APPENDIX I:

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Lyons, Patrick D - (plyons)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jill Heilman <JHeilman@azdot.gov>
Friday, February 10, 2017 1:07 PM
ASM-ratesandfees
new fees

I say do whatever you need to do to stay afloat!
Jill Heilman
Historic Preservation Specialist
Environmental Planning
1611 W. Jackson, EM02
Phoenix, AZ 85007
602‐712‐6371
JHeilman@azdot.gov
www.azdot.gov

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may
contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments.
.
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Lyons, Patrick D - (plyons)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Watson, James T - (watsonjt)
Wednesday, March 01, 2017 11:19 AM
Lyons, Patrick D - (plyons)
FW: fees and reports

Patrick,
I assume that you have a file that you are keeping e‐mails from the ASM Fees Public Comment e‐mail so I am
forwarding this on to include in that file. Dave Stephan came in to verbally discuss his concerns about the fee changes,
but then provided this concise recap of our discussion, so this can be added with the other comments that have been e‐
mailed in.
Thanks, jim
From: David Stephen [mailto:dvms@pastarizona.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 3:08 PM
To: Watson, James T - (watsonjt)
Subject: fees and reports

JimThanks for taking the time to meet with me last week. To recapitulate, with respect to the ASM fee
structure, because most of my clients are small private land owners, they are put off by the increase
in fees for small survey projects. At present, to submit a survey report to ASM, the owner of 1 acre of
land is being assessed the same fee as a company developing 200 acres. Since the start of AZSITE,
the minimum fee for submitting a small survey project has gone from $10 to $150. For reference, it
costs only $14 to file a 10 page document with the county recorder but $150 to file the same size
document with ASM. The $150 amount does not include a portion of the annual AZSITE fee that is
paid by the archaeological firm and indirectly passed on to the client. As an aside, the AZSITE fees
have gone up disproportionately for small archaeological firms (up 67%) compared to larger firms (up
20%).
As we discussed, these increased costs provide little incentive for private land owners to voluntarily
file reports with ASM thereby diminishing the comprehensiveness of the archaeological record
housed at ASM. Part of the original intent of developing a comprehensive data base was for it to
serve as a resource for research and scholarship. My sense is that ASM/AZSITE rather than promoting
scientific investigation has moved toward putting the emphasis not on science but on compliance
with regulations.
The other matter we discussed was my agreement with Beth, when she was director, to submit
reports for older projects that had not been brought to completion but have site or accession
numbers assigned to them. Rather than just turn back the site/accession numbers, my preference is
to have the information archived at ASM. She supported my efforts and agreed to waive the fees for
projects dating to 2011 and before. As the acting director, I wanted to make sure that you
concurred with this approach. I have, and will continue to pay the fees for projects initiated after
2011.
FYI, I have two concurrent ASM permits. I hold one permit through Pima College and my ongoing
role as a PI and Director Emeritus at the Archaeology Centre. The second permit is issued to my
consulting firm (P.A.S.T.) with me as the P.I.. The reports will be submitted from P.A.S.T.
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Thank you very much.
Dave

-David Stephen, PhD
P.A.S.T.
dvms@pastarizona.com OR
pastarizona@gmail.com
520.825.3536 or 520.477.2781
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Doug Ducey

Sue Black

Governor

Executive Director

Celebrating 60 Years!

March 10, 2017
Patrick Lyons
Director
Arizona State Museum
1013 East University Boulevard
PO Box 210026
Tucson, Arizona 85721‐0026
RE: Notice of Public Information Regarding Intent and Proposal to Increase Rates and Fees
for Cultural Resource Management Services Performed by Arizona State Museum
(Published by the Arizona Secretary of State, Vol. 23:6; February 10, 2017)
Dear Dr. Lyons:
As you are aware, the Governor’s Archaeology Advisory Commission advises the SHPO on
issues of importance regarding the state of archaeology in Arizona. The published Notice of
Intent and Proposal to Increase Rates for Cultural Resource Management Services
performed by ASM was of concern to the Commission. The Public Policy Committee of the
Governor’s Archaeology Advisory Commission has reviewed the above referenced
information, and provided their comments and concerns in their meeting notes from March
1, 2017 (see attached). Given the short review period, the Commissioners did not feel that
they could draft a response letter within the requested comment period deadline.
The Arizona SHPO appreciates the current funding situation which has created the need for
rate and fee increases for the Cultural Resource Management Services for Arizona State
Museum and supports ASM’s efforts to achieve a financing structure that will enable the
Museum to sustain its operations and provide these important services to the State. Please
let me know if there is anything that our office can do to assist the Museum in raising the
awareness of the important role curation plays in preservation of Arizona’s archaeological
heritage.
Sincerely,

Kathryn Leonard
State Historic Preservation Officer
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

1100 W Washington, Phoenix AZ 85007

|

602-542-4009

|

AZStateParks.com/shpo

“Managing and conserving Arizona’s natural, cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of the people,
both in our parks and through our partners.”

