Detail from the 1880 Carleton Watkins photograph of Tucson
(courtesy of the Arizona Historical Society/Tucson, Accession No. 18233).
http://arizonahistoricalsociety.org
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Using the Lauderdale and Watkins photographs and comparing the relative size and location of the
walled cemetery and other features in the Watkins photograph with some of the same features on the ear-
liest Sanborn maps of Tucson (Sanborn Map Company 1883, 1886), we tried to estimate the dimensions
of the walled cemetery and to establish its precise location relative to modern features in the Joint Courts
project area. This effort was seriously hindered by the lack of major features other than the cemetery in
the Lauderdale photograph and by the oblique angle at which the cemetery appears in the Watkins photo-
graph. Despite several distinct attempts to extrapolate the known dimensions of nearby buildings shown
both in the Watkins photograph and on the scaled Sanborn maps, the only confident conclusion we reached
about the dimensions of the cemetery was that the length of its north-south axis was close to the 108 feet
suggested by the layout of graves in the 1881 burial list. The length of the east-west axis of the cemetery,
which is greatly compressed in the perspective offered by the Watkins photograph, is much harder to esti-
mate. The best estimate we can offer is that it was the same as the length of the north-south axis, an esti-
mate based simply on the square appearance of the cemetery in the Lauderdale photograph.

The location of the camp cemetery in relation to the Joint Courts project area can be inferred with rea-
sonable confidence using the Watkins photograph. The area of the cemetery was not included on a San-
born map until 1901, but several of the buildings shown in the Watkins photograph immediately south
and west of the walled cemetery are matched fairly easily with buildings lining either side of Stone Ave-
nue and Cemetery (Alameda) Street on the 1883 and 1886 Sanborn maps. A comparison of the photo-
graph with the maps suggests that the camp cemetery was located immediately adjacent on the north to
Cemetery Street but slightly set back from (east of) Stone Avenue. The distance between Stone Avenue
and the west wall of the cemetery can be estimated by comparing that distance with the presumed length
of one side of the cemetery, which gives a setback of 56.5 feet from the east edge of Stone as it was
aligned in 1880. The 1880 alignment, which is depicted on the 1880 Pattiani map of Tucson (Pattiani
1880; see the detail reproduced in O’Mack [2005:Figure 6]), was altered somewhat in 1890, when Block
254, which seems to have wholly contained the military cemetery, was surveyed and subdivided by the
city (see O’Mack 2005:Figure 9). Taking into account the 1890 realignment, we have plotted our best es-
timate of the size and location of the camp cemetery on a 2005 aerial photograph of the Joint Courts pro-
ject area (Figure 10).

Features of the Military Cemetery

Contrary to our earlier interpretation (O’Mack 2005:31-33), we now believe that the 1870 Lauderdale
photograph of the military cemetery (see Figure 7) was taken not from a point to the northeast of the
cemetery, but from a point to the southeast. This interpretation is based in part on the shadows visible in
the photograph, and in part on the white spires visible just beyond the back wall of the cemetery. Rather
than the tops of buildings, we now think these spires are the tops of aboveground burial vaults located just
northwest of the military cemetery, some of which are also visible in an enlarged detail from the 1880
Watkins photograph (Figure 11).

The Gate

In the Lauderdale photograph, the cemetery’s south wall, illuminated by sunlight, has a large white gate at
its midpoint. This gate, presumably of wood, is not visible in the detail from the 1880 Watkins photo-
graph. Perhaps the prominent white gate was replaced after 1870 by something that did not stand out so
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Figure 10. Location of the original Camp Lowell cemetery in relation to the Joint Courts project area and other cemetery boundaries.
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Figure 11. Portion of detail from the 1880 Carleton Watkins photograph of Tucson
(courtesy of the Arizona Historical Society/Tucson, Accession No. 18233).
http://arizonahistoricalsociety.org
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Figure 12. Sketch of the view north from Camp Lowell in Tucson, made by Charles Poston in the
late 1860s. The caption reads, “Cemetery, Headquarters, Castellated Rock & Ventana,
Head of Plaza Militar, Tucson” (photograph of original sketch courtesy of the
Arizona Historical Society/Tucson, Accession No. 60802).
http://arizonahistoricalsociety.org

readily in a photograph. The presence of a gate in the south wall of the cemetery not long after it was built
is confirmed in a simple sketch of Camp Lowell made by Charles Poston in the late 1860s (Figure 12).
The choice of the south wall for the entrance to the military cemetery is probably explained by the loca-
tion of Camp Lowell almost directly south of the cemetery.

Also visible in the Lauderdale photograph is what may be a second entrance to the cemetery, at the
midpoint of its east wall (see Figure 7). If this is another entrance, it is of a different kind than the gate in
the south wall, as the coping (or cap) visible along the top of all four walls seems to be continuous across
the east wall. This possible entrance is not visible in the 1880 Watkins photograph. An alternative inter-
pretation is that the white rectangle visible at the midpoint of the east wall in the Lauderdale photograph

is some freestanding feature located immediately exterior to the wall, such as another aboveground burial
vault.

The Walls

The walls of the Camp Lowell cemetery are described in several sources as having been made of adobe

(see O’Mack 2005:31-35), and individual adobe bricks are easily discerned in the 1870 Lauderdale pho-
tograph. Using an enlargement of the photograph, we were able to count 15 courses of adobe bricks, with
a coping (or cap layer) of unknown material extending slightly outward from the wall face. Assuming an
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average height of 4 inches for each course of adobe brick and a similar height for the coping, the height of
the cemetery wall was approximately 5 feet 4 inches. Based on this measurement, the arch of the gate in
the cemetery’s south wall was approximately 8 feet high, and the width of the gate was about 8 feet. In
our reconstruction of the layout of burials in the cemetery (see Figure 6), we have assumed that the cem-
etery had a central north-south walk about as wide as the gate, similar to the cemetery at Fort McRae.

The Grave Markers

An editorial published in the Citizen in February 1883, 2 years after the city requested that the military
cemetery be closed but 1 year before Dr. White removed any of the burials, bemoaned the neglected state
of the military cemetery and provided the only substantial description we have seen of the markers on its
graves (also confirmed here are the rows of graves described in the 1881 burial list).

At the head of one [grave] stood a marble slab (the only one in the cemetery) erected by
his company to perpetuate the name of a comrade, a young Englishman, aged twenty-
three, but it is now broken in pieces and the grave is to be leveled off. In rows on either
side, sleep scores of others, who perhaps were not less meritorious or brave but whose
mounds, marked only by the regulation board, which time has seamed and worn till not a
line remains to tell who they were, how they fought and where they fell. . . [AWC, 18
February 1883]

The identity of the “young Englishman” and the location of his remains within the military cemetery
are unknown, but it is interesting that a single stone monument is visible within the walls of the cemetery
in the 1870 Lauderdale photograph, in the gap formed by the gate in the south wall (see Figure 7). (In
fact, the position of the monument within the gap suggests that Lauderdale chose this angle for his photo-
graph because the monument was easily visible.) No other grave markers are visible in the photograph,
even though other markers even of lesser height would have been partially visible.

The “regulation board” that the editorial described as marking the other graves in the cemetery was
the standard marker provided by the army beginning at least as early as 1865 (Mollan 2003). The Quarter-
master General considered headboards to be temporary markers and tried through the 1870s to have all of
them replaced with more durable markers of stone or metal, but this apparently never happened in Tuc-
son. Three years after the remains of soldiers in the Camp Lowell cemetery were moved to Fort Lowell,
the new graves were still unmarked (Quartermaster General 1887). No wooden markers are visible in the
Lauderdale photograph, but the detail from the 1880 Watkins photograph shows what must be rows of
headboards (and perhaps other markers) filling much of the military cemetery (see Figure 11).
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CHAPTER 4

The City Cemetery

Our understanding of the larger National Cemetery, or the portion of the cemetery that was used by the
general population of Tucson during the same period that the military cemetery was in use, has improved
significantly in the current project. Nonetheless, the information we have collected still leaves many ques-
tions about the city cemetery (as it was also known by Tucsonans of the day) unanswered, and we are able
to present only a rough sketch of the nature of the cemetery and how it was used. This chapter summariz-
es the information we now have about the limits of the city cemetery, its possible subdivisions, and the
nature of the graves and grave markers in it.

Limits of the Larger Cemetery

It is unlikely that the large rectangular parcel reserved as a cemetery in the 1872 town site survey was ev-
er considered by most people to correspond to the limits of the National Cemetery as it was actually used.
As discussed in Chapter 2, the construction of both the Southern Pacific Railroad and Toole Avenue
through the cemetery parcel in 1880, which removed exactly half of it from use as a cemetery, seems to
have taken place without any concern for the cemetery on the part of either the city council or the general
public, and without any impact to graves. Because the areas to the east and north of the 1872 parcel were
undeveloped and essentially unused before the arrival of the railroad, most people in Tucson probably did
not know or care where the eastern and northern boundaries of the parcel fell. References to the location
of the cemetery from the years before 1880 never amounted to more than a note that it was east of Stone
Avenue and north of Alameda (or Cemetery) Street. The eastern and northern limits of the full parcel
were unmarked by streets and probably of little concern to Tucsonans, who apparently never used the por-
tions of the cemetery parcel most removed from the settled part of town.

The triangular parcel that survived the construction of the railroad and Toole Avenue, labeled “Na-
tional Cemetery” on the 1880 Pattiani map (see Figure 3), seems to have been recognized both officially
and popularly as the maximum extent of the abandoned National Cemetery for the next decade or so. In
November 1881, the Tucson City Council agreed in principle to a “Petition of citizens for the opening of
Council street from Stone Avenue to where it would intersect Toole Avenue” (TCC minutes, 7 November
1881). The Citizen, in its report of the council’s decision, pointed out that the new street would pass
through “the old cemetery” (WAC, 13 November 1881). No such street was opened until 9 years later,
when the city subdivided the old cemetery property into lots, but the Citizen’s comment suggests that
Toole Avenue was understood to be the eastern boundary of the cemetery, just as Stone Avenue, at the
eastern end of Council Street, was its western boundary. Similarly, when the council published a notice in
1882 requesting that people remove their relatives and friends from the old cemetery, it described the
cemetery as “between Stone and Toole avenues” (ADS, 7 January 1882; EF, 13 January 1882). And an
1890 notice about the pending sale of Block 254 described the old city cemetery as “the triangular tract
bounded by Alameda Street, Toole and Stone Avenues” (ADC, 8 February 1890b). Unfortunately, there is
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nothing in these references indicating which portion of the triangular parcel was actually used for burials,
and it is unlikely that the placement of burials in the years before 1880 conformed to the triangular parcel
defined only that year.

A close look at the 1880 Watkins photograph suggests that another, more meaningful cemetery
boundary existed prior to 1880. In the detail enlargements of the photograph (see Figures 9 and 11), just
to the left of the walled military cemetery, a wall is visible running north-south along the east side of nar-
row, unpaved Stone Avenue. The wall begins on the south at a point approximately even with the line of
the north wall of the military cemetery (although it is well west of the end of that wall) and extends north
to a point somewhat beyond a small building standing on the other side of Stone Avenue. From this point,
another wall extends east to a point near the slightly raised bed of the recently completed railroad (it is not
clear whether Toole Avenue had been built yet when the photograph was taken). Together the two walls
form a right angle, which suggests that they were once part of a complete rectangle, but no other part of
such a rectangle is visible in the photograph. A gap in the north-south wall near its midpoint, probably
representing an entrance, is the only other discernible wall feature.

The two walls, which we have been able to plot with reasonable confidence on the modern aerial pho-
tograph of the project area (see Figure 10), must have marked the western and northern limits of the larger
National Cemetery as it was defined for some period before the arrival of the railroad. Based solely on the
Watkins photograph, it is impossible to say what the full dimensions of this larger, walled parcel were, or
even if the parcel was fully walled, but at least this portion of the parcel was clearly used for burials. As
noted in Chapter 3, the aboveground burial vaults visible just beyond (northwest) of the military cemetery
in the 1870 Lauderdale photograph (see Figure 7) are also visible in the enlarged details of the Watkins
photograph; these vaults were just within the area marked by the north-south wall of the larger cemetery.
And other features, probably vaults or grave markers, can be seen at scattered points throughout the area
bounded by the two walls, although the resolution of the enlarged details does not allow a precise count
of them or a sense of their arrangement.

The most surprising thing about this larger walled area is how absent it seems to be from surviving
descriptions of the National Cemetery. In fact, before we saw it in the high-resolution scan of the Watkins
photograph, we had no clue that there was a second walled area, despite having gathered numerous (albeit
passing and unelaborated) references to both the walled military cemetery and the larger National Ceme-
tery. Early in the current project, we dismissed as unreliable one contemporary reference to a second
walled cemetery because it seemed ambiguous, but now it is clearly worth a second look. An editorial in
the Citizen in 1883 (AWC, 18 February 1883:4) referring to the “old cemetery” noted that, in previous
years, “A high adobe wall had encircled the entire square.” This might be read as a reference to the mili-
tary cemetery, except that the same editorial goes on to describe the military cemetery as “[a]djoining
the old cemetery,” implying that there were two walled cemeteries in the larger cemetery parcel (AWC,

18 February 1883:4; see Appendix B for the full article).

Two aspects of this reference are worth emphasizing with regard to what can be seen in the Watkins
detail. First, the statement that the adobe wall of the nonmilitary cemetery “encircled the entire square”
suggests that the larger walled area in the Watkins photograph once had walls on all four sides and that
the area enclosed by those walls was square. Second, the description of the military cemetery as “adjoin-
ing” (rather than contained by) the other walled cemetery suggests that the north-south wall visible along
the east side of Stone Avenue in the Watkins photograph never extended farther south, which would have
been the case if the larger cemetery once encompassed the miliary cemetery. Assuming that the larger
walled cemetery was square and that it was immediately adjacent to the walled military cemetery, we
have plotted the probable extent of the larger walled cemetery on the aerial photograph of the project area
(see Figure 10). It is impossible to say whether a portion of the south wall of the larger cemetery was the
same as the north wall of the military cemetery, but the alignment of the latter wall with the south end of
the west wall of the larger cemetery suggests that it was.

The 1883 editorial also notes that “As the old [nonmilitary] cemetery had been in use for many years
it is well filled,” (AWC) which suggests that most or all of the area enclosed by the wall had been used for
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burials. This also suggests that some burials may, in fact, have been disturbed, or at least graded over and
forgotten, when Toole Avenue was constructed in 1880, if the extent of the larger walled cemetery was
close to what we have inferred it to be.

A few other references to an old cemetery wall remain hard to interpret and may refer to either the
military cemetery or its larger nonmilitary counterpart. In 1879, the Citizen reported:

About six o’clock last evening the north wall of the old cemetery was made a screen for a
combat of some kind, which served to attract a large part of the population in that neigh-
borhood. Some blood was spilled, and dry goods torn to pieces, but what it was all about
we could not learn. No arrests [DAC, 1 April 1879].

Obviously, the north wall of either cemetery could have served the cited purpose. Ten years later, the
Star reported:

While some Mexicans were tracing the line of the wall of the old cemetery yesterday they
struck a small box a few inches under the surface, and upon opening it found the decom-
posed remains of what had evidently been an infant child [ADS, 6 April 1889].

Infant burials, especially shallow ones at the very margin of the cemetery, were undoubtedly more
common in the larger cemetery than in the military cemetery, which means this reference to a wall is per-
haps to the larger cemetery (see Chapter 6 for more on this accidental discovery and others).

