

































































The Alabama Site Stewardship program illustrates the difficulty of implementing a stewardship
program that uses volunteers to monitor sites on private lands. This program, run through the
Alabama Archacological Socicty, suffered from a lack of administrative support and local
interest. To counteract these problems, former staff from the Alabama program suggest that new
programs should find a federal, state, or private institution to provide both funding and
administrative capabilitics. The Alabama program was also troubled by avid artifact collectors
who trespass on both public and private lands. With a limited budget and staff support,
landowners and archeologists were overwhelmed with the job of preventing the damage caused
by these people. The stress and additional time necessary to run a program on private lands

stymied the Alabama program, which is no longer active.

Site stewardship programs that actively involve landowners in the protection of archeological
resources on their lands are much more successful than those that do not. These programs rely on
incentives from local and state governments to join the stewardship program. Sanctions and
restrictions against landowners, nicknamed “big stick” methods of site protection, are often met

with hostility and prove ineffective in the long run (Simon 1994).

Incentives can encourage landowners to protect sites in several different ways. Some states offer
tax credit and easement programs for landowners with archeological resources on their property
(see Table 1). However, most programs use intangible incentives to their participants. The

Kentucky Archaeological Registry, one of the first and most successful landowner stewardship

programs, depends heavily on small incentives to “do the right thing” and personal relationships

with program members.

The Registry asks landowners to sign an agreement that they will do their best to protect
archeological materials on their property, will notify the program if there are threats to the site, or
if they plan to sell the property. In return, participating landowners receive support from the
Kentucky Heritage Council to maintain and protect their sites. In addition, participants receive
periodic newsletters with updates on program activities and archeological research in the region.
The program maintains contact with landowners through the year via newsletters, thank you
notes, and periodic visits. Regularly scheduled follow-up visits with notes and gifts to landowners

help to sustain participation in the program (Henderson 1989).

The Kentucky Archaeological Registry program has met with great success mostly due to its
emphasis on building relationships between members of the public, the state, and archeologists.
Landowners are enjoined to protect their sites through positive reinforcement rather than negative
sanctions. Although landowner agreements are not legally binding and do not transfer when the

property is sold or inherited, few people breach these contracts once they consent to them
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(Henderson 1989). Personal ties to the archeological community and education about the threats

to sites and the importance of preserving their sites help solidify participants in the program.

Site stewardship programs on private lands play an important role in protecting sites and
involving the public in cultural resource protection. They prove that archeological sites can be
effectively monitored through a relatively small monetary investment and that site conservation
does not always require land purchases. These programs will be increasingly important in the
coming years as more land is developed and sites are put at greater risk. For detailed information
on how landowners can become involved with the protection of archeological materials on their

property, visit the National Park Service’s Strategies for Protecting Archeological Sites on Private

Lands. In addition, the Archaeological Conservancy is involved with the protection of

archeological sites on private lands nationwide.

The Limits of Volunteerism

Site stewardship programs have become the extra eyes for federal and state land managers who
are strained under limited budgets and staff. However, volunteer labor cannot be relied on as a
permanent part of long-term site maintenance strategies. The success of stewardship programs
should not prevent government agencies from allocating more money for cultural resource
protection. In addition, there are numerous tasks that volunteers cannot do and stewardship

programs must rely on the expertise of professional staff.

Volunteers cannot be expected to visit extremely remote sites due to the cost, inconvenience,
potential danger, and liability of sending them into these arcas. Most volunteers want to monitor
sites that are reasonably close to where they live. Although sites close to developed areas often
have the highest risk potential, coverage near concentrated population centers is often much better
than more remote areas. As a result, many programs that monitor large tracts of public lands have
an uneven distribution of stewardship volunteers, leaving some areas unmonitored. Paid or
volunteer professionals typically monitor sites that take a long time or intensive effort to visit.
However, these people often engage in monitoring activities in addition to a variety of other tasks
they are required to do. Lack of staff and funding often means that remote sites are virtually

unprotected.

Some archeological resources should be monitored by professionals because they are too fragile
or may require special expertise, such as sites with human remains. For these resources, either the

paid or volunteered time of a professional archeologist is needed. In addition, some activities such
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as site stabilization and land surveys require professional assistance. Volunteers can be sent

unsupervised to monitor sites, but cannot participate in specialized activities by themselves.

Site stewards cannot, and should not, perform the duties of law enforcement officials. Although
site stewards are charged with protecting site information and reporting the condition of sites to
program coordinators, they are civilians who have no official authority to stop on-going site
damage. Volunteer training sessions should emphasize that stewards have no legal capacity to
make arrests or give citations for looting or vandalism. Intervening in a crime can be extremely
dangerous. If a steward witnesses damage to a site, they should immediately report it to local

authorities and their site stewardship coordinator.

There are distinct limits to the use of volunteers to monitor and protect archeological materials.
Although volunteers do a tremendous job, they are not a comprehensive solution to preservation
problems that plague many areas of the United States. Under inadequate budgets, volunteers
shoulder the responsibilities that should be allocated to paid employees. Site stewardship
programs that depend heavily on volunteers are one sign of a deficient budget for cultural

resource protection.

