






































































































































The Mana.gement of Archaeological Site Files in North Carolina. 

Much has been accomplished since 
September 1994, when we reorganized our staff 
and instituted a team approach to records 
management. Our team consists of (1) a records 
retention and disposition manager, (2) a GIS 
technician, (3) two compliance review coordina­
tors (each of whom also have other records 
responsibilities), and ( 4) the site registrar/office 
Cultural Resources Evaluation Program (CREP) 
data coordinator. While each team member has 
many other responsibilities not associated with 
the records project, specific periods of time are 
reserved for teamwork. So far the team has 
proofed for legibility about 12,000 microfiche 
and paper site records, updated bibliographic 
entries for five counties, transferred site data to 
about twenty revised USGS maps, and prepared 
three years of compliance project documentation 
for microfilming. 

The team works jointly once a month on 
projects, such as expanding and updating the 
site database, correcting map problems, adding 
bibliographic entries in our computerized data­
base, and plotting surveyed areas. The records 
manager and the site registrar meet weekly to 
develop solutions to specific problems and to 
guide the team's progress. All team members 
are encouraged to keep abreast of any backlogs 
and to explore new ways of maintaining a 
viable system of site file management. Creative 
approaches to problems and the team concept 
have allowed us to complete a number of tasks 
well in advance of the target set for 
completion by single individuals, We have a 
better appreciation and understiw.ding of the 
responsibilities of each team member and offer 
both the archaeological community and the 
public a higher stan<;l&d of service. 

>>> 
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SITE FILE MANAGEMENT IN PUERTO RICO 

Miguel A. Bonini 

Site file management is of fundamental impor­
tance to any successful archaeology program. 
The Puerto Rico State Historic Preservation 
Office, though lacking in personnel, has strived 
to maintain its files as up-to-date as its re­
sources will permit. This situation, we are sure, 
is consistent with that of the states on the 
mainland, which are also faced with a volume 
of information that greatly outweighs the re­
sources available to adequately manage them. 

Though included administratively in the 
Southeast Region of the National Park Service, 
Puerto Rico is quite distinct culturally, both his­
torically and prehistorically speaking, from the 
other states in this region. Interest in the island's 
archaeology dates back to the late nineteenth 
century (Carbone 1980). Among the early schol­
ars were Agustin Stahl (1889), A1fonse Pinart 
(1893), and Cayetano Colly Toste (1907). Their 
early investigations, roughly contemporary to 
the pioneering investigations in the continental 
United States, reflect the insurgent worldwide 
interest in prehistory in the last century. 

After the island's change of sovereignty in 
1898, American archaeologists and anthropolo­
gists began to conduct investigations in Puerto 
Rico. Among them were Jesse Walter Fewkes 
(1907), Samuel K Lothrop (n.d.), Franz Boas, 
J. A1den Mason (1941), Robert T. Aitken (1917, 
1918), Froelich Rainey (1940), and Irving 
Rouse. One of the most extensive surveys was 
Rouse's in the late 1930s (1952, 1992). 

Puerto Rico has never been subjected to a 
systematic islandwide survey (WP A archaeology 
also missed Puerto Rico). As a result, the 
number of recorded sites is relatively low, 
totaling only about 1,000. Of these sites, only a 
small percentage have information describing 
the areal extent or even cultural affiliation 
(beyond prehistoric or historic). This severely 
limits the utility of the file. After all, a site file 
is only as good as the information contained in 
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it. Files can be up-to-date and easily accessible, 
but if the information is limited to just the name 
of the site, its general location, and whether it is 
historic or prehistoric, a researcher does not 
have much to go on. The goal in site file 
management is not just to have readily 
retrievable site files, but to insure that those 
files contain information beyond general loca­
tion and cultural affiliation. 

One advantage Puerto Rico has compared 
to most of the states of the Union is that its 
database is relatively small, so it takes less 
resources to manage it The amount of archival 
space or computer space to store this informa­
tion is probably a fraction of that which is 
needed for any of the other states in the Union. 
Unfortunately, we are painfully aware that our 
files greatly underrepresent the number of sites 
exiting in the island. When the funding to 
adequately manage and expand this database is 
nonexistent, an unsatisfactory situation exists. 

The Puerto Rico State Historic Preservation 
Office (PRSHPO), which is part of the Office of 
the Governor, maintains their site files with the 
Filemaker Pro database program on a Macintosh 
LC III computer. Most of this computer file was 
originally taken from the old, paper site forms 
and processed by the Consejo para la Protecci6n 
del Patrimonio Arqueol6gico Terrestre de Puerto 
Rico (Council for the Protection of the Ar­
chaeological Land Patrimony of Puerto Rico, or 
Consejo). 

The PRSHPO and Consejo site file forms 
are divided into five broad parts (see Figure 1 at 
the end of this article): 

Part I: Identification. Basically the name, site 
number, location in UTM or latitude 
and longitude, municipality, USGS 
quadrangle, owner and use of terrain. 



Part II: Environment. The type of terrain, 
vegetation, soil erosion, and soil 
classification. 

Part III: Archaeology. The type of site (pre­
historic, historic, or multicomponent), 
cultural association area, depth, type 
of material (ceramic, lithic, shell, pet­
roglyph, ballcourt, etc.), and previous 
excavations. 

Part IV: Architecture. Basically, visible archi­
tectural elements, material used, and 
function of structures. 

Part V: General Infonnation. A catch all. 
Bibliographic references, graphic m­
formation, and commentaries. 

A brief overview of the agencies that 
regulate archaeology on the island is in order. 
Puerto Rico has enacted two state archaeology 
laws: the Protection, Conservation and Study of 
Underwater Archaeological Sites and Resou.rces 
Act of 1987 and the Protection of the Archaeo­
logical Land Patrimony of Puerto Rico Act of 
1988. These laws created the Consejos (Coun­
cils) of Underwater and Terrestrial Archaeology. 
Though impressive on paper, the implementa­
tion of these laws, particularly the one concern­
ing land archaeology, has been problematic. 

Among other things, these two laws fail to 
consider the legal requirements imposed on fed­
eral agencies by the National Historic Preserva­
tion Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended-particu­
larly Section 106 compliance. This sometimes 
causes jurisdictional conflicts for cultural re­
sources compliance in construction projects that 
are determined to be federal undertakings. 

The net effect of these various agencies or 
offices having legal responsibilities for ensuring 
compliance with archaeology laws, both state 
and federal, is an overlapping of responsibilities 
and (you guessed it) multiple site files. In an 
effort to create a uniform site file database and, 
at the same time, be computer compatible, the 
PRSHPO, in 1993, purchased a Macintosh LC 
III computer and adopted the Consejo of 
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Terrestrial Archaeology's computer site file 
format, incorporating into this the additional 
information available in our records. This com­
monality allows for easier sharing of infor­
mation, albeit not through computer link (we 
still can't surf the net) but through sharing 
floppy disks. 

None of the agencies in Puerto Rico have 
any personnel dedicated exclusively to the task 
of site file management. It is, in fact, a col­
lateral duty dealt with on the rare occasions 
when time permits. Nevertheless, in terms of the 
information available to our office for process­
ing, we are practically up-to-date. We do not 
have a backlog of files to process. 