Subdivisions

We have found no direct evidence of subdivisions in the larger cemetery or of areas reserved for the dead
of particular religions, statuses, or associations. Because the majority of the population in Tucson was
Mexican during the period the cemetery was in use, the majority of the graves in the cemetery were un-
doubtedly of Catholics, but enough non-Catholics lived and died in Tucson in the same period to have
required, at a minimum, Catholic and non-Catholic sections in the cemetery. When the Court Street cem-
etery opened in 1875, the city council reserved a portion of it (Blocks 8, 9, 14, and 15 of the town site)
for Catholic burials and a smaller portion (Blocks 10 and 13) for burials of all other denominations (TCC
minutes, 18 May 1875; AC, 29 May 1875). This was probably a formal continuation of an arrangement,
formal or otherwise, that existed in the National Cemetery.

The National Cemetery probably also had, in addition to consecrated ground for routine Catholic
burials, an area of unconsecrated ground for the burial of unbaptized members of Catholic families and
for other burials prohibited from consecrated ground, such as suicides. An interesting case from the early
years of the Court Street cemetery illustrates the importance of the distinction between consecrated and
unconsecrated ground in that cemetery, a distinction that was undoubtedly also important in the National
Cemetery. In August 1879, the Citizen reported:

The infant son of Manuel Vasquez died this morning. Just previous to its death a priest
was sent for to baptize it, but he arrived a few minutes too late. The child was dead, and
the baptism had been administered by its grandmother. The parents desire that the body
shall be buried next to that of its grandfather, in that part of the cemetery which has re-
ceived the benediction of the Catholic church, but the church authorities assume to deny
the privilege on the ground that the baptism was irregular. The friends of the family are
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very indignant at the rule which would thus divide their dead, and will not be satisfied
without an appeal to the city authorities [DAC, 4 August 1879c].

The accusatory tone of the article (and its evident anti-Catholic bent) prompted a long reply a week
later by Bishop J. B. Salpointe, who defended the actions of the local church authorities:

What they had to do, as they are forbidden by the church to bury any unbaptized child in
blessed ground, was to investigate in the case. All they can do for the infant that dies be-
fore being baptized is to permit its parents to bury it in a certain place of the cemetery,
which is always set apart for the purpose and which has never received the benediction of
the church [DAC, 11 August 1879].

Salpointe noted that the church authorities had not summarily denied the validity of the baptism by
the grandmother. In fact, the investigating priest had concluded that the baptism was proper and that bur-
ial could therefore take place in blessed ground, with the customary ceremonies and prayers taking place
at the church beforehand. “We intended to perform the ceremonies of the church for the burial, had the
corpse been brought to the church, but we were spared the work as the retinue went directly to the burial
grounds, without requesting our ministry.” Salpointe also pointed out that, even if the church had denied
burial in consecrated ground, the article’s call for “an appeal to the city authorities” was misconceived:
“The civil authorities must know better what they have to do in regard to religious matters” (DAC,

11 August 1879).

Whatever the actual course of events in this case, it is notable both for the obvious adherence of the
Catholic Church, even in remote Tucson, to the principle of maintaining consecrated and unconsecrated
ground in its cemetery and for the tension that clearly existed between this principle and the burial prefer-
ences of at least one Mexican family. It is not clear whether the Vasquez family decided to bury their in-
fant son in unconsecrated ground, away from his grandfather, or if they defied the church and buried him
in the family plot (Salpointe’s letter might be read as a post hoc accommodation of either result). Not sur-
prisingly, the burial of the infant Vasquez does not appear in the Tucson Diocese burial register (see
Chapter 5).

The Vasquez incident indicates that family membership, not surprisingly, was an important organiz-
ing principle in the Court Street cemetery, and it is only reasonable to assume the same was true in the
National Cemetery. The Court Street cemetery also had, at least in later years, sections maintained by fra-
ternal organizations. Again, we have no direct evidence for such sections in the National Cemetery, but at
least one such section (for Masonic burials) was present in the Court Street cemetery by 1880. Because
the Masons and perhaps other fraternal organizations were present in Tucson during the period the Na-
tional Cemetery was in use, it is possible that one or more of them maintained a section there. (We dis-
cuss fraternal organizations and their burial records in Chapter 5.)

By 1889, most of the subdivisions of the Court Street cemetery, including the Catholic section and
the sections maintained by various fraternal organizations, were reported to be “nicely fenced” (ADC,

16 August 1889), but that was 14 years after the cemetery had opened. The earlier years of the Court
Street cemetery saw repeated complaints about unregulated burials and a lack of maintenance, conditions
that probably also prevailed in the National Cemetery. Even the division between the Catholic and non-
Catholic sections of the Court Street cemetery was only loosely drawn in the early years. At a city council
meeting in February 1880, the cemetery committee reported that “there are in the avenue dividing the two
burial plots [i.e., the Catholic and non-Catholic sections] buried from fifteen to eighteen bodies, that the
committee recommends . . . be disinterred and reburied within the limits of the cemetery” (TCC minutes,
2 February 1880; also see ADS, 2 February 1880). Two years later, undertaker E. J. Smith petitioned the
city council to pass an ordinance that no interments be allowed in the Court Street cemetery except with a
permit from the Board of Health, and only under the supervision of a cemetery sexton, a position he of-
fered to fill himself if the ordinance was passed. He also recommended that the ordinance require that
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“the cemetery be enclosed and properly laid off into streets and alleys etc. and then laid off into lots to be
sold to families. And a Potters field for the interment of all who are unable to purchase lots” (TCC min-
utes, 13 February 1882). This petition came while Smith was busy removing burials from the National
Cemetery and reburying them in the Court Street cemetery (see Chapter 2), which suggests that his re-
quest derived either from his frustration at finding graves in the National Cemetery because of a lack of
such organization and rules, or from problems determining where burials could be reinterred in the new
cemetery without disturbing existing burials, or from both circumstances.

Graves and Grave Markers

The detail enlargements of the 1880 Watkins photograph show that grave markers and aboveground bur-
ial structures were present in much of the nonmilitary portion of the National Cemetery by the time it
closed. Unfortunately, we have found only scattered references to the nature of these surface features and
their arrangement in the cemetery and even less about the subsurface features that accompanied them.
Nevertheless, a sense of the kinds of graves and grave markers that existed in the National Cemetery and
might still be preserved there can be had from archaeological and historical studies of other nineteenth-
century cemeteries, both in the Southwest and elsewhere. In this section, we discuss the limited informa-
tion we do have about graves and grave markers in the National Cemetery and supplement it with infor-
mation on historical-period cemeteries provided by Bell (1987, 1990), Brandes (1998:199), Brock and
Schwartz (1991), Costello et al. (1987), Farrell (1980), Flores Morales (1999), Garciagodoy (1998), Grif-
fith (1992), Habenstein et al. (1955), Harris (1977), Hillerman (1980), Jordan (1990), Kogon and Mayer
(1995), Matternes (1998), Sloane (1991), Swauger (1959), and Wigginton (1973:314-323).

Grave Orientation and Positioning

Like every other aspect of burial in the National Cemetery, the orientation and positioning of bodies prob-
ably varied according to the cultural traditions of the deceased. The nonmilitary portion of the National
Cemetery was, in large part, a Mexican-American Catholic cemetery, and the majority of the burials in it
probably conformed, to some degree, to Mexican-American traditions. At the same time, Tucson was, by
the 1860s, a multicultural frontier town, where Mexican, Anglo-American, Native American, and other
traditions mingled and influenced one another. The burial traditions represented in the National Cemetery
undoubtedly reflected this multicultural environment, just as burial traditions in other parts of the multi-
cultural Southwest have long reflected several strands of cultural influence (e.g., Cunningham 1993).

In contrast to Anglo-American cemeteries of the nineteenth century, which typically had regular rows
of burials more or less evenly spaced, Mexican cemeteries often had a more haphazard arrangement.
Within one family plot, multiple burials might be found to be oriented along just as many axes; an east-
west orientation, common in Anglo-American burials, held no special meaning in traditional Mexican
cemeteries. Some of the factors influencing irregular, nonlinear organization were orientation to a nearby
church, orientation to a cemetery gate, or simply placement to make the most efficient use of limited cem-
etery space (Brock and Schwartz 1991:88; Jordan 1990:70).

At the same time, Griffith (1992:117-119) has noted that in the Rincon Cemetery just east of Tucson,
where the earliest grave dates to 1882 and nearly all the graves are of Mexican Americans, most graves
are oriented east-west, with the head to the west, a Mexican-American practice he considers common,
though not universal, in southern Arizona. Similarly, although we have found little documentation of the
1953 discovery of skeletons during an addition to the Tucson Newspapers building, a newspaper account
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of the discovery noted that “all burials interred in coffins were oriented in an east-west axis” (7C, 9 July
1953). We do not know the cultural affiliation of these burials, but there is a good chance they were
Mexican-American. Perhaps by the late nineteenth century, Mexican Americans in the Tucson area had
adopted certain Anglo-American burial traditions, including east-west orientation. A similar adoption of
selected Anglo-American burial traditions has been noted by Barber (1993) at a nineteenth-century Mex-
ican-American cemetery in southern California. And in recently completed excavations by SRI at Dove
Cemetery, a late-nineteenth-century, predominantly Mexican-American cemetery in southern California,
all of the excavated burials were positioned face up, with feet extended and head to the west, a typically
Anglo-American burial posture. It is worth noting that two Mexican (or Mexican-American) burials,
found side by side in the Historic Block 180 project just west of the Joint Courts project area and dating
to the mid-nineteenth century, were laid face up, heads to the east, and fully extended (Ciolek-Torrello
and Swanson 1995:143-147).

For many Anglo-Americans in the second half of the nineteenth century, cemeteries were the perfect
medium for the expression of a Victorian sensibility about the “beautification of death.” In the industrial-
ized portions of the East and Midwest, expertly landscaped “memorial parks” became the norm, with a
carefully controlled use of cemetery space dominated by linear regularity. Most services associated with
death, including cemetery design, funeral services, preparation of the body, and interment, were turned
over to mortuary professionals (Bell 1987; Harris 1977; Sloane 1991). Of course, the extent to which an
Anglo-American community complied with this model depended on the accessibility of the goods and
services that made it possible. Bell (1987:62) has shown that marginal groups, such as the indigent,
“could and did embrace certain rituals” promoted in the larger society, including certain material corre-
lates, but much less emphasis was placed on the “beautification of death.” Similarly, in frontier towns like
Tucson, not yet served by a railroad, “harsh circumstances often dictated less formal funeral ritual than
that practiced in urban areas” (Hillerman 1980:92). Anglo-American burials in many rural areas kept with
a long Christian tradition in which the body is placed with feet to the east so that the resurrected may sit
and greet Christ, but there was often less emphasis on the alignment of graves in neat rows (Bybee 2003).

As the discussion in Chapter 3 suggests, the Victorian ideal of an orderly, well-maintained cemetery
was approximated to some degree in the regular rows of the military portion of the National Cemetery.
Whether the head-to-the-west orientation was practiced in the military cemetery is unclear: our hypothe-
tical plan of the cemetery (see Figure 6) shows that the burials in the eastern half laid heads to the east,
but only because the 1881 list that describes the burials begins with the easternmost row. The degree to
which an adherence to Victorian or other Anglo-American principles structured the layout of burials in
the larger cemetery is unknown.

Grave Markers and Other Surface Features

It is unlikely that any of the grave markers and other surface grave features visible in the 1880 Watkins
photograph have escaped the many disturbances that the National Cemetery has experienced since it
closed. This is unfortunate, as grave markers can communicate a wealth of information about family,
community, ethnic identity, socioeconomic status, religion, and attitudes about mortality (Bell 1987:48—
50; Brock and Schwartz 1991; Dethlefsen 1981; Gorman and DiBlasi 1981; Griffith 1992; Jordan 1990;
Keister 2004). Excavation in the Joint Courts project area may not recover intact grave markers, but frag-
ments of markers may be preserved.

As noted in Chapter 3, most of the graves in the military portion of the National Cemetery were
marked with a simple wooden headboard with painted letters; a single stone monument, perhaps the one
visible within the military cemetery in the 1870 Lauderdale photograph, was reported in a newspaper arti-
cle in 1883. The same article (see Appendix B) describes the aboveground burial vaults still present in
that year, probably including the ones visible in both the Lauderdale and Watkins photographs just north-
west of the military cemetery: “[M]any of the tombs, constructed of brick and mortar, apparently as
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enduring as time, were evidently prepared, considering the resources then at hand, with much labor and
expense” (AWC, 18 February 1883). The article also decries the fate of these aboveground features, which
was perhaps related to the order by the city, a year earlier, that the dead be removed by family and
friends:

At intervals during the past year people with more curiosity than decency have broken
open vaults (all of which are above ground) either in the hope of a little gain or to satisfy
a morbid desire that does credit to no one. In one vault, open for months, the mouldering
skeleton is, or was a week since, plainly visible, as was the decaying coffin and black
lace with which the coffin had been adorned, and as if to add insult to injury, some vile
wretch had thrown in a dead dog that yet remains unless the vault has been torn down
during the past week and all shoveled into a common hole [AWC, 18 February 1883].

Based on an examination of the Watkins photograph, it is safe to say that only a small percentage of
the total number of burials in the National Cemetery were made in aboveground vaults. Most families of
the deceased probably could not afford such features and must have settled for less expensive, more per-
ishable markers, but we have little evidence of what these were. In later years, after the Court Street cem-
etery opened, headboards were still being used by some people, including the relatively affluent Samuel
Drachman. A headboard placed on the grave of his deceased child in the Court Street cemetery was one
of several damaged by target-shooting vandals in 1883 (ADS, 10 February 1883; AWC, 11 February
1883). The coming of the railroad undoubtedly had an impact on the kinds of markers used in the Court
Street cemetery, even before the railroad actually reached Tucson in 1880. In 1879, the Citizen reported:

Mr. S. W. Carpenter yesterday received by Samaniego’s train an iron picket fence to
inclose [sic] the grave of his wife. It is, we believe, the first of the kind ever brought to
Tucson. Nice marble slabs properly inscribed, were also received to mark the head and
foot of the grave [AC, 11 July 1879a].

This notice appeared about 8 months before the railroad reached Tucson, but the grave markers it
mentions must have been brought by railroad to the nearest point where Samaniego’s wagon train could
pick them up (somewhere between Tucson and Yuma). The same page of the Citizen is filled with small
news items about goods recently brought to Tucson courtesy of the railroad. As the editors note, “Verily
the railroad is ruining Arizona, but somehow the people rather like the kind of ruin it brings” (AC, 11 July
1879b). The grave of Carpenter’s wife must have had some lesser marker for its first several months: the
Tucson Diocese burial register lists Tomasa Meyers, 22, wife of Sidney Carpenter, buried November 3,
1878 (see Chapter 5).

The use of a small fence, or cerguita, to enclose an individual grave was actually more of a Mexican
custom than an Anglo-American one in the nineteenth century. Perhaps Carpenter adopted it in honor of
his deceased Mexican-American wife. According to this account, the railroad brought the first iron ex-
ample of a cerquita to Tucson, but simple wooden versions were probably used by Mexican families (and
perhaps by other Anglo-Americans) in the National Cemetery, as they were in other nineteenth-century
Mexican cemeteries in the Southwest, especially on children’s graves (Barber 1993:163; Brock and
Schwartz 1991:87; Jordan 1990:71).