GAAC Public Policy and Professional Competency Subcommittee Meeting/Teleconference Minutes
March 1, 2017 10:00‐11:30am
Attendees:
Ruth Greenspan (RG) – Subcommittee Chair
Tom Wilson (TW) – GAAC Chair
Ian Milliken (IM) – GAAC Member
Jim Cogswell (JC) – SHPO Representative
Mary‐Ellen Walsh (MW) – SHPO Representative
Lauren Jelinek (LJ) – Subcommittee Member
The meeting was called to order by RG, who is chair of the Public Policy Subcommittee for GAAC.
Members of the Public Policy Subcommittee (RG and IM) had previously met to discuss a possible GAAC
comment on the proposed ASM fee structure on February 17, 2017. IM reviewed some of the questions
they raised during the February 17 meeting:
1. One of the consequences of moving from a task based fee structure to one based on time is that
most agencies/companies have no way to pay for fees incurred that exceed the budget after
project inception. For most projects there is no way to obtain additional funding by the time
curation is started because the construction of the project has been completed and closed out.
How does ASM propose to address this issue with the initial budget and repository agreement?
a. IM examined the standard ASM repository agreement and noted that there is no clause
stating what happens to the collection or the agreement in the event that there are
insufficient funds to curate the entire collection.
b. A possible solution for addressing rising curation costs would be stricter and clearer
scope of collection statements both from ASM and the entity contracting the work to
ensure only those materials that should be curated are processed, packaged, and
submitted to ASM for curation.
c. Such an approach would require clearer policies and standard operating procedures for
infield analysis of those objects that won’t be curated and well as specifications of how
those objects will be treated following analysis (i.e. discarded, reburied, etc.)
d. RG recommended that this would also be an appropriate discussion for the curation
study that the Public Policy Subcommittee is undertaking.
i. MW stated that Pueblo Grande has a debitage culling policy that the
subcommittee could request as an example.
2. The language in the fee schedule implies that some of the fees have increased to accommodate
ASM staff time to bring sub‐par collections up to ASM standards. Aren’t there ways to
accomplish this other than by increasing fees?
a. If that is the motivation for increasing specific fees, couldn’t ASM simply reject the
collection upon submission until it has been properly prepared?
b. IM reiterated that preparing the collections to meet ASM standards should be the
responsibility of the contractor or the agency and ASM should decline to accept it
because it is a violation of the repository agreement.
c. LJ suggested that ASM consider adding a clause that gives them so many days per a
specified number of boxes to examine the collection. If it is found to be deficient, they
reserve the right to return the collection to the preparer until the preparer resolves the
deficiencies.
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3.

IM also recommended that ASM consider comingling small projects within a box to save money
and address space issues.
a. If a linear foot and a single box is the smallest unit of measurement for a project, many
companies and agencies will be expected to pay fees for space they don’t need.
4. A question was raised about redundancy between State Archives and ASM. Are agencies
required to submit copies of reports to both entities?
a. JC clarified that ASM does not curate anything with State Archives.
5. IM recommended ASM consider going purely digital for traditionally paper archives such as
reports and photos.
a. LJ stated that there is significant disagreement within the field about the longevity of
digitally‐born data, the ability of a repository to continuously update digital records
without degrading them so that they can be read by current software, and the funds
necessary to store and maintain the equipment to house them. Given that ASM must
be financially independent, the cost of setting up such a system would be prohibitive.
6. The proposed fee structure doesn’t provided sufficient clarification on which entity within ASM
is receiving the funds. The fee structure should be clearer about the roles of ASM, ARO, and
AZSITE and which entity will receive which fees.
TW asked for clarification on the larger role of GAAC in these discussions. RG clarified that if GAAC
better understood the issues behind these fees and how they will be used, we could provide a more
clear response to the fee structure. IM reminded the subcommittee that comments were due by March
12, 2017. TW stated that GAAC may want to send ASM notes or questions rather than a statement,
given the timeframe, and asked SHPO how best to deliver these questions. SHPO agreed to confer and
ask how best to transmit notes/questions rather than a formal comment.
7. IM also asked about the substantial increase in the burial agreements. He suggested that ASM
clarify when a general burial agreement is used rather than a project‐specific burial agreement.
a. LJ asked if ASM was able to enter into PAs and if so, wouldn’t it be more cost‐effective in
the long run to put a general agreement into a PA format so they would cut down on
staff effort?
b. Also questions were raised about whether the entity funding the project has any say in
the clauses introduced in the general or project‐specific burial agreements. This should
be clarified.
8. IM also asked how a system that is moving from a fee based to a rate based structure could be
uniformly applied.
a. Different staff members will take variable amounts of time to perform the same task.
What assurance do contractors have that the appropriate person is performing the task
at the appropriate rate (i.e. paying a Curator to do the job of a student employee)?
9. There are additional concerns about how to budget for this kind of fee structure. It is difficult
enough for consultants to estimate the costs associated with testing and data recovery when
they have not even put a shovel in the ground, but to estimate the total cost of curation in
advance and then provide ASM with a 15% down payment before investigations have even
begun, is equally problematic.
a. IM asked who prepared the estimates: ASM or the contractor? Are there any kinds of
negotiations?
b. LJ suggested that a guide emailing how ASM envisioned this would work (i.e. process)
would go a long way to addressing these questions.
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Three members had to leave so the remaining members agreed to adjourn and transmit the notes to
SHPO for eventual transmittal to ASM.
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March 10, 2017
Dr. Patrick Lyons, Director
Arizona State Museum
University of Arizona
P.O. Box 210026
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0026
Re: Arizona State Museum Proposed Increase in Rates and Fees for Cultural Resource Services
Dear Dr. Lyons:
SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) has been providing cultural resources management services to a
wide range of project proponents in Arizona for more than 30 years. We recognize the ASM’s responsibility to
provide mandated services pursuant to the Arizona Antiquities Act, which are necessary for us to fulfill our
responsibilities to our clients. In accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) §15-1631, as amended, we
provide the following comments. We thank you in advance for considering our suggestions and feedback.
1. The current ASM fee structure is primarily task-based. The proposed change to a time-based rate
structure introduces significant uncertainty to project costs for consulting companies like SWCA.
a. Our cost estimates for projects are commonly fixed-fee and proposed before a contract is
awarded. It is important for firms like SWCA to be able to adequately and accurately account for
the ASM fees in our project cost estimates; otherwise, we run the risk of there being insufficient
funds to complete the curation/registration tasks.
b. Firms need to be able to provide project proponents with a detailed list of services and tasks to
be performed by the ASM, the estimated cost per task, and a schedule for completing the tasks.
The estimated costs must be readily determinable, consistently and uniformly applied, and
substantiated.
c. For this model to work, the ASM cost estimate should be binding with assumptions. If
assumptions are violated, then ASM would have recourse to pursue additional funds, but if ASM
staff did not estimate or use their allotted time appropriately, the ASM should bear that burden,
not firms like SWCA or proponents. This is how we do business and it works for our project
proponents. We strongly urge the ASM to consider using this model.
2. The proposed rate and fee increase states that “project estimates are non-binding.” We recommend,
as previously stated, that ASM cost estimates really should be binding. Controls can be put in place for
ASM accountability for time spent on review and processing. Invoices could be submitted with a
description of services, including, at the minimum, 1) the task performed, 2) the date the task was
performed, 3) the billing rate of the individual performing the task, and 4) the time billed to perform the
task.
3. SWCA recommends that the ASM provide a timetable for which fees will be assessed, projects closed
out, ASM work completed, and a final invoice submitted.
a. There should be a clear deadline by which ASM should have its registration and curatorial tasks
completed, and the final invoice submitted.