Currently, our Office maintains two sets of 
USGS 7.5-minute series topographic maps cov­
ering the entire island, as well as the islands of 
Vieques, Culebra, and Mona, which comprise 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Archaeo­
logical sites are marked on the maps with a 
hollow red triangle with the designation written 
next to it. Areas that have been surveyed are 
highlighted in orange. These invariably are areas 
surveyed under Section 106 compliance of the 
NHP A. Over the years, however, several spu­
rious marks, drawn in pencil, have been added 
to the maps. Local archaeologists call or stop by 
the PRSHPO and mark the general area where 
they found a site or were told a site was 
located. We lack the personnel to field verify 
these. The net result is that we have more sites 
marked on our maps than site forms. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The way the government of Puerto Rico man­
ages its archaeological resources needs to be 
streamlined and consolidated. The precious few 
resources that are available are spread too thin, 
and we must avoid duplicating each other's 
efforts. The number of sites recorded on the 
Island is certainly at a manageable level in 
terms of maintaining a site file. The question is, 
do these files represent an accurate picture of 
the resources that are out there? This is the 
major weakness here. The paucity of informa-
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tion known about the vast majority of these 
sites severely limits the file's utility. This can 

only be rectified through field verification and 
limited testing. 
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INVENTARIO DE RECURSOS ARQUEOLOGICOS 

OFICINA EST AT AL DE PRESERVACION H!STOR!CA, OFICINA DEL GOBERNADOR 

Parte I - IDENTIFICACION 

1) Nombre(s) del Yacimiento: 

4) Descripcion de acceso al lugar: 

5) Cuadrangulo USGS: 

7) Municipio: 

9) Dueno (direcci6n): 

Parte II - ECOAMBIENTE 
10) Rasgos Morfologicos: 

llano montaiia -

- valle _mogote 

islote colina -
- costa _· _ cueva/refugio 

vega sumidero 

14) Suelos: Munsell: 

Clasificaci6n: 

17) Comentarios: 

Parte Ill - ARQUEOLOGIA 
18) Tipo de Recurso: 

_ arqueol6gico/prehist6rico 

_ arqueol6gico/hist6rico 

_ arquitectonico 
_ multicomponente 

_ otro (explique) 

19) Area (mts.): 

20) Profundidad (mts.): 

2) Codigo de ldentificacion: 

3) Coordenadas (UTM 6 GCS): 

6) Uso de Terreno: 

8) Bar'rio/Sector: 

11) Erosion: 12) Tipo de Vegetacion: 

_severa 

moderada 
13) Agua: rfo _ laguna _ quebrada 

mar mangle 
_minima _Iago _pozo 

ninguna 
Oistancia (mts.): 

15) Elevacion (mts.): 

16) Declive ( 0-90°): 

21) Relacion de material arqueol6gico superficial: 

22) Periodo y/o asociaci6n cultural: 

23) lndicios de saqueo/vandalismo: _sf 

Explique: 

_ manantial 

_otro 

_no 

24) Muestreo: Recolecci6n de superficie: _Si _no Pozos de prueba: _sf _no 
Material recolectado: 

Figure 1 - The Puerto Rico State Historic Preservation Office and G:msejo site file form. 
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INVENTARIO DE RECURSOS ARQUEOLOGICOS 

OFICINA EST AT AL DE PRESERVACION HIST ORICA, OFICINA DEL GOBERNADOR 

25) Composici6n del yacimiento: 

restos alimenticios _ ceramica(P) 

estructura(s) hist6rica(s) _ ceramica(H) 

mat's./zona de cultivo 

_ maquinaria agrfcola 

26) Excavaciones previas: 

plaza/batey 

cantera/taller 

residuario 

conchero 

_ petroglffo 

montfculo 

27) Relacion de Yacimientos Adyacentes y/o Cercanos: 

28) Comentarios: 

Parte IV - ARQUITECTURA 

metal _ campamento 

cristal 

If tic a 

pictograffa 

enterramiento 

hueso _ caracol 

29) Material estructural: 

_cal y canto 

ladrillo 

30) Materiales de elaboraci6n: 

zinc 

marmol 

terrazo 

azulejos 

mad eras 

losa criolla 

losa canaria 

hormig6n(1) 

31) Elementos de valor arquitect6nico: 

_ puertas _ relieves/murales 

mad era 

acero/hierro _tejas 

_yeso _ hormig6n 

_bloque otros( explique): 

_ mamposterfa 

argamasa 

32) Estructura(s): 

central azucarera tren jamaiquino 

_ casa de hacienda _ ingenio/trapiche 

_ iglesia/convento sistema irrigaci6n 

33) Tipologia: 

maquinaria 

_ alcantarilla 

ferroviario 

escalera cistern a/bodega 

_ cornisas contrafuertes 

b6vedas _ columnas 

rejas 

areas 

vigas 

pisos 

_ paredes 

chi men ea 
cimientos 

_ventanas 

otro(s): 

portuario _ -puente 

vivienda fuerte 

almacen mo lino 

faro 

poza 

otra 

Figure 1 (cont.) - The Puerto Rico State Historic Preservation Office and Consejo site file form. 
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INVENTARIO DE RECURSOS ARQUEOLOGICOS 

OFICINA EST AT AL DE PRESERVACION HISTORICA, OFICINA DEL GOBERNADOR 

Parte V • INFORMACION GENERAL 
35) Referencias Bibliograficas: 

36) lnformaci6n Grafica: 

a) fotograffas b) pianos c) _dibujos 
nurn.(f): ____ _ num.(p): _____ _ nurn.(d): _____ _ 

tamafio(f): __ x tarnafio(p): __ x __ tamafio(d): __ x __ 

medio(f): _____ _ medio(p): _____ _ rnedio(d): _____ _ 

archivado(f): ___ _ archivado(p): ___ _ archivado(d): ___ _ 

37) Comentarios: 

38) Fecha de lnspecci6n de Campo: 39) Realizado por: 

Figure 1 (cont.) The Puerto Rico State Historic Preservation Office and Consejo site file form. 
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INFORMATION MANAGEMENT WITHIN SCIAA: 
A SOUTH CAROLINA PERSPECTIVE 

Keith Derting and Jonathan Leader 

INTRODUCTION 

The South Carolina Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology (SCIAA) was founded by 
state law in 1963. This enabling act made the 
housing and management of South Carolina's 
site inventory files and collections a primary 
duty of SCIAA. Over the past thirty-two years, 
several different individuals have overseen the 
site files and left their marks. Between 1963 and 
1984, five different individuals with widely var­
ying levels of competency oversaw the running 
of the site files. Only two of the five were full­
time employees. Since 1984, the site files have 
been organized and run by a single full-time 
manager. This brief article provides a founda­
tion for understanding the present circumstances 
of the South Carolina Site File and where we 
expect to go from here. 

It should be noted that SCIAA is not the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). This 
latter agency, which' is housed separately, over­
sees compliance-related activities, maintains the 
National Register of Historic Places, and is 
advised through memorandum of agreement by 
SCIAA. For obvious reasons, we act as sister 
agencies with mutual support whenever possi­
ble. Nonetheless, the site files and subsidiary 
documentation are the sole responsibility of 
SCIAA. 