The use of any kind of grave marker was a fairly recent addition to Mexican burial practice. In the
early nineteenth century, grave markers were rare in the Southwest. Often, a local priest would simply
keep a record of placement in his libro de entierros (book of burials), with a description of the location
of the burial in relationship to the church (Brock and Schwartz 1991:86; Jordan 1990:76). It is probably
significant that the Tucson Diocese burial register for 1863—1887 generally lacks any information on
burial locations other than the occasional note that a burial was made “in the cemetery of this church” (see
Chapter 5). As Anglo-American influence in the Southwest increased, grave markers became more
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common, and by the mid-1800s most Mexican cemeteries included some grave markers, most of them
simple and constructed out of wood. At the same time, many Mexicans continued to prefer the traditional
unmarked burial.

By the late nineteenth century, Mexican-American cemeteries included a wide variety of grave mark-
ers, including wooden and iron crosses, cerquitas, relicaritos (grave markers with deep recesses to hold
items associated with the deceased), nichos (smaller versions of the relicarito), grave curbs (low enclo-
sures, nearly flush with the ground), and, infrequently, engraved stone markers. The materials used for
these markers before the railroad changed everything included field stones, bricks, plaster, and wood, but,
by the turn of the twentieth century, features made of concrete (including crosses, curbs, and relicaritos)
were common (Barber 1993; Brock and Schwartz 1991; Jordan 1990). Griffith (1992:119) notes that the
practice of piling field stones on top of individual graves, sometimes in decorative ways, was common in
traditional Mexican cemeteries of southern Arizona.

Nichos and relicaritos sometimes held crosses, crucifixes, effigies of the Virgin of Guadalupe, or oth-
er religious icons and might be painted in vivid colors or decorated with shells or other materials. The
same symbols might be carved into stone or wooden grave markers (Barber 1993; Brock and Schwartz
1991:86; Griffith 1992:120; Jordan 1990:83). These colorful displays are in stark contrast to the Anglo-
American preference for an air of solemnity and melancholy, another outgrowth of nineteenth-century
Victorian sensibilities (Bell 1987:48-50). During the period the National Cemetery was in use, it must
have been difficult or impossible for Anglo-Americans to obtain the tablet-and-base monuments of gran-
ite and marble typical of cemeteries in the East. In other nineteenth-century cemeteries in the Southwest,
the markers on Anglo-American graves consisted of wooden headboards and footboards, or roughly tabu-
lar field stones that could be stood on end and, if soft enough, incised with names, dates, and epitaphs
(Bell 1987:48-50; Brock and Schwartz 1991:87; Jordan 1990:44-47).

Body Preparations, Burial Receptacles, and Grave Goods

We have found virtually no specific information about how the dead were treated by Tucsonans before
and at burial during the period the National Cemetery was in use. In all likelihood, body and grave prepa-
rations were performed by family members or friends of the deceased, without the services of a profes-
sional undertaker. The earliest evidence we have for the presence of a professional undertaker in Tucson
is from 1879, when the Citizen reported that the county board of supervisors had accepted the proposal of
E. J. Smith to bury the indigent dead at $15 per burial, or $13 per burial if county prisoners did the dig-
ging (AC, 11 April 1879). Smith’s advertisements for undertaking services appeared regularly in Tucson’s
newspapers in later years, and it was Smith who offered his services to the Tucson community in 1882
when the city ordered that all burials be removed from the nonmilitary portion of the National Cemetery
(ADS, 4 February 1882; EF, 20 January). Smith was serving as county coroner in 1885 (AWC, 9 May
1885). By January 1882, Smith was running a regular ad in El Fronterizo, describing the services he of-
fered and his experience in same:
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E. J. Smith
Comerciante en General de

Cajas mortudrias, de todas clases, siempre a la mano, y hecha a la orden; a precios
cémodos palr]a los patrocinadores, como desde $2.5[0] para arriba.

Lava los cuerpos, los viste y prepara para el funeral.

Tiene bonitos vestidos y cintas para seforas, caballeros, y nifos.

Se venden por mayor y menor atavios de todas clases para cajas mortudrias.

Se pone especial cuidado en empacar los cuerpos para que se manden a cualquier
parte del mundo.

Se suministra el carruaje mortuorio, cuando se desea.

Veinte y cinco afios de esperiencia [sic] en este negocio [EF, 6 January 1882].

E. J. Smith
General Merchant in

Coffins, of all types, always on hand, and made to order; at comfortable prices for all
patrons, from about $2.50 and up.

He washes the bodies, dresses them, and prepares for the funeral.

He has pretty dresses and ribbons for ladies, gentlemen, and children.

Coffin adornments of all types sold wholesale and retail.

Special care is taken to pack the bodies so they can be sent to any part of the world.

The hearse is provided, when desired.

Twenty-five years experience in this business.

Two weeks later, in his offer of services to families needing to remove bodies from the National
Cemetery, Smith expanded his experience as an undertaker to 30 years and noted that he also had exper-
ience in the removal of bodies from three other cemeteries (EF, 20 January 1882). Unfortunately, he did
not name the three cemeteries or indicate where his 30 years of experience as an undertaker took place,
and we do not know when Smith arrived in Tucson or where he came from. It is possible, of course, that
he was in town and practicing his profession while the National Cemetery was in use and did not place
ads in the local papers until years after the cemetery closed.

Smith’s ad in El Fronterizo is notable for its description of the cajas mortuorias that he offers: “al-
ways on hand, and made to order.” This suggests that even 2 years after the arrival of the Southern Pacific
Railroad, and 7 years after the National Cemetery closed, handmade wooden coffins were still the norm in
Tucson. It is worth noting that Smith placed ads several years earlier in Las Dos Reptiblicas not for his
undertaking services but for his furniture business, describing himself as fabricante é importador de toda
clase de muebles finos y corrientes, “manufacturer and importer of every class of fine and popular furni-
ture” (LDR, 19 October 1878b). It was probably not unusual for the professions of carpenter and under-
taker to overlap in nineteenth-century frontier towns, given the skills needed to build and use coffins.

It is unclear what method of preservation Smith was referring to when he noted in his ad that “Special
care is taken to pack the bodies so they can be sent to any part of the world,” but it probably involved the
use of ice, not chemical embalming. Embalming was not commonly used in the United States until the
1880s (Habenstein and Lamers 1962:343-351) and apparently reached Tucson only late in that decade.
As for ice, in 1880 George Hand recorded the death of a man named Davis, killed in an accident at Pan-
tano and then “brought to town, frozen, and sent to California” (Carmony 1996:223). The freezing must
have been accomplished with ice from an ice machine, perhaps the one that went into operation the year
before at Alexander Levin’s beer garden (DAC, 4 August 1879d; also see Sonnichsen 1987:99). It was not
until 1889 that Smith’s ad in the Star began to include embalming among the services at “Smith’s Under-
taking and Embalming Establishment” at 403 Congress Street (ADS, 23 April 1889). By 1887, another
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undertaker, Sam Baird, was placing ads in El Fronterizo for coffins and mortuary services, including the
packing of bodies for long trips, but the ads made no mention of embalming (EF, 7 December 1887)
(Figure 13).

In addition to embalming services, Smith’s ads in 1889 included mention of his “full line” of metallic
caskets, the earliest mention we have found of commercially produced caskets, presumably brought to
Tucson from a manufacturing center elsewhere in the country. The terms “coffin” and “casket” are often
used interchangeably, but there are meaningful differences. Coffins are wide at the shoulder and narrow at
the foot and hence were sometimes called “pinch-toe” coffins. The use of pinch-toe coffins became wide-
spread as early as the 1790s and remained popular into the late 1800s, particularly outside of urban cen-
ters in the East. As the Victorian trend toward the “beautification of death” came into prominence in Ang-
lo-American communities around the middle of the nineteenth century, rectangular caskets appeared,
designed for more effective presentation of the deceased prior to burial (Bell 1987:52; Bybee 2003).
Pinch-toe coffins became obsolete in the early twentieth century, and caskets continued in popularity up
to the present, with few design changes. We do not have any specific information on when caskets (metal
or wooden) were first used in Tucson, but pinch-toe coffins were still the norm in the Mexican commun-
ity at Clifton, Arizona, at least as late as 1907, to judge by the many photographs of Mexican funerals in
Clifton taken by Oliver Risdon after that year (AHS, PC 204, Risdon photograph collection, ca. 1910-
1950, Box 1; these photographs are a potentially valuable source for the comparative study of coffins and
coffin hardware in Arizona during the period). Pinch-toe coffins have also been recovered from a late-
nineteenth-century Mexican-American cemetery in southern California (Brock and Schwartz 1991:25).
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Figure 13. Advertisement by Sam Baird for coffins and funeral
services, published in El Fronterizo, 7 December 1887.
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We also lack information on coffin embellishments in Tucson, apart from an early reference to a van-
dalized aboveground vault in the National Cemetery, where lay exposed, along with the coffin and the
skeleton of the deceased, “the black lace with which the coffin had been adorned” (AWC, 18 February
1883). Decorative hardware and interior finishing were common in the nineteenth century, and the degree
of embellishment did not always depend on the economic means of the family of the deceased (Bell
1987:51; Bybee 2003; Hacker-Norton and Trinkley 1984:49-52). Mass-produced hardware was often rel-
atively inexpensive and was used by many different socioeconomic classes (Hacker-Norton and Trinkley
1984:49-52). Nameplates, handles, escutcheons, and viewing panels were widely available by the late
1860s and common on Anglo-American coffins (Bell 1987:51; Bybee 2003; Hacker-Norton and Trinkley
1984:49-52; Kogon 1995:160; Woodley 1992:58). Some of these items were found on the late-nine-
teenth-century Mexican-American coffins recently excavated by SRI at Dove Cemetery.

The accidental discoveries of human remains in the Joint Courts project area over the years have in-
cluded the discovery of associated wooden coffins, mostly as deteriorated fragments, as well as coffin
hardware (see Chapter 6). Unfortunately, these finds are poorly documented, and it is difficult to get a
sense of what kinds of coffins were used or even what percentage of burials were made in coffins. The
1953 discovery at the Tucson Newspapers building did include the discovery of an intact (or nearly in-
tact) coffin: “One particular burial . . . was that of a 6-year-old girl who had been buried in a pine coffin,
painted a light blue and lined with a cotton cloth of heavy weave” (TC, 9 July 1953). Pine was probably
the wood typically used for coffins, given its availability in southern Arizona. A report of the burials
moved from the military portion of the National Cemetery to Fort Lowell on the Rillito mentions the use
of “rough redwood boxes” for reburial (ADS, 24 June 1884), but this was after the arrival of the railroad
had made redwood, a California product, available in Tucson. Other burials found in the 1953 discovery,
identified as Native American in the same newspaper account, ‘“showed no remains of coffins or of boxes,
presumably being buried in shrouds” (TC, 9 July 1953).

It is hard to say, based only on the newspaper account, whether the latter burials were actually Native
American and harder still to say if they were accompanied by shrouds, but it is probably safe to say that
burials were made in the National Cemetery without the use of a coffin or any other container. In 1895,
long after the National Cemetery closed, a short article in the Star described a funeral procession on Stone
Avenue, headed for the Court Street cemetery, carrying someone who had died in poverty and whose
mourning family could afford only the barest of funeral trappings. The reminiscences inspired by the
humble procession suggest the circumstances in which the burials of the poor took place when the Na-
tional Cemetery was in use:

[E]xtreme poverty was eloquent in this expression of woe. The incident recalled to by-
standers curiosities they had seen in the way of funerals. Many of them had seen coffins
borne through the streets by men instead of a hearse. Some had seen the coffin of a child
carried to the grave balanced on the head of a mother, and in one instance the mother
alone in her grief and poverty had strapped the body of her dead babe upon a board, and
in that fashion she was carrying it to the graveyard. . . . Another gentleman who has spent
considerable time in Mexico said it was not an unusual thing for extremely poor persons
to rent a coffin. The body is carried to the grave in it. The body is buried uncoffined and
the casket is returned to the undertakers [ADS, 22 December 1895].

Judging by the reports of accidental discoveries in the National Cemetery (see Chapter 6), the depth
of graves varied widely, from as shallow as a few inches to as deep as 9 feet. The report of burials at
9 feet below the surface, made in a newspaper account of a 1950 discovery at Stone Avenue and Milten-
berg Street (ADS, 29 December 1950), may be a mistake, since this depth far exceeds the depths of bur-
ials reported in other cemeteries of the same period. For example, at Dove Cemetery, recently excavated
by SRI, the average depth of the graves was just 38 inches. Also at Dove Cemetery, the horizontal dimen-
sions of the grave pits varied according to the size of the coffin placed in the grave. The largest grave was
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96 by 37 inches; the smallest was 42 by 20 inches. It is interesting to note that some of the grave shafts
were stepped, meaning that a rectangular shaft was dug to a certain depth, and then a second, smaller
shaft was dug to snugly fit the shape of the coffin. This was the case for all of the burials having pinch-toe
coffins.

Certain other features found in nineteenth-century graves outside of Tucson are worth mentioning.
Makeshift wooden structures called vaults or arches were sometimes placed over the coffin to prevent its
collapse from the earth placed over it (Matternes 1998; Swauger 1959). Late-nineteenth-century Mexican-
American graves in California were sometimes lined with planks that served the same general purpose of
a grave arch, preventing the collapse of the coffin from the pressure of the surrounding earth (Brook and
Schwartz 1991:88). Lime was also found in some of these California graves. It was sometimes used ex-
pressly for preventing the spread of contagious disease, but traditional Mexican burials also used lime to
cleanse and purify the soul of the deceased. Lime continues to hold a place in Catholic wakes and funeral
ceremonies (Costello and Walker 1987:5). Five of the burials in the 1953 discovery at the Tucson news-
paper building were reportedly covered in lime, which was interpreted as an effort to prevent the spread
of a contagious disease suffered by the deceased. There is no doubt that the people of Tucson used lime
for this purpose in the nineteenth century. In 1882, the Citizen reported:

The body of Mr. Wilson, who died in the pest house, was not brought near town, but on
the advice of the Health Officer was taken by a circuitous route to the [Court Street] cem-
etery. All parties participating in the interment were, before leaving the ground, thor-
oughly disinfected with sulphuric acid and chloride of lime, so no trouble from that quar-
ter need be apprehended [AWC, 5 February 1882].

The nature of Mr. Wilson’s illness is unknown, as is the whereabouts of the pest house in use that year.

In addition to the use of lime as an agent of purification, flowers and candles have long had their
place in traditional Mexican funerals and are often placed inside the coffin. Flower stems, wax, and other
items included with burials have been recovered from Mexican-American cemeteries in California (Brock
and Schwartz 1990:88). The use of candles originates from a belief that the spirit needs a light to guide it
to the afterlife, and candles continue to play a vital role in the annual celebration of El Dia de los Muer-
tos, which welcomes spirits back to earth. Paper flowers, offerings of food, and decorative objects are tra-
ditionally part of the celebration and are part of funerals as well (Garciagodoy 1998). Regarding the use
of candles, it is interesting to note that one of the details about the National Cemetery remembered by a
woman who first came to Tucson as a little girl in the 1880s (well after the cemetery had closed) was that
“There were always candles burning and day or night you could always see someone there saying a rosa-
ry” (Stanley 1953; also see O’Mack 2005:41).