Page 2

b. The proposed rate and fee schedule only mentions that projects will be billed monthly, and that
project estimates are non-binding. As proposed, ASM could, in theory, send monthly invoices
for years after work is completed. Project proponents will have difficulty executing contracts with
this level of uncertainty contained in the scope of work.
4. We strongly discourage ASM from charging for review of and commenting on document submissions.
ASM should adopt and publish a “minimally adequate” standard and not request document edits when a
state agency with the statutory authority to determine document adequacy has already done so. As the
notice states, this burden is outside of ASM’s purview and well beyond the University’s authority and
control.
5. The proposed in-perpetuity curation fees ($3,004 per 1-cubic-foot box of artifacts; $2,577 per linear foot
of documents) are significantly higher than current fees or fees charges by other curatorial facilities. As
many projects result in limited (i.e., 1 to 2 inches) documentation, we suggest that ASM consider a
sliding scale based on the actual amount of space used. The fee of $2,577 is very costly and not in line
with smaller projects, such as for the curation of documents from a negative-finding monitoring or testing
project. As proposed, project proponents could be paying for storage space that their projects do not
use.
SWCA is very concerned about the unintended consequences of the proposed rate and fee increase,
particularly for public-sector projects that have fixed budgets for environmental studies. We fear that the
significant increase in curatorial fees will result in reduced field effort and less information gained through
archaeological study. This unfortunate consequence could be countered by clear guidance on the culling and
disposal of artifacts, particularly as it relates to projects conducted under an Arizona Antiquities Act permit.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