SCIAA is composed of six divisions: the 
Administrative Division, the Office of the State 
Archaeologist, the Research Division, the Un­
deiwater Archaeology Division, the Cultural Re­
sources Consulting Division, and the Savannah 
River Archaeological Research Project. These 
divisions are, in part, tied to the 1963 enabling 
act and, in part, the result of additional legis­
lation-such as the 1982 (revised 1991) South 
Carolina Undeiwater Antiquities Act-and a 
unique contract with the Department of Energy. 
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INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

For the purposes of this discussion, we will 
focus on the site files as they function as a part 
of the Office of the State Archaeologist (OSA). 
The head of OSA is the Deputy State Archae­
ologist. Besides the advisory role of the office 
in terms of federal and state laws and public 
outreach, the deputy coordinates and oversees 
the activities and policies of the Information 
Management Division (IMD), as well as the 
Curation, Conservation, and Publications Divi­
sions. The site files are located in the IMD. 
Regulations and policies for each of the divi­
sions of OSA derive from the applicable stan­
dards of the profession and their specific needs 
and constraints. IMD is no exception, and a 
policy and procedures manual has been in place 
since 1988 (with revisions). Several topics will 
be briefly discussed herein. They are the general 
management of the site files, including a brief 
history; present conditions of the site files; 
computerization and GIS; and related concerns. 
As previously mentioned, prior to 1984 the site 
files were inadequately supported. Major chang­
es occurred when a new SCIAA director was 
hired in 1984. By 1985, the precursor position 
to the Information Manager, called the Labora­
tory Manager, was made permanent. In 1987, 
the Laboratory Manager became known as the 
Information Manager and the position of Cura­
tor was made permanent. Curation, which had 
also been under the direction of the Laboratory 
Manager, became a separate division in 1988. 

These changes were a direct result of the 
professional commitment by SCIAA to the 
coordination and management of the site files· 
and archaeological collections, and the related 
increase in a recognized outside client base 
(Appendix 1). Initially, SCIAA site files and 
collections were seen as simple supporting ad-
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juncts to in-house research. The heavy reliance 
on site file and curation services by non-SCIAA 
clients caused a reappraisal of the connections 
between the site files, curation, and the other 
divisions of SCIAA (Appendix 2) (Figure 1). 

The realization that the majority of people 
producing and using site data were from outside 
SCIAA required a rethinking of access, security, 
and procedural issues to meet perceived user 
needs (Appendix 3). This culminated in a re­
vision of the site file form; the production of a 
site file form handbook; the revision of informal 
and formal procedures; the introduction of a six­
step quality-assurance and quality-control pro­
gram, starting in the field and following the 
project to its culmination; and the production of 
an exhaustive policy and procedures manual. 

Concurrent with this process, the site file 
manager rapidly identified serious problems 
with the data. During the site files' early days, 
insufficient funding and staffing had taken a 
serious toll. The lack of quality control, the use 
of rudimentary forms improperly filled out, the 
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nonstandardized field survey and site report 
maps, the sloppy and inaccurate location data, 
and the all but nonexistent supporting field 
notes, documents, and publications resulted in a 
serious mess. It is an understatement to say that 
at least 60 percent of the files have problems. 

While the procedures and processes detailed 
in the appendices met and corrected a number 
of current and anticipated future problems, they 
did not address the already corrupted files. To 
that end, the site file manager sought and re­
ceived assistance from the National Park Ser­
vice and the South Carolina Department of 
Archives and History. The Site Files Upgrade 
Project of 1988--1989, funded by two successive 
Survey and Planning Grants, allowed the site 
files to be verified and corrected following a 
six-step process. While this brought many of the 
site files to a minimal level of accuracy, it soon 
became clear that some files were intractable to 
correction. 

An unforeseen benefit of this corrective 
work was the production of basal data that as-

\0 
Cf') 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Year 

73 



Archaeological Site File Mamigement: A Southeastern Perspective 

sisted in the successful completion of the South 
Carolina Bibliography Project of 1989-1990. 
This project, funded by a Survey and Planning 
Grant, was undertaken by the site file manager 
as a means to support both the National Park 
Service National Archaeological Database and 
to clear up residual problems of identifying pri­
mary sources for the site files. This interplay 
resulted in the recapture of significant docu­
ments and the creation of site file forms for 
previously unreported sites. The resulting refer­
ence book, entitled A Comprehensive Bibliogra­
phy of South Carolina Archaeology, received a 
coveted Notable State Document Award from 
the State Library in 1992. 

All of these activities have increased the 
accuracy, usefulness, and worth of the site files 
and, by extension, the collections and other 
documents under the control of the curator. As 
one would expect, useful resources get used (see 
Figure 1 ). Both the site file manager and the 
curator have had a geometric rise in demand for 
their services. Unfortunately, there has not been 
a related rise in the level of support or staffing. 
As is often the case where fiscal constraints im­
pinge upon dedicated services, the staff attempts 
to make up for the lack of support and buffer 
the end user from the harsh realities. 

Computerization and GIS have been touted 
by many researchers and managers as a panacea 
for low staffing and other problems. While this 
is clearly not the case, the benefits of GIS and 
computerization at whatever level are real. Un­
fortunately, many states made the serious error 
of leaping on the automation bandwagon before 
their databases were sufficiently accurate and 
coherentto support their envisioned usages. The 
Latin phrase, purgumentum init, purgumentum 
exeunt, is apt. IMD insisted on getting its paper, 
manual system in order first Now that this has 
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been done to an appropriate minimal standard, 
GIS and computerization are proceeding apace. 
At the time of the March 1995 workshop, two­
thirds of the site files had been digitized for 
GIS with the invaluable help of James D. 
Scurry of the Department of Natural Resources 
(Scurry 'and Carlson, this volume). In addition 
to the Cooperative Agreement between the two 
agencies, legally binding user's licenses for both 
private and public entities have been produced, 
standardized, and used at the federal, state, and 
local levels. Other computerization formats and 
protocols are currently being explored, and 
SCIAA has an interactive Homepage on the 
World Wide Web. 

Present and future concerns revolve around 
security issues, public outreach, minority em­
powerment, ethical stewardship, and relevance 
to the users. This is no different from what 
other disciplines are experiencing. Nonetheless, 
in terms of site files and information manage­
ment, we cannot lose sight of where our 
responsibilities lie. 

SUMMARY 

The IMD of SOAA has met the needs of its 
changing client base through the wise appli­
cation of professional standards, a clear under­
standing of its mission, and a willingness to in­
corporate changes and suggestions from a varie­
ty of sources. No change occurs without risk. 
Accepting risk as necessary for growth, and 
keeping it within appropriate levels, is a serious 
challenge to site file managers. Incredible pres­
sure is placed on the professionals who under­
take this task for "quick fixes." It is hoped that 
~ article demonstrates the ultimate benefits of 
a more temperate and considered approach. 
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APPENDIX 1 - IMD AREAS OF RESPONSIBILITY, 1995 

Pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws 60-13-210, the Information Management Division 
(IMD) of the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) provides 
archaeological site information and support to professional archaeologists, cultural resource 
managers, environmental scientists, academic researchers, and other local, state, and federal 
agencies conducting archaeological investigations and cultural resource management in the state 
of South Carolina. 

STATE SITE FILES 

• Process documentation (site forms, maps, field notes, etc.) for newly reported sites. 

• Process updated/revisited site records, making corrections to files and master maps as needed. 

• Solve "inherent" and newly discovered problems concerning site files, site maps, site 
locations, etc. 

• Support in-office use of and/or access to resources (retrieve and replace site files, maps, 
publications, etc.). 

• Provide site file information via telephone and letter requests to professional archaeologists, 
local, state, and federal agencies, and other entities. 

• Conduct Environmental Site Assessments for environmental consulting firms. 

• Work in cooperation with agencies, organizations, and individual researchers on "special 
projects" involving the archaeological site files, cartographic files, publication files, etc. 

• Compile various summaries and reports describing the "state" of the IMD, the archaeological 
site files, special assignments, etc. 

PUBLICATION FILES 

• Process newly received publications, compile bibliographic inventory, and maintain all South 
Carolina archaeological publications. 

• Maintain the computerized bibliography both in conjunction with the site files and, per 
agreement, with the National Park Service's National Archeological Database (NPS/NADB). 

• Support research requests and bibliographic searches concerning archaeological publications 
via office visits, telephone, and letter correspondence. 
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APPENDIX 1 (cont.) 