The dressing and adornment of bodies buried in the National Cemetery is hinted at in the accidental
discoveries of human remains in the project area. The 1950 discovery at Stone and Miltenberg included
“parts of a dress and some very well preserved boots and stockings” (ADS, 29 December 1950). The 1953
discovery included “a brooch of porcelain on a copper base with a glass stone, beads, and inlaid comb,
buttons, cloth, corset stays and a child’s shoe” (TC, 9 July 1953). We have no other information on any of
these finds or the particular burials associated with them, and ASM has no record of any of the items ever
being submitted for curation (see Chapter 6). Needless to say, other burials yet to be found in the Joint
Courts project area may contain similar items with which the deceased were dressed or adorned. At Dove
Cemetery, SRI found glass buttons, belt buckles, metal grommets, and suspender buckles in grave exca-
vations, and fragments of burial gowns and tubular glass beads were recovered from the late-nineteenth-
century graves excavated by Brock and Schwartz (1991:81). It may be difficult to distinguish Mexican
and Anglo-American graves in the National Cemetery on the basis of clothing or adornment. By the sec-
ond half of the nineteenth century, as the trend toward “beautification of death” and the importance of
presentation of the deceased took hold among Anglo-Americans, it became customary to bury the de-
ceased in their “Sunday best” (Bell 1987, 1990; Bybee 2003; Kogon and Mayer 1995), and by the late
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1800s, presentation in Sunday’s best was sometimes documented by postmortem photography (Bybee
2003). A similar trend clearly had its effect on Mexican Americans in Tucson and elsewhere in Arizona,
as evidenced both in the ad for undertaker services of E. J. Smith, with its note on bonitos vestidos for the
deceased, and the professional postmortem shots of the dead, dressed in formal attire, in early-twentieth-
century Clifton (see above).

Mementos were sometimes included in late-nineteenth-century burials. One “beautification of death”
hallmark was exaggerated mourning and elaborate funerals, and this was often manifest in personal ef-
fects being placed with the body, including jewelry, photographs, favorite toys, or items used in the de-
ceased’s favorite recreation (Bell 1987, 1990).
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CHAPTER S

Death and Burial Records for the National Cemetery

To estimate the number of burials made in the National Cemetery and the number of graves with human
remains that might still be present in the Joint Courts project area, we searched for and examined records
of deaths and burials in Tucson during the period the cemetery was in use, or ca. 1862—1881. We also
hoped to use these records to gain a sense of the demographic profile (the distributions of age, sex, and
ethnicity) of the burial population.

It is clear from our research that no comprehensive record of deaths or burials in Tucson was main-
tained during the period the National Cemetery was in use. Several relevant records exist, but none is a
complete record of deaths in Tucson during the period, and only one, the relatively short list of known
burials in the Camp Lowell cemetery, is unambiguously a record of burials made in the National Ceme-
tery. The contents of the Camp Lowell cemetery burial list are discussed in Chapter 3, where the loca-
tional notes accompanying some of its entries are used to reconstruct the size and layout of the military
cemetery. In this chapter, we discuss other death and burial records for late-nineteenth-century Tucson
and the extent to which they can be used to infer who was buried in the larger National Cemetery. The
Camp Lowell list and four other records of deaths or burials—the Tucson Diocese burial register (1863—
1887), the 1870 and 1880 federal census mortality schedules, and a list of deaths from George Hand’s
diary (1872—1887)—are transcribed or summarized in Appendixes C—G. The same information is includ-
ed in an Access database on a CD accompanying this report.

Obituaries, Mortuary Records, and Later Cemetery Records

Three kinds of records of limited usefulness for the current project can be summarized briefly: obituaries,
mortuary records, and records relating to the early cemeteries that succeeded the National Cemetery.

Unlike modern newspapers, which regularly include an obituary page, Tucson’s early newspapers
published obituaries only occasionally, and only when the deceased was a person of some note in the
community. Among the obituaries we have found from the period before the National Cemetery officially
closed are those of Ella Stoutenborough Miles (WA, 2 October 1869), Daniel H. Stickney (WA, 25 Feb-
ruary 1871), and Mark Aldrich (AC, 27 September 1873). Miles was the wife of Capt. Evan Miles, who
was stationed at Camp Lowell; Stickney was, at the time of his death, president of the Territorial Council;
and Aldrich was a prominent businessman and a frequent holder of local and territorial public office (on
the Miles and Stickney obituaries, also see O’Mack [2005:38-39]). Early Tucson obituaries, including
those that postdate the closing of the National Cemetery, typically omit any mention of where the de-
ceased was buried, although the Miles and Stickney obituaries both indicate burial in the National Cem-
etery (without specifying whether the military or larger cemetery is intended).

The earliest known records from a private mortuary operating in Tucson are those of the Parker Mor-
tuary, established by Olva Clayton Parker in 1898. The detailed records of the earliest years of the mor-
tuary include everything that we might hope to find in records pertaining to the National Cemetery, such
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as cause of death, date of burial, and place of burial, but from a period beginning more than 20 years after
the National Cemetery closed (AHS, Ms. 1171, Parker Mortuary records, 1898-1912). We have not found
any evidence that a mortuary or funeral home operated in Tucson earlier than the Parker Mortuary, nor
have we found any similar records of earlier date. There were undertakers in Tucson at least as early as
1882 (see Chapter 4), but we have not found any records of deaths or burials maintained by these early,
small-time entrepreneurs. The next mortuary established in Tucson was the Reilly Funeral Home, which
opened in 1902 (Arizona State Genealogical Society 1976).

Thanks in part to the records of the early mortuaries, the burials made in the Court Street cemetery
(1875-1909), the immediate successor of the National Cemetery, are relatively well documented, at least
in later years. Nevertheless, no systematic record exists of the burials removed from the Court Street cem-
etery for reinterment in its immediate successors, the Evergreen Cemetery and the Holy Hope Cemetery
(Thiel n.d.). As at least some of the burials removed from the National Cemetery after it closed were
likely reinterred in the Court Street cemetery we contacted the Evergreen and Holy Hope Cemeteries in
hopes of finding some record of burials that had first been moved from the National Cemetery to the
Court Street cemetery, and subsequently to one of its successors. The only record the Evergreen Cemetery
has of removals from an earlier cemetery is the occasional entry in their register that indicates removal
simply from “the old cemetery” or “the cemetery at Second Street and 12th Avenue.” Both descriptions
are undoubtedly references to the Court Street cemetery; the latter description is a reference to the west-
ern, or Protestant, section of the Court Street cemetery. Unfortunately, the identities of the burials repre-
sented by most of the entries with such notes are unknown (Eileen Grade, Evergreen Cemetery, personal
communication 2006).

The Evergreen Cemetery does have a section in its northwest corner called the “Pioneer Cemetery”
that includes the earliest burials with known identities in the larger cemetery. A list of the 68 burials in
the Pioneer Cemetery (Tompkins 1958) shows the earliest date of death as February 12, 1876. The de-
ceased was Harriet Davis, accompanied by her infant daughter, a double burial that also appears in the
1881 Camp Lowell cemetery burial list (see Appendix C). This presumably indicates that the burial was
moved first from the National Cemetery to the Court Street cemetery and then to the Evergreen Cemetery.
The rest of the graves in the Pioneer Cemetery have later dates of death (except for a few graves lacking
dates), and most were probably first interred in the Court Street cemetery. Four graves have dates of death
preceding the closing of the military portion of the National Cemetery in 1881. The names do not appear
on the 1881 Camp Lowell cemetery burial list, but they may have been among the unknown graves in the
military cemetery.

The Holy Hope Cemetery, the successor to the Catholic section of the Court Street cemetery, also
lacks a systematic record of burials moved there from the Court Street cemetery. Our inquiries at Holy
Hope were directed to Dan Brosnan, the archivist for the Tucson Diocese of the Catholic Church, who
indicated that the only record of nineteenth-century Catholic burials in Tucson is the Tucson Diocese
burial register from 1863-1887 (which we discuss below). The diocese does not have any record of buri-
als removed from either the National Cemetery or the Court Street cemetery (Dan Brosnan, personal com-
munication 2006).

County and City Records

The surviving early records of Pima County were inventoried in the 1930s by the Historical Records Sur-
vey of the Works Progress Administration (WPA) (later known as the Work Projects Administration;
either name is implied by the acronym WPA). According to the WPA inventory, the earliest records of
deaths kept by Pima County were the verdicts reached by coroner’s juries beginning in 1877.
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Unfortunately, such juries were formed only when the cause of death was considered suspicious, and we
have not located or examined any of the verdicts (Work Projects Administration 1941:22, 36). It was not
until 1887 that the territorial legislature passed a law requiring that Arizona counties systematically record
births and deaths. The earliest known register of deaths created by Pima County, apparently in response to
the new law, is a ledger covering the period 1887-1898 (Works Progress Administration 1938:62; AHS,
Pima County Records, Ms. 183, 1864—1985, Tucson; AHS, Ledger of Births and Deaths in Pima County,
Vol. 1, Box 4a, 1887-1898, Tucson). Judging by the limited number of entries it holds, this ledger is itself
far from a complete record of deaths in the county during the period it covers.

The city was similarly slow to begin recording deaths systematically. Tucson’s first board of health
was established on November 13, 1876, with the passage of Ordinance No. 8, shortly before the Village
of Tucson incorporated as the City of Tucson. This ordinance, which was nullified along with all other
existing ordinances when the city came into official existence on February 7, 1877, was replaced by a
new Ordinance No. 6 on June 29, 1877 (TCC minutes, 13 November 1876, and 29 June 1877, Records
Office, City Clerk, Tucson, Arizona). Both ordinances were direct responses to local outbreaks of infec-
tious diseases (especially smallpox), but neither included a requirement that the board of health maintain a
register of deaths.

It was not until 1880, 5 years after the National Cemetery was officially closed, that the cemetery
committee of the city council recommended that a city sexton be appointed to supervise burials in the city
cemetery (i.e., the Court Street cemetery) and that all burials require both a permit from the city recorder
and a certificate from a physician indicating the cause of death (TCC minutes, 2 February 1880). Any part
of this recommendation might have produced a useful record of deaths and burials in the city from that
year onward, but it was apparently disregarded until May 8, 1883, when the council finally passed a cor-
responding ordinance. Ordinance No. 42 established the office of city sexton and required that a physician
attending a death complete a death certificate and submit it to the city health officer. The city sexton
would supervise all burials in the city cemetery and require a proper death certificate for each burial.
There seems to have been some difficulty in keeping the office of sexton filled, probably for lack of
funds. In August 1883, the city council paid a sexton for digging graves (AWC, 11 August 1883), but
this probably did not represent a salary for a full-time employee, and 2 years later, the council was again
considering the appointment of a sexton. The matter had apparently been dropped from consideration at
least once before because the city could not afford the salary and because a sexton’s residence would have
to be built at the cemetery (ADS, 5 August 1885). It is not clear that a full-time sexton was ever appointed
in Tucson in the nineteenth century.

On February 6, 1884, the city passed Ordinance No. 51, requiring that the city clerk keep a record of
“all marriages, births and deaths” in Tucson and also requiring, similar to its predecessor (Ordinance
No. 42), that an attending physician be required to complete a death certificate, “stating the name, age,
sex, color, nativity, and place of death together with the name of the disease of which such person died”
for submission to the city health officer (Connell 1897:121-122). Ordinance No. 51 would seem to have
finally created a formal register of deaths in the city, except that 13 years later, in January 1897, the city
council once again passed an ordinance placing the supervision of burials in the charge of a sexton, re-
quiring death certificates from physicians, and establishing “a record of all burials in the public cemetery”
to be kept by the city recorder. Reporting on the passage of the new requirement for a record of deaths,
one newspaper noted, “Thus far no record has been kept” (ADS, 9 January 1897; AWC, 23 January 1897,
6 February 1897). The ineffectiveness of the city’s attempts to regulate and record burials in the Court
Street cemetery, even as late as 1897, strongly suggests that the city would have been all the more in-
effective at regulating and recording burials during the period the National Cemetery was in use.
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Tucson Diocese Burial Register

The most important record of deaths and burials in Tucson during the period the National Cemetery was
in use is a burial register kept in the archive of the Tucson Diocese of the Catholic Church. A photocopy
of the original manuscript was provided to Pima County and SRI by Los Descendientes del Presidio de
Tucson (Los Descendientes), a local group dedicated to studying and preserving Tucson’s Spanish and
Mexican heritage. The same burial register is at least partially available on microfilm at the University of
Arizona Library (Special Collections, Records of the Catholic Church, Diocese of Tucson, Ms. 296,
1721-1957, Tucson), but we have not compared it with the Los Descendientes photocopy. We created a
table summarizing the information in the diocese register and include it here as Appendix D. The diocese
register includes only the burials attended by (or at least of interest to) the priests of the San Agustin Ca-
thedral and apparently does not include Protestant, Jewish, or other non-Catholic burials in the same
period.

The span of years covered by the diocese register is 1863—1887, but there are some gaps, apparently
reflecting losses of portions of the manuscript. The surviving manuscript has two distinct parts. The first
and largest part, covering the period May 28, 1863, to January 3, 1880, consists entirely of handwritten
entries on plain paper; this part of the register has 1,772 entries. A second part, covering the period from
January 3, 1883, to January 24, 1887, consists of handwritten entries on a commercially printed “Record
of Interments” with columns and headings; this part of the register has 542 entries. The reason for the gap
of 3 years between the two parts of the register is unknown. The change in formats is probably related to
the increased availability of commercially printed forms after March 1880, when the Southern Pacific
Railroad reached Tucson.

The first part of the register is numbered only on the front (or recto) side of each page, from 15 to
181. The fate of pages 1-14 is unknown. For convenience’s sake, we refer to the numbered front and un-
numbered back (or verso) sides of each page as 15r, 15v, 16r, 16v, 17r, and so on. In the second, commer-
cially printed part of the register, the entries extend across facing halves of the same page, with the two
halves constituting a single page in the register and bearing the same number, from 1 to 24.

Appendix D combines the first and second parts of the diocese register into one table, even though
the two parts do not share all categories of information. For example, the first part of the register often in-
cludes the names of the father, mother, and spouse of the deceased, whereas the second part only occa-
sionally does. Similarly, the second part of the register has columns for Place of Birth and Disease, but
the first part generally lacks both kinds of information. In the occasional case when one part of the reg-
ister includes information usually included only in the other part, we have included the information either
in the corresponding column of Appendix D or simply in the Notes column.

First Part of the Diocese Register, Latin Entries

The first 35 burials recorded in the register took place from May 28, 1863, to July 19, 1864. These entries
are followed by a gap of almost 2 years and are distinguished from the rest of the register by their use of
Latin. All 35 entries are entirely in Latin, in the same hand, and were signed by Aloisius M. Bosco, S. J.
The entries provide the name of the deceased, the date of death, and the date of burial. Some entries also
provide the age of the deceased and the names of the parents of the deceased. A few entries note that the
deceased (or the deceased’s parents) were indigenous (i.e., Native American). The cause of death is never
indicated except for the occasional note, subito morbo correptus, “died suddenly.” In all 35 entries, the
place of burial is indicated simply as in coemeterio hujus Ecclesiae, “in the cemetery of this church.” On
16v, a note in Spanish (in yet another hand) appears between two burial entries. The note describes a visit
to San Agustin del Tucson on March 27, 1864, and is signed by Juan B. (Jean Baptiste) Lamy, Bishop of
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Santa Fe. Lamy noted that he had examined this book of entries and found it in good order. He also noted
that he celebrated mass in the church, although it was not yet complete and lacked a roof.

Because the much larger, second part of the register does not consistently provide the date of death in
its entries, we have not included the dates of death provided in the Latin entries in Appendix D.