Sincerely,

Cara Bellavia
Director, Phoenix and Tucson

Dan Garcia
Cultural Resources Lead, Phoenix and Flagstaff

Jana Sterling
Director, Flagstaff and Las Vegas

Jerome Hesse
Cultural Resources Lead, Tucson

March 10, 2017

Director Patrick Lyons
Arizona State Museum
University of Arizona
PO Box 210026
Tucson, AZ 85721-0026
RE:
Dear Dr. Lyons,
The Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC) is a federally recognized tribe with
specific rights to consultation under Executive Order 2006-14 - Consultation and Cooperation with
Arizona Tribes and as specified in ARS § 15-1631 (as amended). This letter is in response to the Arizona
State Museum (ASM) Notice of Intent to Increase Fees for Services performed pursuant to ARS Title 41,
Chapter 4.1, Article 4 and § 41-865. The Arizona State Museum has posted a Draft Proposal to Increase
Fees for Services performed pursuant to ARS Title 41, Chapter 4.1, Article 4 and § 41-865 that will have
impact on the SRP-MIC, therefore the SRP-MIC wishes to consult on this issue further.
The SRP-MIC was a part of informational presentations hosted by the ASM on two separate occasions to
discuss curation fees associated with utility projects in the state, although these meetings were not
government to government consultation. The discussions presented at the meetings SRP-MIC attended
were focused on project artifact and documentation curation in perpetuity, and we were not aware there
were changes to the fees regarding the burial discovery agreements. The SRP-MIC is very concerned with
ensuring that proposed changes do not create a disincentive to private land owners to do archaeology or to
enter into burial discovery agreements.
The SRP-MIC fully expects the Arizona State Museum to comply with the Executive Order 2006-14 Consultation and Cooperation with Arizona Tribes and conduct government to government consultation
with the tribes as necessary to fulfill statutory obligations, but more importantly in honor of the ASM and
the Arizona Board of Regents’ commitment to tribal consultation.
Thank you for your time and consideration in this request. Please contact me by phone at 480-362-6337
or via email at angela.garcia-lewis@srpmic-nsn.gov with questions or comments regarding this or any
other cultural resource concern.

Sincerely,

Angela D. Garcia-Lewis
Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor

March 11, 2017

Dr. Patrick Lyons, Director
Arizona State Museum
PO Box 210026
University of Arizona
Tucson, AZ 85721-0026

Dear Patrick,
I have reviewed the Arizona State Museum’s (ASM’s) “Draft Proposal to Increase Rates and Fees” and
will provide several comments from the perspective of Archaeology Southwest. We are a nonprofit
organization that practices Preservation Archaeology across the U.S. Southwest and Mexican Northwest.
We do not engage in contract-funded cultural resources compliance work. We do conduct a field school
in southwestern New Mexico in partnership with the University of Arizona’s School of Anthropology, and
we have undertaken several grant-funded research projects that have involved limited archaeological
testing. We have also had a role in recovering several “orphaned collections” that were ultimately
conveyed to the ASM. Thus, to a limited extent, we are a source of collections that are curated at the
ASM.
Because Preservation Archaeology is an approach that tries to minimize the amount of new excavation,
we often do make use of past collections that are already in museums. The ASM has been a very
important source for access to key research collections. It is because of the long-term value of curated
archaeological collections that Archaeology Southwest is a strong advocate for curation to be
considered in the initial planning of any project that will involve new collections, whether surface
collections or excavations.
With the above background, I will provide a set of comments on the ASM’s proposed rates and fees.
1. Inadequate State Support. The starting point for my comments is a recognition that neither the
state of Arizona nor the University of Arizona provide adequate support for the Arizona State
Museum. The importance of the ASM’s mission and the value of the remarkable collections held
by ASM should be recognized through a significantly higher level of financial support for your
institution.
2. A Dramatic Increase in Curation Fees. A basic concern with the proposed rates is that the
magnitude of the sudden increase in per-box fees is going to have a very large impact on the
way that archaeology is done in this state. I will address the following concerns in separate
sections below: reduction of field effort, shifts to in-field analysis, culling of collections, curation
in lower cost repositories, ignoring of compliance requirements, and a potential for a legislative
backlash that weakens the Arizona Antiquities Act.
3. Reduction of Field Effort. There will be a strong pressure to keep overall costs of compliance
activities down, and the most effective way to do that will be to have fewer artifacts and records
to curate. The outcome of smaller field efforts will be a loss of valuable information and a
slowing of the pace of research progress. Archaeology Southwest makes substantial use of

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

previous fieldwork conducted by others through compliance projects and has incorporated data
from many such projects into our Heritage Southwest Database.
Shift to In-Field Analyses. A great deal of valuable information can be obtained from surface
artifacts or from observations made on some classes of artifacts during field excavations. The
quality of such information varies greatly depending on the skills of the observer. Furthermore,
if the artifact or other material is not collected and curated, there can be no direct reassessment
of those original observations. Archaeology Southwest has changed our planned research
strategy on an upcoming research effort regarding Hohokam ballcourts. When these curation
fees were first announced, we decided not to pursue limited test excavations at ballcourt sites.
Instead we will make in-field surface observations and limited surface collections as the field
method. Thus, even before they are in place, these proposed changes are affecting behaviors.
Culling of Collections. There is a great need for explicit criteria for culling collections. To not
address this issue, or to assert that all collections must be curated once they are made, is not an
acceptable approach for ASM to take. As archaeologists, we are always sampling when we deal
with the archaeological record. Thus, other than basic counts, CRM firms often exclude from
detailed analyses artifacts that are from temporally mixed contexts. Are there ethical ways to
cull all or portions of such materials from collections after preliminary analyses have shown
them to have less information value than unmixed collections? If such questions aren’t
addressed and some sort of professional consensus isn’t reached, then it is almost a certainty
that there will be “behind the scenes” culling in order to reduce box counts and control costs.
Coming up with explicit best practices, will save on future curation space needs, reduce the
costs of archaeological excavations, and would help ensure that sampling procedures applied to
curated collections are accurately documented.
Use of Lower-Cost Repositories. Curation fees in nearby states are much lower than ASM’s
proposed per-box fees. Some other in-state repositories are also less expensive. These new fees
are of sufficient magnitude that there will be a strong incentive to curate at other repositories
than ASM. For Archaeology Southwest, that could well make our use of existing collections
much more difficult to implement in the future. Collections may be located in repositories that
are distant from where they were originally recovered or collections from the same site may end
up at multiple facilities.
Ignoring of Compliance Requirements. There is already a fairly large number of subdivisions of
the state that ignore their responsibilities under the Arizona Antiquities Act. The proposed very
large fee increases will provide a justification (or rationalization) of why a governmental entity
might choose to start ignoring its legal responsibilities or to continue ignoring them.
Legislative Backlash. In this era of streamlining of regulations and compliance processes, there
may well be enough of a “sticker shock” once these fees start to be implemented that there will
be complaints to the legislature for redress. The outcome could weaken the Arizona Antiquities
Act, which would certainly be a very unfortunate outcome for the state, its citizens, tribes, the
CRM community, nonprofits like Archaeology Southwest, and the ASM.
Unpredictable Costs. The proposed billing process where ASM does not provide any certainty
regarding costs is particularly disruptive. CRM firms and nonprofits have different budget
processes, but all are constrained by budgets that are finite, not open-ended.