POUCIES, PROCEDURES, AND GUIDELINES 
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• Maintain the IMD's Policies and Procedures Manual, compiling updates as needed based on 
developing responsibilities, newly emerging or assigned tasks, etc. 

• Develop, distribute, and enforce policies and procedures related to all aspects of IMD areas of 
responsibility, to include site files, cartographic files, publication files, computer files, records 
management, user access and restriction policies, etc. 

• Enforce and abide by all internally established procedures for operation of the IMD, to 
include the processing of archaeological site documentation, maintenance of master maps, etc. 

• Develop and establish policies and procedures, and memoranda of agreement or under­
standing regarding site file access, use, and restriction, in cooperation with other state and 
federal agencies, as the need arises. 

GENERAL INFORMATION AND PUBUC EDUCATION 

• Provide general information via letter, telephone, and office lectures/tours concerning South 
Carolina archaeology, archaeological record keeping, IMD functions, SCIAA functions in 
general, etc. 

• Work in cooperation with internship programs, mentorship programs, talented and gifted 
student programs, and volunteer programs in teaching archaeological record keeping, site file 
management, etc. 

• Prepare and maintain displays on record keeping and/or recording archaeological sites for 
presentation to the general public and special interest groups. 

• Work with SCIAA Curator on joint projects involving resources, primarily archaeological 
project records, for which responsibility is shared by both Curation and IMD. 

• Assist Curator on an as needed basis with operation of the SCIAA Curation Facility and other 
collections-related tasks. 

RELATED PROFESSIONAL POSITIONS AND/OR DUTIES 

• Serve as an affiliate member of the South Carolina State Mapping Advisory Committee 
(SMAC). 

• Serve as the designated Records Manager for SCIAA, per the South Carolina Public Records 
Act. 
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APPENDIX 2 - TYPICAL SITE FILE USERS (IN OFFICE), 1990-1994* 

AGENCY/ORGANIZATION NAME No. OF VISITS 

SCIAA 
Research and Contracting Divisions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115 
Savannah River Archaeological Project (DOE) ...................... 72 
Underwater Division ........................................ 70 

University of South Carolina Departments 
Anthropology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 
Geography . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Geology ................................................ 2 
History . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Other ....................•............................. 20 

South Carolina State Agencies 
Department of Archives and History (General) ...................... 32 
Department of Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 155 
State Historic Preservation Office (of SCDAH) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 
Wildlife and Marine (Division)/Heritage Trust Program ............... 83 
Water Resources Commission/NRDSS ........................... 31 
Parks, Recreation and Tourism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Department of Health and Environmental Control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Other state agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Federal Agencies 
National Park Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
Anny Corps of Engineers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Soil Conservation Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Forest Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Utility Companies 
Duke Power Company . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
South Carolina Electric & Gas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 

Environmental Consulting Finns (Private Sector) 
Atlanta Testing & Engineering . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
LPA Group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Lockwood Green . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
S & ME, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Wilbur Smith Associates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

77 



Archaeological Site File Management: A Southeastern Perspective 

78 

APPENDIX 2 (cont.) 

Archaeological Consulting Firms (Private Sector) 
AF Consultants ........................................... 20 
Brockington & Associates, Atlanta .............................. 20 
Brockington & Associates, Charleston . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 
Chicora Foundation, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
Diachronic Research Foundation, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 
EBASCO, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Engineering Sciences, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Goodwin & Associates, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Garrow & Associates, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
Law Environmental, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
New South Associates, Irmo .................................. 57 
Panamerican Consultants, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
Southeastern Archaeological Services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
Tidewater Archaeological Research, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Robert S. Webb & Associates, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Museums 
Museum of Hilton Head Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Museum of York County . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Other Research (Academic, Personal, Grant) 
Archaeological Society of South Carolina, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Clemson University .................................... .- . . . 1 
Columbia University ...................................... :. . 1 
East Carolina University . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
University of Georgia .................................. ~ ... ·. . 1 
Heritage Preservation Association .......................... · .. ·. . . 1 
Lamar Institution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Palmetto Trust . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Smithsonian Institute . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Wofford College .................................. ; . . . . . . . 1 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

TOTAL OFFICE VISITS 1,030 

* Numbers are based on tallies taken from sign-in sheets maintained in the Information 
Management Division (IMP). It should be noted that these figures are low due, in part, to 
failure of users to consistently sign in properly. 
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APPENDIX 3 - IMD SITE FILES PROCEDURES, OCTOBER 1993 

To maintain the South Carolina Statewide Archaeological Site Inventory and to insure the 
adequacy and consistency of archaeological site documentation in South Carolina (pursuant to 
S.C. Code of Laws 60-13-210), the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology 
(SCIAA) requires the proper use and timely submission of the Site Inventory Record Form (68-
1 Rev. 85) and site locational maps for each archaeological site discovered in South Carolina. 

The procedures for submission of Site Inventory Record Forms, and also for utilization of the 
State Archaeological Site Files and related resources are as follows: 

1) Site Inventory Record Forms and locational maps must be completed and submitted to the 
Information Management Division (IMD) at SCIAA as quickly as possible after site 
discovery. Forms must not be withheld pending results of additional investigations (testing, 
data recovery, etc.). It is also recommended that each site be given a temporary field name 
or number to serve as an identifier until it can be assigned a state number. 

2) State site numbers will be assigned only when complete correct site forms and locational 
maps are submitted to and accepted by IMD. Site numbers will not be assigned by 
telephone prior to receipt of completed site forms. Furthermore, IMD will not assign 
numbers to site forms and maps transmitted by FAX machine. Computer generated forms 
are acceptable provided they are formatted to match the official site form (68-1 Rev. 85) 
with no additions or deletions. 

3) Locational maps submitted with each Site Inventory Record Form must include an 8:\6-by-
11-inch photocopy of a USGS topography map (7.5-minute series preferred) and an s;.z-by-
11-inch photocopy of the South Carolina Department of Highways and Public Transpor­
tation General Highway Map (county road map). Archaeological site location and 
temporary field name or number must be clearly marked on each map. In addition, site 
sketch maps noting major features, placement of test units, artifact concentrations, etc., are 
highly recommended. Site boundaries must be clearly marked on all submitted maps, and 
map scales must be included, especially on topography or county road map copies that have 
been enlarged or reduced. 

4) Documentation for underwater archaeological sites must include, in addition to Site 
Inventory Record Forms and appropriate maps, a completed SCIAA Division of Underwater 
Archaeology Supplementary Data Sheet (Form 87-49). 

5) Any additional information that is submitted with the Site Inventory Record Form, such as 
field notes, drawings, photographs, etc., must be clearly marked and appropriately labeled 
(e.g., project name, temporary field name or number, contractor). If these categories of 
documentation are submitted after a state site number has been assigned, their labeling 
must include the state number. 
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APPENDIX 3 (cont.) 

6) State site numbers must be used in reports submitted to the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) per their Guidelines and Standards for Archaeological Investigations.* It is 
therefore necessary to file site forms and receive state numbers from SCIAA prior to sub­
mission of draft and final reports to the SHPO for review. All compliance-related projects 
must adhere to the SHPO guidelines, and it is strongly suggested that non-compliance, 
privately funded, academic, and/or research-oriented projects adhere to them as well to 
insure a minimum standard for archaeological fieldwork and reporting in South Carolina. 

7) Copies of final reports must be submitted to IMD as soon as possible after project/report 
completion. The reports supplement the information recorded in the State Archaeological 
Site Files and are used extensively for background research. 