First Part of the Diocese Register, Spanish Entries

The thirty-sixth entry in the diocese register is the last entry on 17r and immediately follows the last Latin
entry. This entry is in Spanish and is dated simply 1866, with no day or month indicated. It records the
burial of a Papago woman at San Xavier and is signed by J. B. Salpointe. There is no explanation for the
gap between this entry and the preceding Latin entries. The first entry on the next page (17v) is dated
April 21, 1866, and signed by Francois Boucard. Like every succeeding entry in the first part of the reg-
ister, with just a few exceptions, this entry is in Spanish. Entries through January 1869 were signed by
either Boucard or Salpointe. From February 1869 through the end of the first part of the register (1880),
most entries were signed by Francisco (Francois) Jouvenceau or Antonio (Antoine) Jouvenceau, with the
occasional entry signed by one of several other priests. The last entry in this part of the register is dated
January 3, 1880, which is clearly a mistake for January 3, 1881.

The Spanish entries in the first part of the register, like the earlier Latin entries, are formulaic and
almost always consist of the same basic sentence. A typical entry in Spanish is:

A los 7 dias de Marzo de 1870 Di sepult[ura] ecc[lesiastic]a al cadaver de Josefa, h[ija]
leg[itima] de Antonio Bedolla, y de Feliciana Gonzales, fallecida el 6 a la edad de 4 afios.
F[rancis]co Jouvenceau Vic[ario] Gen[eral] [inserts added to abbreviations].

The range of information provided in the Spanish entries is somewhat wider than that of the Latin
entries: date of burial, name and age of the deceased, names of the parents of the deceased, name of the
spouse of the deceased, and whether the deceased was the legitimate or “natural” (i.e., illegitimate) child
of the indicated parents. The date of death, which we do not include in Appendix D, is provided inconsis-
tently and is usually the day preceding burial. Some additional information is occasionally provided, such
as the names of witnesses to the death, where the deceased was from (especially when the deceased was
not from Tucson), and if the deceased was Native American (Apache, Papago, Yaqui, or unspecified
indio or indigena). A few entries also include other ethnic labels, such as irlandés (Irish). We include all
information about ethnicity in the Notes column of Appendix D, but we do not include information on
place of origin unless it is unusual. Almost all specified places of origin outside of Tucson are places in
Mexico, usually a town in Sonora or simply Sonora.

The cause of death is indicated only occasionally, despite what must have been a wide range of
causes. The most frequent exception is the phrase muerto por los apaches (“killed by the Apaches”),
which appears often enough to suggest that anyone who died in this way was always so described. Many
entries note that the deceased died after being administered los sacramentos de penitencia y extrema un-
cion (or a similar phrase), which indicates that there was enough warning of death for a priest to be called,
but this information is too general to make any useful inference about the cause of death. A much smaller
number of entries indicates that death was sudden, or that the illness suffered by the deceased prevented
the usual sacraments from being administered, but this information is also too vague to be useful. We do
not include information about unspecified sudden death or the administering of sacraments in Appen-

dix D.

Some of the earliest Spanish entries indicate that burial took place in the campo santo or the cemen-
terio, without more specific comment. The two terms seem to have been used interchangeably and to have
referred to a single place, but the location of that place is never specified. A small number of entries indi-
cate clearly that burial took place somewhere other than Tucson (e.g., Tubac, San Xavier), which means

55



the priest signing the entry traveled to that place to perform the burial. With these few exceptions, it is
impossible to be sure where the burials listed in the register took place, but the absence of a specific refer-
ence to a location presumably means that burial was in Tucson. We include information on place of burial
in Appendix D only in the handful of cases when the place is named.

Second Part of the Diocese Register

The commercially printed pages of the “Record of Interments” that comprise the second part of the dio-
cese register have the following column headings, in English: Date of Death and Burial, Names of Per-
sons Interred, Place of Birth, Age, Disease, Priest, Cemetery, and Remarks. Unlike the first part of the
register, in which each entry is a complete formulaic expression, this register simply has brief entries in
each column. The earliest entries are partly in Latin (e.g., the dates) and partly in English (e.g., the “dis-
eases,” which include both diseases and other causes of death). Later entries are mostly in English except
for certain remarks in abbreviated Latin (e.g., recept. sacra. eccles.).

Appendix D, which merges the first and second parts of the register, includes only the information
from the following columns in the second part: Date of Death and Burial, Names of Persons Interred,
Place of Birth, Age, and Disease. In the Cemetery column, almost every entry has simply “Catholic Cem-
etery.” In the few cases where something else appears, we include it in our Notes column. In the Date of
Death and Burial column, only one date is ever given, presumably the date of burial, which is how we
represent it in Appendix D. The Remarks column often has an abbreviated Latin expression (e.g., recept.
sacra. eccles.), but it sometimes includes a note on the ethnicity of the deceased. We have ignored the re-
petitive Latin expressions, but we include the notes on ethnicity and other notes of interest in our Notes
column.

The names of the spouse and parents of the deceased are generally not provided in the second part of
the register, except as the occasional note squeezed into the Names of Persons Interred column. We in-
clude this information in the corresponding columns of Appendix D.

Other Notes on Appendix D

Appendix D is a detailed summary of the diocese register, not a complete transcription of it, but we have
tried to include in the appendix any information that might help in understanding who was buried in the
National Cemetery. The appendix could be easily expanded by adding other information that may or may
not be useful to that purpose. For example, nearly every entry in both parts of the register includes the
signature of the priest who made the entry. We have not included these names in the appendix but adding
them might be worth the effort. It is conceivable that different priests were responsible for burying (or
registering) the deceased of certain places, either of different parts of Tucson or locations outside Tucson.
A close look at individual priests and the burials associated with them might give some hint about where
people were being buried in given years, if any place other than the National Cemetery.

The occasional entry in the register is truncated at the right edge of the page, which makes an accurate
reading of some information (usually a name) difficult or impossible. In Appendix D, all such instances
are accompanied by the note, “entry truncated at edge of page.” In some cases, the problem may be re-
lated to the process of photocopying the original bound register; in other cases, the priest who wrote the
entry tried to fit a little too much on a line; and in other cases, the page edge of the original was appar-
ently damaged. An examination of the original register would probably resolve some of the doubtful or
partial readings of names caused by truncation at the page edge.

In order to better illustrate how Appendix D was prepared, additional notes on some of its columns
are provided below.
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Deceased

Many Spanish names, including common ones, are misspelled in the register, sometimes in different ways
in the same entry. This is probably due to several circumstances, including a lack of standardization at the
time in how names were spelled and the fact that the priests making the entries often spoke French as
their first language and had an imperfect command of Spanish. As examples, the first name Juana is
sometimes spelled “Joanna” or “Joana”; the last name Villas is sometimes spelled “Billas” or “Bias.” All
spellings of Spanish names in Appendix D honor the spellings in the diocese register, no matter how in-
correct they may seem.

The legibility of handwriting varies widely in the manuscript, even among entries by the same priest.
We made our best effort to read every entry, but we may well have made mistakes. When we were unable
to read all or part of a name (or another part of an entry), we inserted a bracketed question mark, ellipsis,
or note to indicate the difficulty. When “[?]” follows a name, it means the reading of the name is doubt-
ful. This applies only to the name immediately preceding the question mark, not to all preceding names in
a full name. For example, “Alberto Quintero [?]” means that only “Quintero” is in doubt; “Alberto [?]
Quintero” means that only “Alberto” is in doubt; “Alberto [?] Quintero [?]” means that both names are
in doubt. The insert “[illegible]” means a name is entirely illegible. For example, “[illegible] Ortega”
means a first name is apparent but entirely illegible; “Juanita [illegible] Ortega” means a middle name is
apparent but entirely illegible. An ellipsis in brackets inserted in a name means a portion of the name is
illegible; for example, Ge][...]is Vi[...]usa. Accents and other diacritical marks rarely appear in the reg-
ister and we did not add them in the appendix; the tilde (as in 7i) was the only mark used regularly and
consistently. We chose to spell out abbreviated names when we were reasonably certain of their intended
full versions. For example, F* is Francisco, M* is Marfa, M*" is Manuel, and so on.

Date of Burial

The sequence of burials in the registers is usually by date, but the entries are occasionally out of order by
a few days, generally for no obvious reason. In some cases, an entry that appears a few days later than ex-
pected was made by a priest other than the priest making the bulk of the entries during the same general
period, which suggests that one priest maintained the register and other priests added entries only when
the register was available to them. Appendix D does not record the priests who made entries, but it does
respect the order in which the entries appear, regardless of date.

Age
The register entries usually indicate age but sometimes only approximately (e.g., “recently born,” “a few
days,” “a few months,” “40 or 45 years”) and sometimes not at all, although almost all entries describe
the deceased as nifio, pdrvulo, adulto, or the like, or as the spouse or widow(er) of someone, any of which
labels gives an approximate idea of age. In cases where age was omitted and we were able to infer wheth-
er the deceased was a child or adult, we included this inference in the age column of Appendix D. It is
worth noting that pdrvulo and parvulito were used with children ranging from less than 1 year old to
10 years old, and individuals as young as 8 years old were sometimes described as adults.

One minor but persistent problem with the legibility of ages in the register is the frequent difficulty
we had in distinguishing “7”” and “9” in ages of either one or two digits.
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Sex

Determining the sex of the deceased, and determining whether a named parent of the deceased was the
father or mother, was sometimes difficult. For the most part, the sex of the deceased was not directly
stated but is easily gathered from the gender of the associated nouns and adjectives (e.g., un adulto, una
adulta, un parvulito, la viuda, etc.). Occasionally, however, the only legible phrase describing the de-
ceased is an abbreviation that does not include the gender-inflected endings; for example, h. leg., “legit-
imate child.” The first name of the deceased is often of no help in such cases because names of either gen-
der were given to people of either sex (e.g., Jesus was frequently a woman’s name, Isabel was occasion-
ally a man’s name). Also, in many entries (especially the many by Francisco Jouvenceau) the letters o and
a tend to look identical, which complicates the task of determining noun gender and thus the sex of the
deceased.

Father and Mother

The same orthographic difficulty extends to the sex of the parents of the deceased, although it is partly
remedied by noting the order in which the parents’ names are given. The consistent pattern in the register
is for the father of the deceased to be named first, followed by the mother of the deceased, but sometimes
only one parent is indicated. If the deceased was an hijo natural (illegitimate child) and only one parent is
indicated (which is fairly common), that parent was apparently the mother, and we have assumed so even
when the mother’s given name is masculine (e.g., Jesus). If the deceased was hijo legitimo (legitimate
child) and only one parent is indicated (which is not common), the parent was apparently the father, and
we have assumed so even when the father’s given name is feminine (e.g., Isabel). It is unclear why only
one parent would be indicated when the deceased is described as hijo legitimo. In many cases, a parent is
included in an entry even if deceased, and the deceased parent is described as difunto (or difunta).

Because these patterns are apparently so consistent in the register, we are confident that most of the
distinctions we have made between father and mother are accurate, but the possibility that the names of
the parents are switched in Appendix D should be kept in mind.

Searching for Names in the Diocese Burial Register

In an effort to make the Access database version of the diocese register more useful, we created a search
function that allows for a single name to be searched under a range of variant spellings. To determine the
possible variant spellings of a name, we compiled a list of spelling equivalencies that we either observed
directly in the register or we knew to occur commonly in nonstandard Spanish (Table 2). The search fun-
ction uses these equivalencies to pull together register entries having phonetically equivalent or similar
names that might not be recognized as equivalent simply by reading the register.

After selecting “Tucson Diocese Burial Register 1863—1887” in the initial database window, select
“Search Burial Register by Name.” A new window appears where a name or part of a name may be en-
tered and the number of iterations can be specified as O or 1. An iteration is a run through the entire burial
register in search of the desired name, using all possible variant spellings. Selecting “0” yields the results
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Table 2. Observed and Possible Spelling Equivalencies in the Tucson Diocese Burial Register

Element Equivalent
ha

b v

¢ q

c s

c z

cu qu

e el

e he

f ff

f ph

f t

g h

ge je

gi ji

gua hua

gue hue

gui hui

h ]

h X

I hi

I y

ia illa

ia iya

ia lla

ia ya

illa iya

je ge

jua joa

k qu

ki qui

11 y

m mm
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Element Equivalent

m n
n il
n nn
i ni
i nll
il ny
0 ho
0 oh
0 00
P pp
rr
S z
t th
t tt
u hu
u 00
v w
w hu
w u
x j
xe ge
xi gi
y J
7z Ss

Note: See the text for discussion. The search mode of the data-
base assumes reciprocal replacement between the two col-
umns. In other words, the elements may be replaced by their
equivalents, and the equivalents may be replaced by the cor-
responding elements.
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of one run through the register without further substitutions on the list of variant spellings. Selecting “1”
yields the results of a second run through the register making the same spelling substitutions on the initial
list of variant spellings. There is the option to purge the results of the first run through the register if the
initial results of a search are not considered useful. Depending on the entered name or partial name, the
number of hits obtained by selecting “1” may be too high to be useful. Whether “0” or “1” is selected,

the hits will include any entry that has the name or partial name (in any variant spelling) in any column of
the table. The search mode is not yet completely reliable (we hope to improve it), but it is still useful in
pulling together instances of a surname in the register, even when drastically variant spellings were used.

Numbers of Burials in the Diocese Register

It is impossible to know how many of the burials recorded in the diocese burial register were actually
made in the National Cemetery. Because the old presidio cemetery was probably no longer in use by the
date of the earliest entry in the diocese register, and because burials were officially prohibited in the Na-
tional Cemetery after June 1, 1875, a reasonable assumption is that every burial in the register before that
date was made in the National Cemetery, with the exception of burials specifically noted as having taken
place elsewhere. Of the 963 entries dated before June 1, 1875, 13 indicate burial at San Xavier and 1 at
Tubac; the other 949 presumably took place in the National Cemetery. Because there is a gap in the regis-
ter, between July 19, 1864, and April 21, 1866, the number of burials originally entered in the register af-
ter May 28, 1863, and before June 1, 1875, must have been somewhat higher. Assuming the same rate of
burials during the gap as during the rest of the period, the missing portion of the register probably includ-
ed another 100 burials or so, most of which would have been made in the National Cemetery. There is
also the possibility that burials made before the earliest surviving date in the register were also made in
the National Cemetery. Lacking the date when the cemetery was first used, it is difficult to estimate the
number of burials made there before May 28, 1863.

A total of 1,351 burials in the diocese register date to after June 1, 1875. Although it is possible that
the occasional burial recorded in the register after June 1, 1875, was made in the National Cemetery, in
defiance of its official closure, we now suspect that almost all of these burials were made in the Court
Street cemetery, which became the official city cemetery on the same day and was apparently in regular
use from then until 1907. Of the 1,351 entries, 4 indicate burial at San Xavier, 3 at Camp (or Fort) Lowell
(on the Rillito), and 1 at Tubac; 1 entry indicates that the deceased was sent to California for burial.

Ethnicity in the Diocese Register

Ethnicity is specified only occasionally in the diocese register. When it is specified, the deceased is either
Native American or of some other non-Mexican ethnicity. The implication is that when no comment on
ethnicity appears, the deceased is of Mexican descent, but a small number of entries not having a speci-
fied ethnicity (about 50 in all) have an English, Irish, French, Basque, or possibly another European sur-
name, or have at least one parent with such a surname. It is also important to emphasize that many Native
Americans in the nineteenth century, whether Tohono O’odham, Yaqui, Apache, or other, had Spanish
first and last names. Since it is impossible to know how diligent the priests maintaining the register were
about noting Native American ancestry, some entries with Spanish names but lacking a specified ethnicity
may have been of Native American descent, either wholly or partially.