These are concerns that I see from the perspective of a nonprofit organization that views itself as a longterm advocate for and partner with the Arizona State Museum. ASM should definitely be charging fees
for curation services. However, these are very large fee increases, and they follow upon a preceding
eight years of multiple large fee increases. If implemented, the impact on CRM, nonprofit research, and
even the willingness of some state agencies to comply is simply too great. A gradual increase of fees

with a clear projection of those increases on a decadal time scale should be considered. And ASM has to
come up with a way to provide responsible cost estimates that will be firm prices, not open-ended
billing accounts with multi-year time frames.
Sincerely,

William H. Doelle, Ph.D.
President and CEO

Director Patrick Lyons
Arizona State Museum
University of Arizona
PO Box 210026
Tucson, AZ 85721-0026
March 11, 2017
Director Lyons,
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the new fee structure being proposed by the Arizona
State Museum (ASM). The ability to engage with the museum, discuss new fees and weigh in on those
fees prior to their going into effect is something we have not had the opportunity to do previously and
we appreciate the efforts that have gone into hearing our concerns.
We would first like to commend the Arizona State Museum on their willingness to move toward a more
scalable fee structure. A scalable fee structure is consistent with our articulated collective position and,
in our estimation, moves toward a fee structure that will more accurately reflect the needs of the
regulated community and ASM.
However, we remain concerned with the quality and amount of supporting data provided to coincide
with the proposed fees. Despite two informal meetings to discuss fees and both formal and informal
requests, we have not been provided detailed budget information related to ASM operations by ASM.
Both of the meetings hosted by ASM were interesting but were general in nature and lacked the detail
necessary to have a meaningful discussion about the proposed fees. It was not until we sought the
information through the Public Records Office, outside of this formal process, that we got access to
basic budget information about ASM.
Similarly, the proposal posted on the ASM website and in the Secretary of State’s Administrative
Register does not adequately support the fee structure that has been proposed. The proposal lacks the
required detailed description of the costs associated with the methodology. Without that description
stakeholders cannot evaluate the fees being charged in comparison with the actual costs of providing
services, the total amount that is projected to be raised through fees or how much of the ASM budget
will be covered by fees.
These comments will focus on three main concerns regarding the proposed fee increases 1) before a fee
increase is sought, streamlining and efficiencies should be fully explored to ensure that wasteful or
inefficient practices are not being further funded, 2) the examples provided in the proposal lack the
appropriate detail to make a reasonable judgment and raise questions about the amount of manpower
and time spent processing items to be curated, and 3) the fee proposal increases fees significantly above
fees charged by comparable organizations in other states.
The proposal alludes to fees being derived using a cost basis and a recognition that under accounting
principles costs must meet certain criteria to be included in the fees. According to the proposal they
must meet the following criteria:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Necessary and reasonable
Properly Allocable
Readily Determinable
Consistently and uniformly applied
Substantiated with adequate documentation