8) Site form updates must be submitted whenever archaeological sites are revisited, re­
collected, or when additional fieldwork of any kind is conducted. Updates must be recorded 
on the Site Inventory Record Form with all categories of information completed, and they 
must include revised site maps (topography, county road, and sketch). SCIAA no longer 
accepts artifact collections for curation that are recovered during site revisits and/or 
multiple-phase field investigations without submission of update documentation to IMD. 
Further, the SHPO will no longer review project reports concerning sites for which update 
information has not been submitted. 

9) Artifact inventory lists must be included with site forms and site form updates. A summary 
statement of cultural and functional types may be submitted if artifact analysis is still 
ongoing, but must be followed by complete inventories as soon as they are available. IMD 
now tracks every project for which state site numbers have been assigned in order to follow 
through on the status of outstanding site forms, site form updates, artifact inventories, and 
final reports. 

10) Site forms and all accompanying documentation must be reviewed for completeness, 
accuracy, and clarity before submission to IMD. Principal Investigators must make certain 
that crew persons filling out site forms are thoroughly schooled in form completion, and 
that they have access to and have read the Handbook to the Site Inventory Form.** IMD 
reserves the right to return all incomplete, incorrect site forms to their originators for 
corrections prior to assigning a state site number. If the site forms were sent via express 
mail, they will be returned via express mail at the expense of the originator. Furthermore, 
IMD now requires two full work days to review submitted site forms and to assign state 
site numbers. All submissions must be planned accordingly. 

11) SCIAA's Curator must be contacted regarding curation standards and fees as early as 
possible in the project planning stages and no later than the time of site form submission to 
IMD if ultimate disposition of the recovered materials will be at SCIAA. The current 
charge is $68 per cubic foot of materials to be curated. 
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APPENDIX 3 (cont.) 

12) It is expected that all fieldwork be preceded by background research at the State Archaeo­
logical Site Files (IMD/SCIAA) and at the SHPO, South Carolina Department of Archives 
and History. If for any reason site forms are submitted prior to conducting this background 
research, they must be accompanied by a letter so stating. 

13) IMD requires appointments to be set up at least 24 hours in advance of in-house visits, and 
reserves the right to deny use of the site files to individuals arriving without an appoint­
ment. Office hours are 8:30 to 11:30 A.M. and 1:00 to 4:30 P.M., Monday through Friday. 

14) 

* 

** 

All site files, maps, reports, and other informational resources requested for research must 
be pulled and refiled by IMD staff only. These resources must be used in an assigned work 
space in the IMD office. They may only be removed for purposes of duplication at the 
SCIAA photocopy machine, and only when permission is granted by IMD staff. The 
photocopy fee is 5 cents per page for the first 50 copies, and 15 cents per page for all 
copies thereafter. Master archaeological site location maps (USGS topography and county 
road) may not be photocopied. Site locations, if needed, must be transferred to clean maps 
by hand. 

State Historic Preservation Office 
n.d. Guidelines and Standards for Archaeological Investigations. State Historic Preserva­

tion Office, Review and Compliance Branch, South Carolina Department of Archives 
and History, Columbia. 

South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology 
1985 Handbook to the Site Inventory Form (68-1 Rev. 85). South Carolina Institute of 

Archaeology and Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

>>> 
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IMPROVING SITE RECORDING ACCURACY IN A GIS: 
A SOUTH CAROLINA EXAMPLE 

James D. Scuny and Ruth E. Carlson 

INTRODUCTION 

Establishing accurate site location is critical for 
both cultural resource management and archaeo­
logical research. The procedures for site record­
ing and its subsequent spatial representation can 
have a tremendous impact on the validity and 
integrity of data relationships and associations 
inferred by correlating site location with envi­
ronmental or other variables. Traditionally, on­
site recording of variables or extraction of 
critical information by visual inspection of site 
files and maps have been the primary spatial 
analysis techniques. This often is followed by 
statistical data analysis using one of several 
commercially available software systems. 

The development of geographic information 
systems (GIS) over the past two decades--and 
especially their proliferation over the past 
decade-have provided the capability to capture, 
store, analyze, and display large volumes of site 
information to identify distributional patterns. 
Combined with advanced multivariate analytical 
and spatial statistical analysis techniques, these 
systems also have facilitated complex data anal­
yses, including the development of predictive 
site location models and hypothesis formulation 
and testing (Allen et al. 1990; Scurry 1989). 

This article will outline current efforts in 
South Carolina to incorporate archaeological site 
data into a statewide GIS. It will identify some 
problems and issues that affect site location and 
plotting accuracy and will recommend proce­
dures for improving accuracy and avoiding 
future problems. Finally, it will also present an 
overview of a planned GIS infrastructure and 
delineate the opportunities such a system pre­
sents for long-term archaeological research and 
data management in South Carolina. 
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PROJECT STATUS 

The South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR), Water Resources Division 
(WRD), has been developing a GIS to support 
watershed-based natural and cultural resource 
evaluations by providing critical spatial and 
tabular data and through implementation of 
standardized evaluation criterion and analytical 
procedures (Hale et al. 1991). The GIS database 
contains more than thirty layers-including wet­
lands, soils, land use, hydrography (stream net­
works), hypsography (contours), transportation 
networks, and significant natural areas for South 
Carolina-at 1:24,000 scale, georeferenced to 
the 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
topographic map (Figure 1). Currently, approxi­
mately 500 of the 570, 7.5-minute quadrangles 
are either completed or being digitized for these 
primary layers. Other data, such as threatened 
and endangered species locations, National 
Register sites and districts, fisheries, and various 
environmental permits, have been obtained 
statewide from numerous state and federal 
regulatory and resource management agencies as 
hardcopy or digital tabular files. These files 
have been converted to spatial coverages and 
encoded into the database. 

In 1991, the WRD entered into a coopera­
tive agreement with the South Carolina Institute 
of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) at 
the University of South Carolina to develop a 
digital database of archaeological site locations 
for inclusion into the system. Initially, digiti­
zation of site locations was limited to specific 
basins and watersheds scheduled for resource 
evaluation projects. This phase of the database 
development was completed in 1993. In mid-
1995, the digitization project was expanded to 
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Figure 1 - Natural resources decision support system data layers, available on a 7.5-minute quadrangle at a scale of 1:24,000. 

incorporate the rest of the state and to update 
previously digitized quadrangles with new sites. 

About two-thirds of the state's more than 
18,000 sites have been digitized, with comple­
tion of the project anticipated by June 1996. In 
addition to the site locations, SCIAA staff are 
compiling site numbers, National Register sta­
tus, and specific cultural affiliation information 
(indicated as presence/absence or unknown) into 
tables. These data are being encoded into the 
INFO relational database management system 
software by the WRD. Eventually, all will be 
linked to the spatial data file. 

DATABASE ISSUES AND POTENTIAL 
SOLUTIONS 

In designing the digital database, issues of site 
definition and spatial representation, data type, 
scal_e, resolution, and accuracy had to be re­
solved prior to digitization. Failure to resolve 
these issues generally results in a database that 
contains incompatible information, which could 
adversely impact management or research re­
sults. Because many of the sites were recorded 
over three previous decades, some issues, such 
as map scale and data resolution, were accepted 
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without consideration. Similarly, many site defi­
nition problems could not be resolved abso­
lutely. Solutions were devised using the best 
information available from the site files, and 
variances from mapped site delineation were in 
accordance with current SCIAA procedures. The 
DNR/WRD submitted all questions and modifi­
cations to the SCIAA site file manager for final 
resolution and approval. 