Table 3 provides the numbers of diocese register entries having a specified ethnicity (and unspecified
place of burial), with the numbers before and after June 1, 1875, given separately. An occasional surname
(either of the deceased or of a parent) is apparently not Spanish but not readily attributed to a
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Table 3. Tucson Diocese Burial Register Entries with Specified Ethnicity and

Unspecified Place of Burial

Ethnicity Number

Entries before 1 June 1875 (n = 963)
Indian (tribe not specified) 10
Apache 16
Papago 4
Yaqui 5
Irish (born in Ireland) 3
Alsatian (born in Alsace) 1
French (born in France) 1
French Canadian (with French name, born in Canada) 1

Entries after 1 June 1875 (n=1,351)
Indian (tribe not specified) 2
Apache 4
Papago 1
Navajo 1
Yaqui 10
Belgian (born in Belgium) 1
Chilean (born in Chile) 1
English (born in England) 1
Irish (born in Ireland) 10
French (born in France) 4
French Canadian (with French name, born in Canada) 1
Chinese (born in China) 1
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particular language or ethnicity. Some of these names may be hispanicized Native American names, but
ethnicity is not specified. Notably, none of the entries in the register is described as black or African.

Burial Records of Non-Catholic Denominations

During the years that the National Cemetery was in use, the population of Tucson was mostly Mexican
and mostly Catholic, but Anglo-Americans and others with Jewish and Protestant backgrounds were also
in residence as early as the 1840s. We researched the early history of Judaism and several Protestant de-
nominations in Tucson in hopes of finding death or burial records associated with these denominations, or
at least references to where the faithful tended to bury their dead. We were unable to find any systematic
record of non-Catholic burials in Tucson before 1880 or so, or even any specific mention of where non-
Catholics were typically buried during the same period. We assume that most non-Catholic burials took
place in the National Cemetery when it was in use, simply because it is the only cemetery we know ex-
isted at the time, but we have little direct evidence to support this assumption.

Jewish Burial Records

The earliest post-Gadsden settlers of Tucson included a number of first- and second-generation European
Jewish immigrants, several of whom became prominent figures in nineteenth-century Tucson and were
closely involved in the economic and political life of the city (Chanin 1995; Dinnerstein 1991; Rochlin
and Rochlin 2000). At least some of these men practiced their faith—to the extent possible in remote,
overwhelmingly non-Jewish Tucson—and a few even sent back East for Jewish wives (e.g., Phillip Drach-
man; see Chanin 1995:31). Undoubtedly, these men and their families would have wanted to maintain
Jewish burial traditions when possible and to use a Jewish burial ground if one were available, but we
have seen no evidence that the National Cemetery included an area reserved for Jewish burials or that
there was ever a separate Jewish cemetery in nineteenth-century Tucson. A comprehensive index of early
Jewish graves in southern Arizona prepared by Alfred Lipsey (Lipsey 1996) lists Jewish graves in the
Court Street cemetery dating back to 1883, but it makes no mention of burials moved there from the Na-
tional Cemetery. We contacted Mr. Lipsey to ask him for possible leads on earlier Jewish burials, but he
was unable to provide any additional information and was surprised to learn that the Court Street ceme-
tery had an immediate predecessor.

Tucson’s Jewish community held informal religious observances in homes during the 1870s (Chanin
1995:201), but an organized Jewish congregation did not exist until years after the National Cemetery
was officially closed. B’nai B’rith, an international Jewish fraternal organization founded in 1843, was
represented by a lodge in Tucson by 1883; the lodge was responsible for the Jewish section in the Court
Street cemetery (Lipsey 1996). That section was not included among the earliest subdivisions of the Court
Street cemetery, but it was apparently well established by May 1884, when a map of it was prepared by
surveyors George Roskruge and John Gardiner (ADS, 20 May 1884).

In 1890, the Jewish Cemetery Association was established in Tucson, with early pioneer Samuel H.
Drachman as one of its 17 founders. Drachman, a businessman, city councilman, state legislator, and ear-
ly school board member, acted as a lay leader to Tucson’s Jewish community in the territorial period
(Rochlin and Rochlin 2000:203). An unnamed child of Drachman is included in the 1881 Camp Lowell
burial list (see Appendix C), which constitutes the only documented Jewish burial in the project area. The
burial was not among the named burials moved to the Fort Lowell cemetery in 1884 (Quartermaster Gen-
eral 1887), but it may have been moved to the Court Street cemetery by the Drachman family. In 1883, an

63



editorial appeared in the Citizen deploring the recent use of grave markers in the new (Court Street) cem-
etery as targets for rifle practice; among the damaged headboards was that of “the little child of Mr. and
Mrs. S. H. Drachman” (AWC, 11 February 1883). The desecrated headboard may have been on the grave
of another Drachman child: George Hand recorded the death of one child of Sam Drachman on March 3,
1879, and the death of another (infant) child on September 25, 1881 (see Appendix C).

The first synagogue in Tucson was not built until 1910, when the Hebrew Benevolent Society spon-
sored the construction of what is now known as the Stone Avenue Temple on South Stone Avenue. The
building and its congregation were known as Temple Emanu-El until the congregation moved to its cur-
rent building on Country Club Road in 1949 (Temple Emanu-El 2006).

Protestant Burial Records

The first Protestant church in Tucson was not built until 1879, when the Presbyterians completed a church
in the western part of the courthouse plaza. During the period the National Cemetery was in use, Protes-
tants of several denominations met in private homes and public spaces, but no formal records of the early
activities of these denominations have survived.

The state of Protestant religious life before 1875 is well illustrated in the recollections of early Tuc-
sonan Clara Fish Roberts:

When my mother, Maria Wakefield, later Mrs. Edward N. Fish, came to Tucson [in
1873], there was no place of worship for protestants. There was nothing to mark the
Sabbath from any other day of the week. When my mother and Miss Harriet Bolton
arrived in Tucson to take charge of the Public schools, there were only three American
women in town, but before another year passed a few others came, among them Miss
Annie Hughes, Miss Mary D. Nesmith and a little later Mrs. C. H. Lord. Feeling the lack
of religious influence and the need for some expression of their religious ideals, espe-
cially that of sabbath observance, acting on the suggestion of Miss Wakefield, a small
group met in the school house Sunday afternoons where a song service was held, Miss
Nesmith leading in the singing and Mrs. C. H. Lord presiding at the tiny melodion [ sic]
that someone had donated [Riesen 1956:3].

In April 1876, the first Presbyterian church in Tucson was organized by Rev. Sheldon Jackson. His
congregation included members with various Protestant backgrounds. On May 18, 1877, the group pur-
chased a lot located in the western part of the courthouse plaza from the city for $350. The church was
completed in August 1879, but Rev. Jackson soon left for a position in California. His replacement, Wil-
liam H. Dean, served from April 1880 until his death of typhoid fever only a few months later. Lacking a
minister, the group splintered and the church fell out of regular use. After serving as a kindergarten for a
short period, the building was bought by the Congregational Church in the fall of 1881 and was used by
that group until it was torn down in 1915 to make way for a new city hall (Riesen 1956). Our attempt to
locate early burial records for the first Presbyterian church in Tucson included contacting its direct de-
scendant, the Trinity Presbyterian Church (also see Trinity Presbyterian Church 2006).

Other early Protestant denominations in Tucson included the Methodists, the Baptists, and the Epis-
copalians. Rev. George H. Adams began holding regular Methodist services in October 1879, and a Meth-
odist Episcopal church was built at Stone Avenue and Pennington Street in the fall of 1881. Dr. Uriah
Gregory and his wife, Alice, founded the First Baptist Church of Tucson in April 1881 and soon presided
over the opening of a church at Stone Avenue and Council Street in January 1882. Both churches stood
close to the National Cemetery, but both were built after the cemetery had officially closed. Tucson’s
early Episcopalian history is described by Myra Kellam Smith, “Along in the seventies Episcopal services
were being held in Tucson, in private houses, at the court house, churches of other denominations; the old
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school house on Congress street, and the G. A. R. Hall, on the corner of Convent and Jackson” (Smith
1929:4). By September 1882, Grace Mission, an Episcopalian “station,” was established, and in 1893 a
church was completed at Broadway Boulevard and Stone Avenue. Our attempt to locate early burial rec-
ords for the first Episcopalian church in Tucson included contacting Kay Bigglestone, volunteer archivist
for the descendant church, Grace St. Paul’s Episcopal Church in Tucson. Records of Episcopalian burials
in Tucson date as early as 1882 but do not include information about the place of burial (Grace Episcopal
Church 1963).

Records of Fraternal Organizations

The first fraternal organization to have a formally established presence in Tucson were the Freemasons, or
simply the Masons. Several Masons were already living in Tucson when they gathered on April 11, 1875,
to discuss the formation of a Masonic Club. At a meeting 4 years later, on November 2, 1879, “Bros. Ott,
Roskruge, and Etchells were authorized to sign a Petition on behalf of the brethren requesting that the
City Council grant four town lots in the Public Cemetery for the purpose of a Masonic Burial Ground”
(Tucson Lodge No. 4 1981:14). In 1880, 5 years after it opened, the Court Street cemetery included a
small section reserved for the Masons, the only fraternal organization to be so represented (Pattiani 1880).
Given that the Masons did not organize until a few months before the National Cemetery closed and did
not petition for a section in the new cemetery until 1879, it is unlikely that such a section existed in the
National Cemetery.

We have found occasional references to early Masonic burials in Tucson but no systematic record. At
least one Masonic burial took place in the military portion of the National Cemetery. Mark Aldrich, Tuc-
son’s first Anglo-American alcalde (he began serving in 1856, just after Mexican troops abandoned the
Tucson presidio and well before Tucson incorporated as a village) was a Mason, as were other prominent
Anglo-American Tucsonans from the earliest years after the Gadsden Purchase. When Aldrich died in
1873, “The Masonic Brotherhood took charge of his remains and buried him in accordance with the rites
of the order” (AC, 27 September 1873; also see Hayden n.d.c). Aldrich is among the named civilian buri-
als in the 1881 Camp Lowell cemetery list (see Appendix C). Since there is no record of his reburial at
either the Fort Lowell or Court Street cemeteries, it is unknown whether his body was removed when the
military portion of the National Cemetery was closed. This is the only definite evidence we have found of
a burial of a Mason in the National Cemetery.

George Hand notes Aldrich’s death in his diary but does not note that he was a Mason. He does make
other references to the Masons in Tucson, including several Masonic burials, all of which postdate the of-
ficial close of the larger National Cemetery in 1875 (see the section on Hand’s diary below). At least one
of the Masonic burials does predate the close of the military portion of the cemetery, that of Henry
Schwenker on September 28, 1876. It is possible that Schwenker was buried in the military portion of the
cemetery and is among the unknown graves in the 1881 Camp Lowell cemetery list.

The fraternal organizations with the next-earliest presence in Tucson seem to have been the Ancient
Order of United Workmen (AOUW) and the Grand Army of the Republic (GAR). The AOUW first held
meetings locally in 1881 (ADS, 13 January 1899) and had its own section in the Court Street cemetery by
1893 (ADS, 25 August 1893; Roskruge 1893). We have not found any record of early AOUW burials in
Tucson. Membership records for the Tucson post of the GAR, an organization to support veterans of the
Civil War, begin in 1881. Death notices and records of funeral arrangements for GAR members exist for
as early as 1883 (AHS, Ms. 616, GAR records, 1881-1928).
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Federal Census Mortality Schedules

The decennial federal census in the years 1850, 1860, 1870, and 1880 included preparation of mortality
schedules, or lists of the people in each enumeration district who had died in the year preceding the cen-
sus. Two such schedules were prepared in Tucson, as part of the 1870 and 1880 federal censuses (Bureau
of the Census 1870, 1880). A mortality schedule may also have been prepared in Tucson as part of the
1860 federal census, when Tucson was a part of New Mexico Territory, but the whereabouts of the mor-
tality schedules from New Mexico is unknown. Transcriptions of the 1870 and 1880 mortality schedules
from Tucson are included as Appendixes E and G of this report. To facilitate comparison with the chrono-
logically arranged Tucson Diocese burial register, we have sorted the entries in both mortality schedules
first by month of death and then by last name. We have also excluded the columns for enumeration dis-
trict and family number; all spellings in the original schedules have been honored, even the patently in-
correct ones.

Neither mortality schedule gives any indication of where the deceased were buried. The 1870 mor-
tality schedule has 139 entries for the period from June 1, 1869, to May 31, 1870. The 1880 mortality
schedule has only 46 entries for the period from June 1, 1879, to May 31, 1880. Because the number of
people living in Tucson—and presumably the number of people dying—grew between 1870 and 1880, it
is obvious that the 1880 mortality schedule cannot be considered a complete record of deaths in the city
for the year preceding the census. This shortcoming, in addition to the fact that it was prepared 5 years
after the official closing of the National Cemetery, makes the 1880 mortality schedule of limited useful-
ness to our purpose, and we do not consider it any further here.

Clearly, the 1870 mortality schedule better reflects the number of people who died in Tucson in the
period it covers, but a comparison of the names of the deceased in the 1870 schedule with the names in
the Tucson Diocese burial register over the same period suggests that both the 1870 schedule and the dio-
cese register are far from complete records of Tucson deaths. In the same period covered by the 1870
mortality schedule’s 139 entries (from June 1, 1869, to May 31, 1870), the Tucson Diocese burial register
has 123 entries, not a substantial difference. However, a careful comparison of the names in both sources
indicates that they share only 24 names in the same period (Table 4). In other words, 123 deaths are re-
corded in the diocese register from June 1, 1869, to May 31, 1870, yet another 115 deaths are known to
have occurred in Tucson in the same period. If the same rate of reporting in the diocese register—about
55 percent—is assumed for the other years the National Cemetery was in use, the diocese register, as rich
a source as it is for the period, must be considered only a partial record of the burials in the National
Cemetery.

It is worth noting that the discrepancy in numbers between the diocese register and the 1870 mortality
schedule is not simply a matter of religion: the mortality schedule includes people who were in all likeli-
hood Catholic, yet they do not appear in the diocese register. For example, Dolores Castro and Victoria
Castro, two children in the same family (No. 708 in the population census), both appear in the mortality
schedule as having died of smallpox in March 1870, yet only Dolores Castro appears in the diocese
register.