We agree with these criteria and believe costs should meet these criteria prior to being included in rates
and fees charged by ASM for services. However, without the proper documentation to determine
whether the proposed fees are justified, we as stakeholders cannot support the proposed fees despite
the assurances by ASM that all costs associated with the rates and fees meet these criteria.
While we appreciate ASM’s efforts to reduce costs through the use of compactor shelving and the
acquisition of space in the University of Arizona Warehouse, we would like to have additional
conversations on how the operations of ASM could be streamlined further and regulatory burden could
be reduced. In the September informal meeting stakeholders expressed an interest in allowing project
sponsors to combine permits on large jobs. In addition we suggested a discussion about what can be
done to alleviate the burden on ASM in terms of regulatory compliance. Despite these requests, no
discussion on these efforts has taken place. We do not believe ASM has fully explored means to reduce
costs or streamline processes.
In addition, while we fully support protecting cultural resources, we believe meaningful discussions
related to the reduction in volume in items to be curated by the museum are warranted. We would like
to explore the possibilities of more limited and representative samples to be curated, avoidance of
cultural sites through planning and more selective collection of artifacts. This is in line with the curation
practices of other similar museums, and would allow them to continue to comply with mandated
programs without incurring costs associated with over-collecting items.
Establishing a system to selectively curate artifacts is particularly important given the backlog of items
left to be catalogued mentioned in the Notices of Public Information (page 419). ASM credits this
backlog to the historical under recovery of costs from project sponsors and the lack of necessary
resources to provide services related to state mandated programs. However, analysis of budget
information acquired through a public records request indicates nearly a third of personnel costs
attributed to mandated programs and approximately one tenth of the budget are expended in this area.
Meanwhile budget line item associated with non-mandated programs is double that of mandated
programs.
Additionally, analysis of information provided as part of the same records request reveals 44.2 total
FTE’s employed by ASM (Appendix D), roughly double the amount of FTE’s at the Office of Strategic
Planning and Budgeting, 33 percent larger than the state’s Radiation Regulatory Agency and similar in
size to the Department of Liquor Licenses and Control. The ASM serves a valuable function in protecting
culturally and historically significant artifacts. It is unclear how the backlog of the state’s archaeological
artifacts could be processed in a timely and efficient manner.

The assertion that the ASM can be more efficient is evident in the “Example for Illustration” provided in
the Notices of Public Information (page 424). Although the exact inputs were not provided in the
example, it appears rendering services is overly time consuming for ASM staff even when they are
provided all the requisite information. For example, cultural resource management firms (CRM) are
required to submit detailed Project Registration Forms, provided by the ASM, to the ASM for project
registration. In the example provided it is projected that it will take ASM staff between 8.6 hours
(Professional rate) and 28.4 hours (Assistant rate) to simply register a project. In contrast, Consultation
Regarding Human Remains Discovery on State Lands in the example assumes 8 hours. This appears to
assume that registering a project with information already provided by a CRM requires staff resources
equivalent to those required for consultation regarding human remains, primarily because CRM firms
are required to provide all the requisite registration information on a form required by the ASM. One
noted discrepancy is that the tasks listed for both Registration for Monitoring Project and Registration
for Testing/Excavation Project are identical (page 425), yet in their example ASM indicates it takes
between 1.6 hours (professional time) and 5.4 hours (assistant time) longer to register a
Testing/Excavation Project. It is not clear from the example how or if these projects are different.
Another concern raised by the “Example for Illustration” is the cost and ASM staff time associated with
Collections Intake. In the example it takes between 10.5 hours (Professional rate) and 34.7 hours
(Assistant rate) to process a single curated box. The specific tasks associated with Collection Intake (page
225) appear to duplicate many efforts, as CRM firms are required to provide much of the information in
formats that are meant to be easily assimilated into ASM’s databases. The ASM’s curation manual
Requirements for the Preparation of Archaeological Project Collections for Submission to the Arizona
State Museum has detailed instruction for submittal of artifacts. Many of the tasks listed as being
accomplished and/or performed by ASM staff is already required by the manual to be completed by a
CRM. It is unclear why it would take between 10.5 and 34.7 hours for ASM staff to process a single box
when the manual requires all of the artifacts to be labeled, inventoried, and cataloged (in a ASM useable
database) prior to curation. The ASM curated 441 boxes in 2016, using the example processing times it
would have taken ASM staff between 4,630 and 15,302 hours in staff time to process that number of
boxes. If these numbers are indeed accurate, there are surely improvement that could be made to
remove duplicative efforts in curation, and cut down on staff resources necessary to process each box.
Given the exorbitant processing times predicted using the example, while acknowledging that projects
vary in complexity and size, we request an actual project specific examples, representative of a typical
project the ASM receives, listing the actual time it takes to register a project and curate one box of
artifacts. Included in the example should be details regarding what staff classification is responsible for
much of the work and whether or not students participating in Work Study are included in these efforts.
Given the limited information provided by the ASM during the process of discussing this fee proposal, it
was difficult to know whether the adjusted fees were appropriate. A study commissioned by the
National Park Service is particularly helpful in evaluating the fees in the proposal. The study, surveyed
221 repositories in 2007 and 2008 to catalogue the introduction of curation fees nationwide, how fees
were structured, how these fee structures varied nationwide, and the nature of the criteria used to
establish a fee structure. More than half of the museums contacted (55%) were university or university

associated museums similar to ASM. The study found nationwide fees charged by repositories ranged
from $72.50-$1,200 per box/Cu.Ft. (Appendix A, page 6, table1)
The study further refines these numbers by providing ranges for fees by National Parks Service regions.
Arizona is part of the Intermountain Region, where repositories fees ranged from $234-$1,000 per box.
Other states included in the Intermountain Region include Texas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Colorado,
Utah, Wyoming and Montana.
While the NPS study was conducted in 2008, we conducted a more recent sampling of fee structures for
repositories in other state, which shows similar results. For example, publicly available information for
repositories in intermountain states shows a stark contrast in per box fees for curation. Table 1
illustrates current per box curation fees charged by repositories in each of the intermountain states.
Each of these repositories administers their collections under the same federal standards and guidelines
and, like ASM, curates these artifacts in perpetuity. Excluding the ASM proposed fees and the fees for
Montana which charges a $250/box accession fee and annual charge, the average of these per box
curation fees is $633.03 per box.