Site Definition and Spatial Representation 

Questions of site definition have plagued 
archaeologists for decades, and there is no clear­
cut definition of what comprises a site or how 
to delineate its boundaries without total expo­
sure or excavation. Although such a definition 
is beyond the purpose of this article, the method 
of spatial representation should be considered 
when recording a site. Field archaeologists 
should be trained in database procedures and 
recording standards before submitting a site to 
the inventory, and site forms and delineation 
should be compliant with current site definition 
requirements and accuracy standards. 

In South Carolina, archaeological sites are 
stored in hardcopy site files containing loca­
tional and site characteristic information. Sites 
are plotted on 7.5-minute topographic quadran­
gles and maintained in a map library. During 
the 1960s and early 1970s, the standard pro­
cedure for representing sites on the maps was to 
plot triangles, presumably at site centroids. 
Subsequent site locations were identified by a 
series of symbols ranging from various sized 
dots, circles, ellipses, diamonds, squares, and 
free-form polygons or other geometric designs 
(Figure 2a). In addition, some symbols were 
solid filled or hatched while others were left 
unfilled. While many different symbol sizes and 
configurations are evident on any given map, 
there is no procedural manual and, often, no 
indication in the site files as to the significance 
(if any) of the various shapes and sizes. 

In several instances entire coastal islands, 
incorporating hundreds to thousands of acres, 
have been considered a single site, although the 
cultural components and spatial disaggregation 
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Figure 2a - Sites on the Pelion West quadrangle. 

(!J'-77 

C:'J18 

Figure 2b - Digitized site configurations on the Pelion 
West quadrangle. 
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of individual loci indicate separate and unrelated 
activities. Similarly, a survey of one county re­
corded numerous multiple loci as single sites 
even though the loci were separated by one-half 
to one mile of discontinuous occupation. In 
most cases, no documentation was presented to 
support a relationship between the loci and their 
classification as a single site. 

Current SCIAA site file manager, Keith 
Derting, has dedicated considerable staff re­
sources to correct many of these problems. Fol­
lowing the current SQAA mapping practices 
and the GIS data structure and digitizing op­
tions, specific rules and procedures were devel­
oped to convert the site data from hardcopy to 
digital formats. The decision was made to cap­
ture all features as polygons since the Arclnfo 
GIS does not support multiple data types within 
a single map file. This resulted in the digitizing 
of dots, triangles, and other point features as 
small polygons. If necessary, centroids or label 
points can be extracted from each site polygon 
for point pattern analyses. 

The circle became the primary polygonal­
feature geometry for sites that approximate cir­
cles or dots or where there was no clear indica­
tion that actual site boundaries were delineated 
on the maps. This included the triangles and 
diamonds and many of the squares and ellipses 
(Figure 2b). Use of the circular polygon has 
greatly facilitated digitization because the 
Arclnfo software allows circle generation by 
cursor input of a centroid and a single radius 
definition point. The software automatically 
builds the circle using a user-defined grain size 
for vertex placement (ESRI 1989). For noncir­
cular polygons, shapes as close as possible to 
those on the maps have been duplicated. A stan­
dard architectural drafting template was used to 
evaluate uncertain site shapes, and, occasionally 
as a quality-control measure, sites were digitized 
as both circles and polygons to determine which 
geometry best suited the site definition. 

Edgematching 

Often sites extended across quadrangle bounda­
ries. In many cases, these sites were plotted on 

the maps without resolving common edge node 
mismatches. In order to preserve the site deline­
ation and topological integrity, the site bounda­
ries had to be physically edgematched. While 
most common edge nodes were within 30 me­
ters, several were misregistered by more than 
200 meters. Relatively close edge nodes were 
adjusted manually during digitizing using site 
form/situation, majority allocation, and digitiz­
ing sequence criteria to determine which node 
required adjustment. Sites with edge nodes sepa­
rated by more than 30 meters were corrected 
and replotted by the SCIAA site file manager 
using the site files to determine the appropriate 
adjustment. Potential edgematching errors can 
be avoided by using a light table to co-register 
or an engineering scale for accurate measure­
ment when plotting sites across map boundaries. 

Map Scale, Resolution, and Accuracy 

Map scale is the ratio between the on-ground 
and on-map units of measurement (Antenucci et 
al. 1991:104). A 1:24,000-scale map indicates 
that one inch on the map represents 24,000 
inches on the ground. A 1: 100,000-scale map 
represents 100,000 inches of ground measure­
ment on the same one inch of map space. As 
such, a 1:24,000-scale map is a larger scale map 
than the 1:100,000-scale map. The larger the 
map scale, the higher the resolution and accu­
racy that can be achieved. 

Most sites at SCIAA have been plotted on 
1:24,000-scale topographic maps. In areas where 
these maps have only recently become available, 
sites were plotted on 15-minute, 1:62,500-scale 
maps. All sites were transferred from 15-minute 
to 7.5-minute maps prior to digitization. 

Associated with map scale is the concept of 
map resolution. Resolution is the smallest fea­
ture that can be mapped or sampled (Burrough 
1986:182). More detail can be shown on a 
1:24,000-scale map than on a 1:100,000-scale 
map, therefore the map resolution is higher. For 
example, a standard USGS 1:100,000-scale, 1-
degree by 30-minute map (measuring 36 by 
21.75 inches) displays the same geographic area 
as 32 individual 1:24,000-scale, 7.5-minute 
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topographic maps (each measuring 19.5 by 
22.75 inches). Generally, an area (polygon) of 
ten acres is the minimum that can be repre­
sented on a 1:100,000-scale map, whereas 
polygons of less than one acre can be shown 
effectively on a 1:24,000-scale map. 

With the precision of modem computers, 
polygons of infinitely small dimensions can be 
stored and maintained in the GIS database. For 
the South Carolina data, no minimum resolution 
was necessary. Data were digitized as they were 
represented on the maps and in accordance with 
the rules and procedures discussed above. 

Accuracy refers to the variation between 
the observed and actual position of a feature or 
set of features. It may be relative or absolute. 
Relative accuracy refers to the relationship of a 
single map feature to other features on the map. 
Absolute accuracy is a measure of a map fea­
ture location to its actual position on the earth 
(Antenucci et al. 1991:102). 

The U.S. Bureau of Standards has estab­
lished acceptable standards of accuracy referred 
to as National Map Accuracy Standards. For 
large-scale maps of 1:20,000 or larger, not more 
than 10 percent of the planimetric or well­
defined points can exceed 1/30 of an inch; for 
maps smaller than 1:20,000, the limit is 1/50 of 
an inch each measured on the publication scale 
(Antenucci et al. 1991:103). For a 1:24,000-
scale map, this equates to +/- 40 feet; for 
1:100,000-scale maps, +/- 166 feet. As a result, 
it is best not to mix data of different map 
scales. Although each layer may comply with 
National Map Accuracy Standards, relative ac­
curacy errors may occur from their combination. 

Because of the nature of archaeological site 
data, most site delineations do not comply with 
National Map Accuracy Standards. Many of the 
site boundaries are not well defined but are 
approximations based on surface collection or 
limited subsurface testing. However, additional 
error may be introduced during the digitization 
process because of improper map registration. 
The primary source of potential map registration 
error is the use of nonstable base source maps, 
such as paper topographic maps. Paper maps are 
susceptible to shrinking and warping from bu-
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midity and repeated use. 
The Arcinfo GIS software provides a Root 

Mean Square (RMS) error statistic during set-up 
of the map for digitization, which estimates the 
accuracy of the map to earth transformation 
(ESRI 1989). Generally, a RMS of 0.009, the 
maximum acceptable error before reregistration, 
is required. In digitizing the sites for South 
Carolina, 0.003 was the target RMS, with 
ranges from 0.003 to 0.006 most common. 

Potential Solutions and Recommendations 

There are numerous ways in which archaeo­
logical site data can be improved. 