George Hand’s Diary

George Hand (1830-1887) was a sergeant in the California Column, the volunteer Union force that
marched into Tucson in May 1862 after its abandonment by the Confederates. He spent the remainder
of the year in Tucson before moving on with the rest of the Column to a new post in New Mexico. Hand
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Table 4. Common Entries in the Tucson Diocese Burial Register and the
1870 Federal Census Mortality Schedule, from June 1, 1869, to May 31, 1870

Diocese Burial Register

1870 Mortality Schedule

Mateo FI...Jrnoy (33r, 5)
Agapita Telles (33v, 7)
Rafael (35r, 1)

Helena (35r, 2)

Henry Maria Ward (35v, 1)
Maria Clotilde (36v, 6)
Pascual (37r, 3)

Jesus (371, 5)

Francisco (38r, 3)

Martin Desiderio (38v, 1)
Dolores Castro (38v, 5)
Manuel (39r, 1)

Luis Bal...] (39r, 3)
Manuel Esteban (39v, 3)
Ramon (40r, 1)

Senon (40r, 5)

Dolores (40v, 3)

Cayetano (40v, 5)
Geronimo (41r, 1)

Juana (41r, 4)

Maria Meregilda [?] (41r, 6)
Manuel Ignatio Gomez (42r, 1)
Samuel Hughes (42r, 6)

Telemaco Orosco (42v, 4)

Flourney, M. J.
Telles, Gapita
Campo, Rafael
Campo, Elena
Ward, Henry M. C.
Corto, Creotilde
Dorme, Pasqual
Valenzia, Jesus
Telles, Francisca
Perris, Martin
Castro, Dolores
Usarago, Manuel
Vasques, Luis
Telles, Manuel
Jovanita, Ramon
Peralto, Zenon
Barsuto, Dolores
Elias, Caitano
Gonzales, Jaronimo
Montiges, Juana
Uries, Maria
Gomez, Ignacio
Hughes, Samuel

Orosco, Julian

Note: A common entry was sometimes assumed based on a parent’s surname appearing in the dio-
cese burial register entry but not included here. Numbers appearing parenthetically after the Dio-
cese Burial Registry entries denote page and entry numbers. The presence of a “v” at the end of a
number in the page column indicates that this information was found on the verso side of the rec-

[T

ord; an “r” indicates the recto side.
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was discharged from the Army in 1864 and eventually returned to Tucson in the early 1870s. He spent the
rest of his life in southern Arizona, running a saloon in Tucson for most of those years, and keeping a dia-
ry that he began in 1861 as a new recruit in California (Carmony 1996:1-13). Hand died in Tucson in
1887.

Not all of Hand’s diary survives, and he stopped keeping it for several years after his discharge, but it
includes a list he made of people who died in Tucson and elsewhere during the years 1872—1887 (Car-
mony 1996:213-244). The list consists of Hand’s abbreviated extracts from his own diary, which means
that his original mention of a death in the diary sometimes includes information not included in the cor-
responding entry in the list. The list also preserves early entries from a part of the diary that has since
been lost. Our rendition of Hand’s list (see Appendix G) does not include deaths noted by Hand that ob-
viously did not occur in Tucson—such as the death of Ulysses S. Grant—but it does include many deaths
that took place elsewhere in Arizona outside of Tucson. In most of these cases, Hand did not indicate
whether burial occurred at the place of death or if the deceased was brought to Tucson for burial. Across
his entries, Hand noted the place of burial only occasionally. When he did note that burial took place in
Tucson, he did not indicate the specific location of the cemetery.

Despite a few difficulties with interpretation, Hand’s list is a remarkable source and shares many en-
tries with the Tucson Diocese burial register. Table 5 lists the 11 entries shared by the two sources for the
period before the closing of the National Cemetery in 1875. The earliest entries in Hand’s list are from
1872, apparently the first year that Hand kept a diary in Tucson after his return, which means his list cov-
ers only the last 3 years or so of the period the National Cemetery was open. Many of the deceased listed
by Hand in the same period do not appear in the diocese register, including some people with Spanish
names, which is another indication that the diocese register is not a full record even of Mexican or Catho-
lic deaths. Hand sometimes provides information about the deceased not provided in the diocese register,
such as place of origin, relationships with other people, occupation, and the cause and circumstances of
death. Because we are uncertain how many deaths in Hand’s list included burial outside of Tucson, we
have not calculated the percentage of deaths in his list that are unrecorded in the diocese register.
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Table 5. Common Entries in the Tucson Diocese Burial Register and
the List of Deaths in George Hand’s Diary from February 29, 1872 to March 11, 1875

Diocese Burial Register

George Hand’s Diary

Page and Entry No. Deceased Date of Entry Deceased

60v, 2 Michael Keegan 29 Feb 1872 Keegan

65v, 2 Maria Basquez 25 Aug 1872 Black Maria

74r, 1 Jose Hernandes 7 Aug 1873 Vicente Hernandez

74r, 2 Librada Chaves 7 Aug 1873 spouse of Vicente
Hernandez

74v, 1 Maria del Carmen Gauna 29 Aug 1873 “A Mexican woman died
of heart disease on the feast
ground.”

Tdv, 4 Rafael Ron [?] 12 Sep 1873 Rafael Ron

74v, 5 W. C. Brown 9 Sep 1873 baby of C. O. Brown

751, 4 Refugio Pacheco 28 Sep 1873 Refugio Pacheco

80v, 6 Simon Sanches 10 Mar 1874 Simon Sanchez

92r, 2 Merced Arragan 21 Nov 1874 Merced

97r, 4 Joseph Provencher 11 Mar 1875 Joseph Provencie
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CHAPTER 6

Prior Disturbances and Burial Sensitivity
in the Project Area

Because of the limited specific information we have about the number and location of burials in the Na-
tional Cemetery, it is hard to say how many burials are still present in the Joint Courts project area and
harder still to say what condition they are in. To provide a better sense of how the burials left in place
have fared since the cemetery closed, we discuss below the kinds of disturbances the cemetery has exper-
ienced since 1875, the additional information we have gathered on accidental discoveries of burials in the
abandoned cemetery, and the relative sensitivity for burials across the project area. We have also includ-
ed, as Appendix H, a discussion of the potential health hazards associated with the excavation of a histor-
ical-period cemetery.

Early Postabandonment Disturbances

The National Cemetery was not subject to formal regulation during most of the period it was in use,
which means that the earliest disturbances to graves probably came about when later graves were dug.
The amount of this kind of disturbance in the project area is impossible to estimate, but superimposed or
intrusive burials should be expected during data recovery.

The earliest substantial disturbances to graves in the decade after the cemetery officially closed prob-
ably occurred when burials were deliberately removed for reburial elsewhere. Some removals probably
took place even while the cemetery was open, but the city council’s official announcement, in 1882, that
family members and friends had 60 days to remove bodies undoubtedly prompted the largest number of
removals and the largest amount of incidental disturbance to other burials. As discussed in Chapter 2, the
removal effort was anything but organized, and the search for a particular burial sometimes involved the
disturbance of several others. About a week after undertaker E. J. Smith began exhuming bodies in the
old cemetery, the Citizen reported:

There is too much indiscriminate and irresponsible digging done in the old Cemetery.
When time or neglect has effaced the marks of a required grave, its whereabouts then
becomes a matter of mere speculation and on that principle much of the digging is done.
On Saturday last not less than six or seven remains were unearthed before finding the
supposed one wanted. The bones were widely scattered . . . and on their reinterment they
were heaped into a common hole without regard as to where they came from, rendering it
impossible for others to identify any particular remains buried in the same locality [AWC,
12 February 1882].

Unfortunately, we do not know how much of this careless rooting around took place, or even how
many burials were deliberately removed following the city council’s announcement. By February 1883,

71



when the Citizen published its long editorial about the deplorable neglect of the city cemetery (AWC, 18
February 1883; see Appendix B), aboveground vaults had been opened by vandals and the contents scat-
tered around, and debris from the cemetery was being used as street fill. All such reports probably include
a certain degree of hyperbole, but it is clear that well before anything was built on the old cemetery, some
of the burials it held had been removed, badly disturbed, or mingled with the contents of other graves.

The grading of lots in the old cemetery in early 1890, shortly after it was subdivided and sold off (see
Chapter 2), was the next substantial disturbance. A photograph of the abandoned cemetery, probably
taken in 1889 just before the grading took place, shows that the surface of the cemetery was at more or
less the same level as the surface of adjacent areas and streets, though somewhat bumpy and with scat-
tered low vegetation (Figure 14). Making the area smooth enough for the residential construction that fol-
lowed would not have involved deep grading or any substantial filling. A photograph of one of the ear-
liest houses in the project area, taken ca. 1910, shows that the house sat at essentially the same level as
adjacent, unpaved Stone Avenue (O’Mack 2005:Figure 27). Nevertheless, the grading would have greatly
exacerbated the displacement of materials from the graves already disturbed during earlier removal ef-
forts. In addition, there are clear references to very shallow graves in the old cemetery prior to the grad-
ing. A year before the appearance of the official announcement that bodies should be removed, the Citi-
zen complained of the dangers posed by exposed burials in the old cemetery:

It is a fact that old wooden coffins and bones of the buried dead are exposed to view.
Many of the graves were very shallow to begin with, and the rains and storms have in
many instances removed considerable portions of earth once deposited upon the graves
[AWC, 6 February 1881; also see AWS, 3 February 1881].

Similarly, the Star reported in 1889 that, “While some Mexicans were tracing the line of the wall of
the old cemetery yesterday they struck a small box a few inches under the surface, and upon opening it
found the decomposed remains of what had evidently been an infant child” (ADS, 6 April 1889). And still
further evidence that shallow burials were not unusual in the period is a report by the Citizen in 1885 that
E. J. Smith, who had since became county coroner, went to the Court Street cemetery to bury a man, only
to detect a bad odor coming from another burial made the previous day. He discovered that the offending
grave was “not six inches under ground” (AWC, 9 May 1885).

The grading of the National Cemetery in 1890, as shallow as it probably was, would undoubtedly
have impacted graves placed within the uppermost 6 inches or so of soil and possibly other graves placed
only slightly deeper. We have no idea how many of the graves in the cemetery were so shallow, but com-
bined with the graves already disturbed during earlier removals, even a relatively small number of shal-
low graves would imply a significant amount of bone and other grave-derived materials distributed
widely across the project area by grading.

Post-1890 Disturbances

The most significant disturbances to burials in the National Cemetery after 1890 came from construction
projects, presumably including the residential construction that dominated in the project area until 1930 or
so and undoubtedly including at least some of the later commercial construction. Unfortunately, we have
not found any direct evidence of the impact of residential construction on graves in the cemetery and not
much more evidence of the impacts of commercial construction beyond the handful of notable instances
we already knew about. As noted in Chapter 1, we were able to rely on the early newspaper indexing pro-
ject of Jim Ayres for local newspaper reports of events affecting the old cemetery up until 1915.
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Figure 14. A view of a portion of downtown Tucson ca. 1889, probably from atop the old
courthouse at Church Avenue and Pennington Street, camera facing northeast. The abandoned
National Cemetery is at the far left side, between the railroad and the rows of houses along Stone
Avenue, which runs north-south across the center of the photograph (photograph courtesy of the
Arizona Historical Society/Tucson, Accession No. 2924).
http://arizonahistoricalsociety.org
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Although the entire project area had been developed by that year, mostly as a residential area, only two
minor accidental discoveries of human remains were reported in the area during the 25 years after 1890.
Both discoveries occurred in 1903: one when a gas main was being laid in Miltenberg Street somewhere
east of Stone Avenue, and the other, when a “private sewer” was being dug off Alameda Street, just east
of Stone (Table 6). We do not know if the latter discovery was made north or south of Alameda Street, so
it may have been outside the Joint Courts project area.

In an effort to find additional references to grave disturbances or discoveries after 1915, we made a
selective search of Tucson newspapers using as a guide the known or presumed dates of construction of
buildings in the project area. Originally, we hoped to include in our search every building known to have
stood in the project area, but this goal was complicated by a number of factors. First, for most of the exist-
ing or former buildings in the project area, it is difficult or impossible to determine the exact year of con-
struction, much less a more precise date. The Sanborn fire insurance maps provide a rough idea, but these
maps were prepared at irregular intervals and usually did not include specific information about the dates
of construction of the buildings they depicted. The earliest building plan and permit records kept by the
City of Tucson (located in Records Department, Development Services, 201 North Stone Avenue) are
typically from the mid-1950s, with only an occasional earlier record, well after most of the buildings that
ever stood in the project area were already in place (or already razed). For most buildings, the easiest way
to establish a construction date is to consult the old Tucson city directories, looking for the earliest ap-
pearance of the given building’s address. One drawback of this method is that the year a building first ap-
pears in a city directory is not necessarily the year it was built—it may have stood empty for a period be-
fore it was occupied and did not yet warrant an entry in the city directory.

Beginning with the presumed year of construction for each building, derived from the city directories,
we planned to search every issue of the Arizona Daily Star and Tucson Citizen from that year for refer-
ences to the construction of the given building and for any associated discovery of grave goods or human
remains. To account for the possibility that the first mention of an address in the city directory was some-
what later than the year of construction, we planned to extend the search to at least 6 months of the pre-
ceding year in both papers. Because we anticipated that the subsurface impact of commercial buildings on
graves would have been generally greater than the impact of residential buildings, we began our search
by looking for references to the construction of selected post-1915 commercial buildings in the project
area (not including those commercial buildings, such as the Tucson Newspapers building, whose impact
on burials we had already documented). The building addresses were: 200 North Stone (first built as the
Western Auto Supply Company in 1940, replaced by the First National Bank building in 1965); 220
North Stone (first built around 1935 as a service station owned by J. D. Sutton, replaced by the 1953 ad-
dition to the Tucson Newspapers building); 240 North Stone (first built as the Bowyer Automotive Com-
pany in 1929 and still standing); 250 North Stone (first built as the Old Pueblo Bowling and Billiard Par-
lor in 1929 and now a part of 240 North Stone); and 296 North Stone (first built as the Baum and Adam-
son Service Station in 1927 and then razed and replaced by another building in the 1930s).

We completed the search for newspaper references for each of these five buildings and found nothing
other than the occasional item mentioning that the given business had opened. We did not find any refer-
ences to the disturbance of graves or any other buried features or even any reference to the actual con-
struction of the buildings. The number of hours it took to accomplish our goal just for these five build-
ings—and the negligible information the search yielded—suggested that a complete search using the
same method was not justified. The biggest difficulty is the sheer number of newspaper pages that have to
be examined, even when the search is limited to the pages typically having local news. And the more re-
cent the issue of a newspaper, the more pages it typically has. Unfortunately, no index exists for Tucson
newspapers before 1991 or after 1915 (though Jim Ayres is steadily pushing the latter date forward with
his ongoing indexing project).
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It is not altogether surprising that we did not find any reference to accidental discoveries of graves in
our limited search, given that none of the buildings had a basement. As we discussed in our original re-
port, only two buildings in the project area—the Tucson Newspapers building, built in stages in 1940—
1953, and the First National Bank building, built in 1965—had basements, and in both cases human re-
mains were discovered during basement excavations.

In addition to these two basements, many other minor subsurface disturbances have undoubtedly
occurred in the project area since 1915, including the excavation of privy pits, wells, wall trenches, and
trenches for utilities, including for sewer, water, gas, and electrical lines. Another probable source of dis-
turbance early in the development of the area was the excavation of tree wells, or large holes to accom-
modate transplanted trees. John O. Brown, whose house at 270 North Stone was one of the first buildings
to stand on the old cemetery, planted mulberry trees on his property shortly after buying it (ADS, 23 June
1914). The trees must have been fairly large when they were planted, because they were very large when
a photograph of his house was taken ca. 1910 (O’Mack 2005:Figure 27). And tree wells can be quite
large. In archaeological monitoring by SRI near the University of Arizona, 10 early-twentieth-century tree
wells were recorded, ranging from 3 by 3 feet to 6 by 6 feet in plan and averaging 3 feet deep (O’Mack
2000).

Undoubtedly, many owners of lots in the old cemetery planted trees. In 1890, immediately after Da-
vidson graded the cemetery lots, the new owners were reportedly preparing to plant trees (ADC, 25 Feb-
ruary 1890). And the same year that School District No. 1 was contemplating the sale of what became
Block 254 for use as a hotel site, the prospective buyer commented that, even before construction of the
hotel began, “the planting of trees should be proceeded with at once”; trees and shrubbery would do well
on the site, given that the soil was “of the most fertile kind” (ADC, 8 February 1890b). Perhaps the know-
ledge that the site was an abandoned cemetery had something to do with this opinion of the soil.