Table 1
Per Box Artifact Curation Fees in Intermountain States

Repository

State

Per Box Fee

Arizona State Museum
University of Colorado at
Colorado Springs –Anthropology
Seyhan Dwelis Archaeological
Repository
University of Montana
Anthropological Curation Facility
Museum of Indian Arts and
Culture Santa Fe
Sam Noble Oklahoma Museum
of Natural History
Department of Archaeology
University of Texas Center for
Archaeological Studies
Utah Museum of Natural History
University of Wyoming
Archaeological Repository

Arizona

$3,004 (proposed)

Colorado

$1,000

Montana

$60/yr

New Mexico

$485

Oklahoma

$271.16

Texas

$476.51

Utah

$565.29
$1,000 (included
documentation)

Wyoming

In comparing the range of per box fees to other intermountain repositories in this analysis to the fees
proposed by ASM, the proposed fees are significantly higher than fees charged in other states with the
same regulatory compliance responsibilities. In this case, the fees range from three to ten times higher
than other states.
A similar comparison of documentation curation fees again shows a striking contrast between the
proposed ASM fees and those fees charged in other states according to the National Park study as well
as a sampling of other states we conducted. According to historical records in 2008 when the study was
conducted, the volumetric or per box fee levied by ASM was $593. If you were to apply a simple
calculation to estimate inflation, the charge per box would result in roughly $958.42/box which is
consistent with the current per box charge and significantly less than the $3,004 per box proposed
charge. (Appendix B).
Table 2 illustrates current document curation fees charged by repositories in each of the intermountain
states based on our sampling. Each of these repositories administers their collections under the same
federal standards and guidelines and, like ASM, curates these documents in perpetuity

Table 2
Document Curation Fees in Intermountain States

Repository

State

Document Curation Fees

Arizona State Museum

Arizona

$2,577/ft (proposed)

University of Colorado at
Colorado Springs –
AnthropologySeyhan Dwelis
Archaeological Repository

Colorado

$500/ft

University of Montana
Anthropological Curation Facility

Montana

$600/ft (charged by inch)

Museum of Indian Arts and
Culture Santa Fe

New Mexico

Sam Noble Oklahoma Museum
of Natural History Department of
Archaeology

Oklahoma

University of Texas Center for
Archaeological Studies

Texas

Utah Museum of Natural History

Utah

$485/ft
$40.42/inch

$78.43/inch

$1200/ft
$100/inch
$75.38/2” Document Box
$188.43/5”Document Box

University of Wyoming
Archaeological Repository

Wyoming

Paperwork included in per
box fee

Additionally, given the historical volume of boxes collected by ASM, the $3,004/box fee would
significantly increase the annual revenue related to mandated programs. In fact, based upon the 2016
collection of 441 boxes, the $3,004/box charge alone would result in over $1.3 million in fees collected
from project sponsors or more than double the total expenditures on mandated programs and triple the
amount of revenue collected from fees in 2016. Using the 2015 box collection activity of 858 boxes
results in nearly $2.6 million in fee revenue from project sponsors from the curation fees alone and a
minimum of $41,000 in additional fees for collections intake. (Appendix C)
The main driver of this significant increase in fee revenue comes from the proposed collection of “inperpetuity” fees. The disposition of these fees are not well defined and it is unclear how this revenue is

to be utilized. The revenue from these fees is far more than necessary to cover current year costs
however there appear to be no assurances that the additional revenue will not be used to support other
programs.
Given these concerns, and the disparity in pricing between ASM and other similarly situated museums,
we strongly urge ASM to withdraw the current proposal until such time as additional budget information
is provided and investigations into greater efficiencies can be conducted.
In addition, we suggest a comprehensive study of current fees charged by repositories in other
intermountain states. We as project sponsors and the regulated community in Arizona would expect
fees charged ASM to be consistent with the average of other states in the intermountain region.
We look forward to your detailed responses to the issues outlined in these comments and once again
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed fee proposal.
Respectfully Submitted:

Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative Association
Arizona Generation and Transmission Cooperatives
Arizona Public Service (APS)

CC:

Regent Patterson
Senator Gail Griffin
Representative Bob Thorpe

Appendices:
National Parks Service Study (appendix A)
Per Box Fees Adjusted for Inflation (Appendix B)
ASM Bulk Boxes doc (Appendix C)
ASM. Departmental Headcount (00074737xC3E11) (Appendix D)
ASM. Revenue - Expenditures. FY 2016 (00074730xC3E11) (Appendix E)
ASM. Fees (00074728xC3E11) (Appendix F)
ASM slides. SB 1418 Implementation (00074722xC3E11) (Appendix G)