> First, archaeologists should work through 
professional organizations to develop a data 
dictionary and standards that establish pro­
cedures for site definition and recording. 
The data dictionary should identify critical 
elements that must be recorded for each 
site with definitions of acceptable attributes 
for those elements. This is critical for es­
tablishing a standardized database that can 
be maintained long term. 

> Second, regional archaeologists should be 
trained-through workshops and other me­
chanisms-in established site recording and 
database procedures, including site delinea­
tion and reporting requirements. As part of 
the database quality-assurance/control pro­
grams, site file managers should reject data 
that is not compliant with these standards. 

> Third, global positioning systems (GPS) 
technologies should be required for site de­
lineation. These systems use a constellation 
of orbiting satellites to fix accurate posi­
tions on the earth's surface, and, with dif­
ferential and post-processing capabilities, 
they can locate sites to within two to five 
meters (Puterski et al. 1992:12-14). GPS 
units, like all computer technology, are in­
creasing in sophistication while decreasing 
in price. Standard, hand-held units can be 
obtained for $300 to $1,000 depending on 
optional features and enhancements. 
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FUTURE PLANS AND PROSPECTS 

The DNR/WRD GIS configuration is composed 
of an IBM RS/6000, Model 970 file server and 
ten RS/6000 workstations. Arclnfo is the pri­
mary GIS software, including the Triangulated 
Irregular Network (TIN), NETWORK, Coordi­
nate Geometry (COGO), and GRID subsystems. 
In addition, the ERDAS image-processing sys­
tem and the SAS statistical analysis software 
provide satellite data processing and statistical 
support. A Calcomp digitizing tablet and numer­
ous pen, thermal wax, and electrostatic plot de­
vices provide data input and graphic production 
capabilities. 

Currently, data access is limited to DNR 
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SITE FILE MANAGEMENT IN THE ELECTRONIC AGE: 
FUTURE DIRECTIONS IN TENNESSEE 

Suzanne D. Hoyal and Kevin E. Smith 

INTRODUCTION 

In Tennessee, the Division of Archaeology man­
ages information on more than fifteen thousand 
archaeological sites on public and private lands. 
The Tennessee Site Information Files encom­
pass an incredible diversity of materials, includ­
ing maps; published and unpublished manu­
scripts, articles, reports, correspondence, and 
books; photographs and negatives; artifacts; and 
numerous miscellaneous types of documents. 

The most frequently accessed subset of the 
Site Information Files is the Tennessee Site 
Survey Record-the individual record forms and 
USGS topographic survey maps containing 
basic information on known archaeological 
sites. Both public and private sector archaeol­
ogists access the Site Survey Record daily in 
the review of more than three thousand pro­
posed construction projects annually. The most 
frequent users of these files focus on project­
specific regulatory obligations under state and 
federal statutes. Clients of consulting archaeolo­
gists primarily seek answers to questions about 
factors that might affect proposed project costs, 
such as site location, size, and cultural charac­
teristics. Prior to computerization of the Site 
Survey Record, initiated in 1992, these basic 
questions were becoming difficult to answer due 
to an overwhelming mass of paper forms. 

EVOLUTION OF THE TENNESSEE 
SITE SURVEY RECORDS 

The Site Survey Record represents a consoli­
dation of over sixty years of archaeological 
survey efforts by several agencies and institu­
tions. As a result, site records show tremendous 
variability in the quality and quantity of specific 
information depending on the age and purpose 
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of the initial recording project. A brief history 
of site recording in Tennessee illustrates the 
scope of the problem prior to 1992. 

The first direct ancestors of the contem­
porary Site Survey Record emerged as a result 
of the federal relief programs in the 1930s. 
Large-scale reservoir impoundment surveys 
sponsored by the Tennessee Valley Authority 
and the University of Tennessee (UT) produced 
the first sets of site records in a simplistic card 
format. Between 1933 and 1941, archaeologists 
recorded the locations and basic descriptive 
information on hundreds of archaeological sites 
along the Tennessee River and its major tribu­
taries. With the termination of this program in 
1942, responsibility for site recording fell to UT 
Knoxville. 

Archaeologists at UT Knoxville maintained 
the primary site file repository until the estab­
lishment of an archaeology program at Memphis 
State University. With the tremendous increase 
in archaeological research in the 1960s, the 
Chucalissa Museum at Memphis State Univer­
sity assumed responsibility for archaeological 
site information in West Tennessee. The 
Mcclung Museum at UT Knoxville remained 
the repository for site information in Middle and 
East Tennessee. While a shared responsibility 
eased the burden of site recording, the lack of a 
centralized repository resulted in the occasional 
assignment of duplicate numbers, the presence 
of large blocks of unassigned numbers, and 
similar management difficulties. 

As a result of the lobbying efforts of 
avocational and professional archaeologists, the 
Tennessee General Assembly created the Divi­
sion of Archaeology in 1971. The first legis­
lated responsibility of the Division was "to 
survey the state to identify and record archaeo­
logical sites" (Tennessee Code Annotated 11-6-
101). As a result, one initial objective of the 
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Division was to develop and administer a 
centralized statewide site survey file. In 1975, 
archaeologists at Memphis State University and 
UT Knoxville agreed to help create a central­
ized statewide site survey file (Tennessee 
Anthropological Association 1976a). Effective 
in 1977, the Site File Curator assumed formal 
responsibility to "maintain the statewide archae­
ological site survey files and assign permanent 
site numbers upon receipt of a completed site 
form" (Tennessee Anthropological Association 
1976b:2). The responsibilities of this position 
included the creation, maintenance, and revision 
of the Site Information Files. 

The Site Survey Records of the late 1970s 
incorporated photocopies of forms from both 
Chucalissa and the McClung Museum. Assign­
ment of new site numbers required the submittal 
of a relatively simple two-page form (Tennessee 
Anthropological Association 1979). Between 
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1979 and 1990, efforts to standardize informa­
tion and meet growing regulatory demands 
resulted in several substantial revisions to the 
reporting format. The form increased from the 
initial two-page format to a seven-page format 
requiring a complex manual to complete. The 
complexity of the format resulted from attempts 
to address the diverse needs of clientele. 
Regulatory users want information on site loca­
tion and the potential significance of sites 
within project areas. Scholars want information 
on regional patterns of settlement for specific 
time periods or for specific regions over long 
periods of time. While these goals are by no 
means mutually exclusive, governmental man­
dates increasingly focus on regulatory needs at 
the expense of research needs. 

Since the late 1970s, the Site Survey 
Record increased by over five hundred sites 
annually (Figure 1 ). The constant growth in 
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Figure 1- Number of sites recorded in Tennessee between 1930 and 1995. 
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regulatory demands stymies systematic efforts to 
revise and check antiquated records for errors, 
although resurveys of some sites provide up­
dated information in an unsystematic fashion. 
By the year 2000, the authors estimate that the 
Site Survey Record will contain well over 
twenty thousand entries. 

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM 

In order to cope with the growing demand for 
site numbers, Kevin Smith (Federal Programs 
Archaeologist and Interim Site File Curator) 
proposed a comprehensive Information Manage­
ment Computerization Initiative in 1992 (Ten­
nessee Division of Archaeology 1992a). Phase I 
of this initiative proceeded using federal His­
toric Preservation Funds, administered by the 
Tennessee Historical Commission, between 
1991 and 1993. The grant resulted in the crea­
tion of a Site Survey Record database in dBase 
III+ format currently containing basic informa­
tion on over fifteen thousand sites (1995). The 
long-term plan for the system will incorporate 
all of the various forms and formats of 
archaeological information held by the Division 
of Archaeology. 