Accidental Discoveries of Human Remains

Table 6 summarizes the information we have on accidental discoveries of human remains in the Joint
Courts project area. The earliest discoveries, one in 1889 and two in 1903, have already been mentioned,
and we have no additional information about any of them. For the later discoveries, we diligently tried to
find additional information by consulting the library, archives, osteological collections, and archaeolog-
ical collections of the ASM, and by searching the Tucson newspapers from the period for additional re-
ports of the same or related discoveries, but we found very little. We also contacted the archives of the
Arizona Daily Star and the Tucson Citizen in the hopes of finding additional articles about the discoveries
or additional notes and photographs associated with the articles that we had already consulted. Unfortu-
nately, neither archive keeps any files from before about 1960, when their current archiving policies were
instituted, and neither archive had any information about the 1965 discovery in the First National Bank
basement except for the brief articles we already knew about. The Tucson Citizen archive does preserve a
set of excellent photographs of the 1953 construction of the addition to the Tucson Newspapers building
and of the 1974 demolition of the entire Tucson Newspapers building. None of these photographs is di-
rectly helpful for understanding the nature of the 1953 discovery, but we do discuss and reproduce a few
of them below.

In 1940, a human skeleton was discovered during construction of the original Tucson Newspapers
building at 208 North Stone. We knew about this discovery previously only because the ASM keeps the
skeletal remains of a single individual accompanied by that information; the museum has no additional
information about the find. We have since found a brief news item describing the discovery:
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Skeleton Dug Up At New Star Site

A steamshovel, excavating for the new home of The Arizona Daily Star on North
Stone Avenue, brought to the surface a skeleton today.

Oldtimers said the site had been a cemetery in pioneer days, but that all bodies had
supposedly been removed to another location years ago [ADS, 10 January 1940].

A thorough search of Star and Citizen issues from several months after the discovery yielded no addi-
tional information.

We have not found any new information about the December 1950 discovery of coffins and associat-
ed bones in a pit dug for a fuel tank at the southeast corner of Stone Avenue and Miltenberg Street. Ac-
cording to newspaper reports of the discovery (see Appendix B), the coffins and bones were examined by
anthropologist Bertram Kraus of the University of Arizona, but neither the Department of Anthropology
or the Arizona State Museum has any notes or other documentation of the discovery, and it is uncertain if
the bones from the discovery are included among the remains cataloged at the museum as having been
found in the National Cemetery.

The 1950 discovery presaged a much larger discovery of human remains on the same site 3 years
later, when an addition was made to the original Tucson Newspapers building. The 1953 discovery was
reported in long articles in the Citizen and Star (ADS, 24 February 1955; TC, 9 July 1953), which again
reported that the bones and other materials were examined by Bertram Kraus of the University of Ari-
zona. The Citizen first reported that 80 individuals were represented in the skeletal remains, “although
only 36 individuals were complete enough to study.” The Star later reported that more than 150 skeletons
were found. The Arizona State Museum currently keeps the remains of 57 individuals having a reported
association with the National Cemetery, and that number includes the remains of a few individuals from
other discoveries in the area.

In addition to consulting the records of several departments at the Arizona State Museum, we also
made a thorough search of the Citizen and Star for additional articles about the discovery, contacted the
University of Chicago Archives for any information or files it might hold on the Chicago-trained Bertram
Kraus, and contacted the Department of Anthropology at the University of Arizona for any records or
class papers associated with the students who assisted Kraus, many of whom are named in the 1953 Citi-
zen article. We met a dead end in each case. We also contacted Walter Birkby, who worked for 30 years
as a physical anthropologist at the ASM beginning around 1965 and is now a forensic anthropologist with
the office of the Pima County Medical Examiner. Birkby was aware of the 1953 discoveries in the exca-
vation for the Tucson Newspapers building and, less certainly, the 1965 discovery in the excavation for
the First National Bank discussed below, but he was unable to provide any additional information about
either discovery or about the fate of the associated field notes or other documentation.

The photographs of the basement excavation for the 1953 Tucson Newspapers building addition are
of interest if only because they confirm the complete disturbance of the area beneath the footprint of the
building as it appears in the 1960 Sanborn map (Figures 15-17). A close examination of the photographs
and a comparison with the Sanborn map suggests that the full impact of the excavation was actually
somewhat greater than we indicated in our earlier map of disturbances (O’Mack 2005:Figure 55). We
have adjusted our depiction of the impact area of this project accordingly (see below). A series of photo-
graphs of the demolition of the Tucson Newspapers building taken in 1974, including shots of the interior
of the basement, suggest that the building was removed in its entirety (Figures 18 and 19). Unfortunately,
we do not know what was used to fill the basement once the building was removed.

We have learned only a little more about the 1965 discovery of a burial in the basement excavation
for the First National Bank building. The ASM has no record of this discovery and apparently houses no
associated skeletal materials or artifacts. According to newspaper accounts of the discovery (Kincaid
1965 [see Appendix B]; TC, 23 August 1965), the bones and wooden coffin fragments were turned over
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Figure 15. Early stage of the excavation for an addition to the Tucson
Newspapers building, 1953, camera facing southeast. .
(© Copyright Tucson Citizen. Republished with permission.) Citizen

o Tucson
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Figure 16. Later stage of the excavation for an addition to the Tucson
Newspapers building, 1953, camera facing southeast. .
(© Copyright Tucson Citizen. Republished with permission.) Citizen

o Tucson
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Figure 17. Another view of the excavation for an addition to the Tucson
Newspapers building, 1953, camera facing southwest. v Tueson
(© Copyright Tucson Citizen. Republished with permission.) Citizen
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Figure 18. Demolition of the Tucson Newspapers building, 1974,
camera facing southeast. o o Tucson
(© Copyright Tucson Citizen. Republished with permission.) Citizen
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Figure 19. Demolition in the basement of the Tucson Newspapers
building, 1974, camera facing southeast.
(© Copyright Tucson Citizen. Republished with permission.) Citizen

o Tucson
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to Sydney Brinckerhoff of the AHS. According to the AHS archivists and the curator of the AHS muse-
um, AHS has no record of any such materials or any associated documentation. Mr. Brinckerhoff, a for-
mer director of AHS, lives today in Bellevue, Washington, and was contacted by the AHS museum cura-
tor, Laraine Daly Jones, on behalf of the author. Mr. Brinckerhoff remembered the 1965 discovery but
was not sure what became of the bones and other items that were found; he supposed that everything end-
ed up at the ASM.

In the newspaper accounts of the 1965 discovery, the name of the contracting company that found the
burial is given as W. F. Conelly Construction. In an effort to track down any records that the company
might have kept of the discovery, we ended up speaking with Fred Conelly of WFC Builders (formerly
W. F. Conelly Construction) of Tucson. Mr. Conelly remembered the discovery by his family’s company,
and he was present at the site shortly after it occurred. First a skull was found, which prompted the com-
pany to contact either the university or the AHS—he was not sure which—then other bones were found.
Once the skeletal material, coffin fragments, and other items were removed from the excavation, con-
struction continued. His company does not keep any records from that time, and the supervisor of the con-
struction project who made the initial discovery is no longer alive.

Contrary to the newspaper accounts, Mr. Conelly remembered that the find consisted of several skel-
etons and that traces of several deteriorated coffins were present. It is interesting to note that he also re-
membered (entirely unprompted) that military buttons, military belt buckles, and possibly other military
items were found with the skeletons. He does not know what became of these items, but he assumed that
the people from the university or the historical society took them. When we asked Mr. Conelly where in
the basement excavation the skeletons were found, he said the northeast portion, with materials visible in
both the north and east walls of the excavation but also present near the center of the excavation. He does
not recall at exactly what depth the discovery was made, but he believes everything came from around
6 feet below the surface.

Mr. Conelly’s memory of the discovery was surprisingly fresh, and he did not seem interested in ex-
aggerating its importance or providing any information that he could not vouch for firsthand. His mention
of military artifacts is particularly interesting, given that the military portion of the National Cemetery
was almost certainly impacted by the 1965 excavation (see Chapter 3). It is also interesting that Sydney
Brinckerhoff is an authority on nineteenth-century military dress and adornments and once published sev-
eral scholarly studies on the subject (Brinckerhoff 1963, 1965, 1972, 1976). Perhaps it was Mr. Brincker-
hoff’s recognized familiarity with such items that prompted a call to AHS when the discovery was made.
On the off chance that Mr. Brinckerhoff included artifacts from the 1965 discovery in his published stud-
ies and has since forgotten that he did, we looked carefully through each one but found no reference to
any items from the cemetery. Ms. Jones and a volunteer assistant also checked the AHS museum collec-
tions of military buttons, buckles, and similar items and found no indication of anything that came from
the 1965 discovery.

Among the human remains at ASM associated with the National Cemetery, Burial 48, which consists
of a cranium and a mandible, is accompanied by a note (now in the ASM osteological database) that reads
“Skull found by Mr. Alvarez on S.E. Corner of Stone and Alameda.” The database does not include a
date, but a label on the box holding the remains has the date June 12, 1970. The southeast corner of Stone
Avenue and Alameda Street is not within the Joint Courts project area or the traditional limits of the Na-
tional Cemetery, but we were curious if this 1970 discovery represented a portion of the cemetery that
had somehow escaped mention in newspaper and other accounts. We searched the Tucson newspapers
from 6 months before and after June 12, 1970, for mentions of the discovery and found nothing. We also
checked the building plan and permit records at Development Services, City of Tucson, and found no rec-
ord of a construction project in 1970 at or near the southeast corner of Stone and Alameda. Both ASM
and AHS lack any other record of the discovery. We now wonder if the date on the box at ASM actually
refers to the date the skull was discovered, or if “S.E. corner” is a mistake for another corner of the same
intersection.
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The last reported discovery of human remains in the Joint Courts project area is the complete skeleton
and wooden coffin found in 2001 in a utility trench by Tierra Right of Way Services, at the north end of
the alley between Stone and Grossetta Avenues and just east of the former site of the Tucson Newspapers
building. The discovery is described in the project report (Zaglauer and Doak 2003) and summarized in
our earlier report (O’Mack 2005:115). More recently, Desert Archaeology monitored the demolition of a
parking garage on Alameda Street just east of the Joint Courts project area and within the limits of the
1872 National Cemetery parcel (Diehl 2005). No bone or other trace of a grave was noted in monitoring,
but the project involved only a limited exposure of subsurface soil.

Burial Sensitivity in the Project Area

Based on known previous disturbances and reported discoveries of human remains in the National Ceme-
tery and our (admittedly imperfect) knowledge of the limits of its military and nonmilitary portions (see
Chapters 3 and 4), we have defined zones of relative sensitivity for burials in the Joint Courts project area
(Figure 20). A zone of very low sensitivity is located at the southeast corner of Stone Avenue and Mil-
tenberg Street and corresponds to the area disturbed by excavations for the basement of the Tucson News-
papers building in 1940-1953. As noted above, the footprint of the Tucson Newspapers building depicted
on the 1960 Sanborn map and included on a map of previous disturbances in our original report (O’Mack
2005:Figure 55) took in an area somewhat smaller than what was actually disturbed during construction,
as a look at the 1953 photographs of the project revealed.

North and east of the zone of very low sensitivity is a large zone of high sensitivity, undisturbed by
basement excavations and corresponding to what we suspect were the practical limits of the nonmilitary
portion of the National Cemetery. The northern limit of high sensitivity corresponds to the east-west ado-
be wall visible in the 1880 Watkins photograph (see Figure 10), which we think was part of a wall that
once completely enclosed the nonmilitary portion of the cemetery. The area north of the wall is beyond
the apparent limits of the nonmilitary cemetery and thus less likely to hold burials; we have designated
this a zone of low sensitivity. Since we are unsure how far east the nonmilitary portion of the cemetery
extended, our boundary between high sensitivity and moderate sensitivity is essentially arbitrary and
based on the assumption that areas closer to Stone Avenue and Alameda Street, and hence closer to the
settled part of Tucson in the nineteenth century, are likely to hold more burials than areas farther east.

As discussed in Chapter 3, it now appears that virtually no part of the military cemetery falls within
the Joint Courts project area, except possibly a thin slice of its easternmost portion (see Figure 10), which
would fall in the zone of high sensitivity.
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CHAPTER 7

Summary and Conclusions

Tucson’s National Cemetery, the only cemetery in use in Tucson during the period ca. 1862—-1875, was
located mostly, perhaps almost entirely, within the proposed Joint Courts Complex project area. Some
portion of the graves and other features associated with the cemetery are undoubtedly still present below
the modern ground surface of the project area.

Except for the relatively small military cemetery that formed a part of the larger National Cemetery,
very little documentation of the size, organization, and use of the larger cemetery exists. The civilian or
nonmilitary portion of the cemetery was officially and effectively closed in 1875; the military cemetery
continued to be used by the U.S. Army until 1881. The use of the nonmilitary portion of the National
Cemetery was essentially unregulated up until it closed in 1875, and no comprehensive record exists of
the civilian burials made there. In 1882, the Tucson City Council instructed the families and friends of the
civilians buried in the National Cemetery to remove those burials, but the efforts at removal were unor-
ganized and far from comprehensive, and no record exists of the burials removed at that time. In 1884, the
U.S. Army hired a contractor to remove burials from the military portion of the cemetery. The removal ef-
fort was apparently restricted to the burials of soldiers, but a few civilian burials were included more or
less by accident. An indeterminate number of other civilian burials were present in the military cemetery
and were not removed by the federal contractor; the fate of these burials is uncertain.

It now appears that the walled military portion of the National Cemetery was located immediately
north of Alameda Street and about 55 feet east of Stone Avenue. Estimated to be 108 by 108 feet in size,
the military cemetery probably fell entirely (or almost entirely) outside of the current Joint Courts Com-
plex project area. Most of the walled military cemetery was probably destroyed in 1965 during excavation
of the basement of the building that currently stands at 200 North Stone Avenue.

A portion of the larger National Cemetery was impacted by basement excavations for the original
Tucson Newspapers building in 1940 and for a major addition to the building in 1953. The remains of be-
tween 80 and 120 individuals were found in the 1953 excavation. Between 1950 and 2001, there were a
handful of other accidental discoveries representing from 1 to 6 individuals. With the exception of a sin-
gle burial found in 2001 during archaeological monitoring of a trench excavation, none of these finds is
well documented, although skeletal remains representing 57 individuals from the National Cemetery are
kept at ASM.

There have been many other disturbances to the National Cemetery since it was abandoned, including
grading for residential construction, the excavation of privy pits, tree wells, water wells, and trash pits,
and the many other impacts incidental to residential and commercial development, such as the excavation
of trenches for wall foundations and utilities. Nonetheless, the lack of any major excavations other than
for the basements of the Tucson Newspapers building means that a significant portion of the graves in the
National Cemetery may still be intact below the surface. In addition, the nature of the postabandonment
disturbances strongly suggests that the contents of many graves have been scattered across the project ar-
ea and are still present just below the modern ground surface.

Based on the discussion in Chapter 5, we estimate the number of deaths in Tucson during the period
the National Cemetery was open to have been between 1,825 and 2,017. Given that the National Ceme-
tery was the only cemetery in Tucson during that period, the number of burials placed in it was probably
very similar. Because of the nature of the evidence, we are reluctant to estimate the number of graves that
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remain undisturbed in the Joint Courts project area. A large number of graves, particularly the shallowest
graves, have undoubtedly been disturbed by the many postabandonment impacts mentioned above, but it
is highly probable that many burials have escaped significant impact.
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APPENDIX A

Time Line of Events Related to Tucson’s Cemeteries,
1862-1907
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