Dear Arizona State Museum,
The Arizona Archaeological Council’s (AAC) Board of Directors (Board) has reviewed the Notice of Intent
and Proposal to Increase Rates and Fees for Cultural Resource Management Services performed by the
Arizona State Museum (ASM) issued on February 10, 2017, and would like to submit this response to the
proposal on behalf of its council members.
The Board recognizes the ASM’s considerable burden to secure comprehensive funding for existing and
future collections as well as for the overall program. Furthermore, we unequivocally support ASM staff
members and would like to express our gratitude for the continued excellence of the services you
provide and the manner in which they are provided. You make all our jobs easier, for which we are
genuinely grateful. Finally, we appreciate the opportunity to offer constructive feedback. Accordingly,
this letter outlines some potential negative impacts as well as some possible solutions. We respectfully
issue this response as part of our organizational mission as advocates for archaeological preservation in
Arizona and its Cultural Resource Management (CRM) community.
It is understood that ASM’s current fee structure does not cover—nor has it historically covered—the
costs to operate and store collections in perpetuity. The Board also acknowledges the Governor’s
Archaeology Advisory Commission Curation Subcommittee’s effort to raise awareness and develop
potential solutions to the impending curation crisis over 10 years ago (Lyons et al. 2006). We were
previously unaware that ASM covers its own costs to address improperly prepared collections submitted
for curation. To address these apparent shortages, ASM has developed a proposed new fee structure
that includes the following changes: a shift from task-based fees to hourly service rates; inclusion of
allowable operation and maintenance costs, as well as costs to cover some existing collections; charging
separate per box in-perpetuity curation fees for artifacts and documents; a shift from a scaled to a flat
rate, and increase in cost, of registration for survey projects; an increase in consultation fees regarding
burial discoveries on State lands; an increase in burial excavation and analysis costs; and payment of
15% deposit due at project initiation. While the Board acknowledges the need for ASM to increase fees,
we are concerned that some aspects of the proposed fee structure may result in unintentional negative
effects.
When planning for archaeological excavation projects, certain assumptions must be developed when
preparing a cost proposal. While these assumptions often are based on whatever background research
is available, it is difficult to thoroughly capture the extent of costs—particularly with regard to
curation—because those fees are based on unknown factors. Total curation fees often cannot be
accurately assessed until the end of a project. In cases where recovered data far surpass the
assumptions, there is concern that some developers may abandon projects once they are informed of
the curation fees. Should that happen, presumably the holder of the repository agreement—the
consultant—would be responsible for those fees. Another potential pitfall is that the new structure
could discourage the leasing or purchasing of State land. Additionally, we believe that the new schedule
could incentivize the underestimation of actual curation costs in proposals in order to win contracts.
This could create an environment where many collections are improperly prepared for curation or
simply not curated at all. Furthermore, archaeologists do not have a standard method for calculating the
total volume of material including records and cultural remains that will be generated by a given
investigation, and this prevents a consistent basis for estimating the cost of ASM services in developing
cost proposals.

These potential effects would be detrimental to the resources, researchers, and the CRM industry.
Moreover, they would be a disservice to the Native Americans who are the original inhabitants of this
state. Although we understand and sympathize with the circumstances that have driven this proposal,
we respectfully ask ASM to consider other alternatives.
One possible solution is to spread the curation cost more evenly across all projects, rather than
calculating the fee per project based on the actual box counts and repatriated burials. In this approach
the ASM service fee would be calculated as a percentage of the direct costs of all projects of any scale
including surveys, monitoring, and data recovery. Small projects, those with few artifacts or no mortuary
remains, would share in the curation cost of projects with large quantities of artifacts and mortuary
remains. Abundant data exist for calculating a uniform percentage so that the Museum recovers the
total annual costs of its services. Further, ASM could also stipulate that the fee would be paid at the
start of the project, so ASM is not affected by projects that experience cost overruns. In this approach
the curation fee would also be charged for each additional cost modification to the cultural resource
project.
A fee based on the percentage of all direct costs has several advantages. Developers understand it is a
cost of doing business on state lands, and CRM archaeologists have a uniform basis for estimating ASM
fees. By basing the rate as a percentage of all direct costs (including specialized analyses, laboratory and
writing costs, and consultants) data recovery projects pay a slightly greater proportion of the costs
commensurate with the greater volumes of material they are likely to generate.
We encourage ASM to coordinate closely with the CRM community to develop a standardized method
of assessing total curation fees and to add language under permitting requirements to discourage
consultants from intentionally underestimating fees to win work.
To address the issue of collections that do not meet the guidelines outlined in the ASM Repository
Manual, the Board strongly recommends that the ASM begin enforcing those guidelines and rejecting
collections that do not meet the minimum requirements. Perhaps a penalty fee—based on hourly labor
rates—could be added to the fee structure to further discourage consultants from submitting deficient
collections.
Assuming that part of the cost burden is inherently tied to the volume of material curated at ASM, we
recommend developing an agreement among the various state repositories to facilitate a more
equitable distribution of future collections and to encourage consultants and agencies to select a
repository based on geographical proximity to the project.
The Board appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes.
Sincerely,
AAC Board Members
Deil Lundin, President
Dave Hart, President-Elect
Thatcher Rogers, Newsletter Editor/IO
Chris Papalas, Member-at-Large

Chris Loendorf, Past President
Glenn Darrington, Secretary
Mark Brodbeck, Member-at-Large