Conclusion

The success of any archeological site stewardship program depends on the perseverance of its
staff and the commitment of its volunteers. The great assets of volunteer labor, particularly when
funds for site preservation are limited, far outweigh the liability of using unpaid workers. Most
programs rely on the donated time and resources of professional archeologists, land managers,
and civilian volunteers. Because of this dependence on volunteer labor, even the most motivated
programs may fail without sufficient funding, planning, oversight, and care of the volunteer force.
None of the programs included in this survey had sufficient budgets or staff to accomplish their
goals fully. To succeed, site stewardship programs need to be flexible and plan well beyond their

own establishment.

As the many successful site stewardship programs in the U.S. demonstrate (see Table 1), site
stewardship programs are effective at preventing the destruction of archeological sites through
vandalism and looting. Many programs noted that levels of site destruction were reduced through
a combination of public education, site steward liaisons to the local community, and advertising
that the areas are monitored. Site stewardship programs will become more important in the future

as development, outdoor recreation, looting, and other threats to archeological sites increase.
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Table 1: Site Stewardship Programs Listed by State

Information collected Summer 2006 via state websites and consultation with state SHPO offices,

and subject to change. For links to stewardship programs, see the NPS Archeology program web
pages on Caring for Sites.

Site Stewardship Site Stewardship
Programs on PUBLIC Programs on PRIVATE | Easement Programs for

State LANDS LANDS Archeological Sites
Alabama YES NO YES
Alaska YES NO NO
Arizona YES NO NO
California YES NO NO
Colorado YES NO NO
Connecticut YES NO NO
Delaware NO NO YES
Florida YES YES NO
Georgia NO NO YES
Hawaii NO NO YES
Towa NO NO YES
Kentucky NO YES NO
Louisiana NO NO YES
Maine NO NO YES
Maryland NO NO YES
Massachusetts | NO NO YES
Mississippi NO NO YES
Montana NO YES YES
Nevada YES NO NO
gg;”lpshﬁe YES NO YES
New Mexico | YES NO YES
New York YES NO NO
Ohio NO YES NO
Oklahoma NO YES NO
Oregon YES NO YES
Pennsylvania |NO NO YES
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Rhode Island | YES NO YES
South Carolina | NO NO YES
South Dakota |NO NO YES
Tennessee YES NO NO

Texas YES YES YES
Utah YES NO NO

Vermont NO YES YES
Virginia developing YES NO

Washington NO YES YES
Wisconsin NO YES YES
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Table 2: Checklist: Components of a Successful Site Stewardship Program

Information based on information about site stewardship programs via websites and consultation
with SHPO offices.

A. LEADERSHIP

At least one, preferably two, paid full-time leadership positions

Central leadership roles filled by people trained in the archeological resources of the region

Local leadership is not too greatly invested in one person

Coordinator positions filled by people who can commit at least five years to the program

A clear chain of command to facilitate communication

Site stewardship coordinator regularly communicates with volunteers

Preferably, leadership has valuable contacts/roles in pertinent state and federal agencies

Program leadership is intimately connected with pertinent land management agency

B. BUDGET

Identify at least two to three years of funding before implementing program

Try to diversify funding sources

Budget includes funding for coordinator position

Contingency plans to protect against unpredictable changes in funding

C. PROGRAM GOALS

Goals are clearly developed and communicated to both partnering agencies and volunteers

D. PARTNERSHIPS

Partnerships are strategic: Partner with agencies/institutions that can provide
funding/resources

Partnerships are explicit: The roles, responsibilities, and expectations of the partnership are
concrete

Partner with groups that have a stake in the resources protected by the program, i.e., solicit
involvement of Native American groups

Partnerships with federal land management agencies and local archeologists are essential

Partnerships can provide more than money—other types of resources can be exchanged

Diversify partnerships to prevent over-reliance

Consider a Memorandum of Understanding to streamline interactions between the program
and partnering agencies

Create an advisory body to facilitate communication between partners
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E. PROTECTING SITE INFORMATION & CAREFUL RECRUITMENT

Rely on recruiting volunteers via word-of-mouth

Require a reference for steward applicants, consider an exit interview

Require extensive training for site stewards that includes classroom and fieldwork
components

Identify archeological resources that are too fragile to be monitored by site stewards

Create and emphasize a local archeological community that includes volunteers

F. PROGRAM ADVERTISING

Aim it at attracting the “right” type of person

Highlight a community of site stewards

Avoid calling attention to specific sites

Use it to educate about local archeology

Utilize internet sites to get the word out

Adpvertising is for attracting volunteers as well as to inform the community of the valuable
work of the stewardship program

G. VOLUNTEER MOTIVATION & RETENTION

Volunteers are actively involved in the planning and operation of the program

Avoid giving volunteers too many tasks that will overwhelm them

Volunteers should be updated on progress towards program goals

Regular communication between site stewardship coordinators and volunteers

If possible, encourage families to volunteer together

H. VOLUNTEER BENEFITS & RECOGNITION

Track the volunteer hours contributed by each individual

Regularly recognize volunteers for their contributions

Personalize awards and gifts to volunteers

Incorporate volunteers within the local archeological community

Give volunteers special benefits for their time and effort

Publicly recognize volunteers in some way
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