Phase I computerization of the Site Survey 
Record accomplished the following immediate 
goals: (1) revision of various sections of the 
State Historic Preservation Comprehensive Plan; 
(2) identification of gaps in survey coverage 
throughout the state; (3) provision of quantified 
information on site distributions by various 
criteria to the National Park Service, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, and other requesting agen­
cies; and (4) simplification of the review and 
compliance process under both state and federal 
statutes. Subsequent phases of the Information 
Management System address the curation crisis 
experienced by virtually every facility in the 
United States (Childs 1995) through the pro­
vision of linked databases. 

The central Site Survey Record database 
links by state site number to an Artifact Col-
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lections database (primarily for the purpose of 
tracking the storage location of artifact collec­
tions). Another partially implemented compo­
nent of this system is an electronic bibliographic 
database containing information on archaeolog­
ical reports and other primary research material 
through 1989. Creation of the database was a 
cooperative effort between the Division and the 
National Park Service's National Archeological 
Database project. In addition, the system also 
contains links by state site number to databases 
of maps and photographic media. Current staff­
ing and funding levels do not permit full 
implementation of the system, but the search for 
additional funding sources continues. 

Simplistic error-checking routines permitted 
the identification and correction of some signif­
icant problems in the more antiquated Site 
Survey Record information. Other problems and 
errors were beyond the scope of the allocated 
funds and the abilities of interns with limited 
archaeological background. In our opinion, the 
decision to "computerize first and ask questions 
later" proved correct. High-speed manipulation 
of the electronic data readily exposed errors and 
problems hidden within the mass of fifteen 
thousand hard-copy paper forms. Certainly, the 
inadequacies of the existing electronic Site 
Survey Record are no greater than those con­
tained within the existing paper version. While 
implementation proceeds and many aspects of 
the initfa.tive remain incomplete, the existing 
database files have ·already proven useful for 
both regulatory and research purposes. 

Regulatory Uses 

From a regulatory perspective, computerization 
simplifies the use of the Site Survey Record. 
The immediate production of a list of sites 
within a specific drainage basin, county, physio­
graphic region, or other area allows the con­
sultant to spend more time on the synthesis of 
regional data, analysis, and writing. The once 
onerous task of examining hundreds or thou­
sands of forms prompted many regulators to 
view consultation of the Site Survey Record as 
unproductive. The rapid results generated by 
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initial computerization have encouraged some 
municipal and county planning commissions to 
view consultation as an asset in their con­
sideration of zoning changes and construction 
projects. Computerization also makes it possible 
for the Division of Archaeology to participate 
more readily in statewide planning efforts. For 
example, Division personnel provided detailed 
archaeological information (by topographic 
quadrangle map) for inclusion in the Tennessee 
Scenic Rivers Assessment-a planning project 
that prioritizes land acquisition and other proj­
ects along Tennessee· s scenic rivers. As a result 
of computerization, archaeological sites are now 
a part of this prioritization process. 

Research Uses 

From a research perspective, the primary ad­
vantage of the electronic Site Survey Record is 
the production of site lists by various criteria. 
For example, an independent study project on 
Early Archaic settlement patterns conducted by 
a student from Middle Tennessee State Univer­
sity required identification of all Early Archaic 
sites in approximately twenty counties along the 
Cumberland River. Prior to computerization, 
generating the list of sites with an Early Archaic 
component required two months of perusing 
several thousand site forms. After computeriza­
tion, the system generates the same list in less 
than five minutes. Recent research also demon­
strates the potential of electronic site informa­
tion for modeling larger-scale regional settle­
ment patterns (Anderson 1990, 1993; Smith and 
Moore 1993). 

Cooperative ComputeriztZtion Projects 

Cooperative projects can help meet the goals of 
both regulators and researchers. The United 
States Forest Service, the Division of Archae­
ology, and the State Historic Preservation Office 
conducted a jointly funded project to comput­
erize and synthesize information on about fif­
teen hundred sites in Cherokee National Forest 
(Tennessee Division of Archaeology 1992b). 
Prior to completion of the project in 1994, the 

Site Survey Record included only a small 
percentage of known sites in Cherokee National 
Forest. Furthermore, the Division of Archaeolo­
gy, State Historic Preservation Office, and the 
Southeast Archeological Center of the National 
Park Service are working cooperatively to re­
cord sites within the Big South Fork National 
River and Recreation Area. When completed, 
this project will record approximately two thou­
sand additional archaeological sites. 

These same types of cooperative efforts are 
also possible within the context of academic 
research. For example, the Middle Cumberland 
Mississippian Survey is systematically relocat­
ing approximately one thousand sites identified 
by an early statewide survey (Myer 1923a, 
1923b; Smith 1995). Conducted around 1915 by 
William Edward Myer, a self-trained archaeolo­
gist employed by the Smithsonian Institution, 
this survey was the first systematic statewide 
survey of archaeological sites. With the support 
of Governor Thomas C. Rye, Myer sent 
questionnaires to: 

leading Tennessee educators, local anti­
quarians, judges and other court officials, 
... civil engineers employed by the State 
Highway Department and by the leading 
railroads ... and to the county superintendent 
of public instruction in each of the ninety­
six counties in Tennessee ... using the school 
children and teachers in their respective 
counties as aids in securing as much 
information as possible. (1923a) 

Unfortunately, Myer's untimely death in 1923 
left around fifteen hundred manuscript pages of 
site information in relative anonymity. The 
current project, in addition to meeting very 
specific research goals, also incorporates the 
filing of new or revised site forms in coopera­
tion with the Division of Archaeology. 

FUTURE GOALS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

The future nature and functions of the Tennes­
see Site Survey Record and Site Information 

91 



Archaeological Site File Management: A Southeastern Perspective 

Files depend largely upon two factors: (1) the 
already demonstrated needs of regulatory users; 
and (2) the efforts and interests of researchers 
and scholars to assist the Division of Archae­
ology in providing services they desire in the 
future. Law mandates ready access to site 
locational information. Future access to other 
types of information requires that scholars and 
researchers share the burden of responsibility to 
demonstrate that useful and productive research 
can be conducted using Site Survey Records 
and Site Information Files. 

In the electronic age, many researchers 
desire gratification by the instantaneous produc­
tion of site lists, appropriate reports, and loca­
tions of field notes, photographs, and artifact 
collections. The current state of computerization 
of the Site Survey Records cannot meet these 
idealized goals. However, these goals can prob­
ably be realized within a decade with appropri­
ate support and assistance from the professional 
archaeological community, the interested public, 
and regulatory users. Initial stages of computeri­
zation created an opportunity for researchers to 
manipulate data in ways that were impossible 
less than half a decade ago. However, funding 
for further progress requires more substantive 
and directed efforts on the part of the academic 
and consulting archaeologists who are the 
primary users of the Site Information Files. 

Regulatory concerns and the provision of 
site locational information will remain the focus 
of staffing and funding for the Division of 
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Archaeology computerization initiative for some 
years to come. This primary mandate will guide 
future goals for computerization of the Site 
Survey Records. At the time of this writing, the 
Division of Archaeology Information Manage­
ment System is in a state of rapid flux. A 
revised proposal for computerization goals 
includes: (1) creation of an electronic site form 
for submittal of newly recorded data; (b) trans­
lation of the existing database for use with a 
geographic information system (GIS); and (c) 
simplification of the Site Survey Record form to 
remove information available in GIS data layers. 

Slow progress towards system implemen­
tation in Tennessee mirror a larger national 
crisis in long-term preservation of collections, 
records, and reports. As noted by Francis P. 
McManamon (1995:2), "too few archeologists 
spend enough time and effort considering the 
long-term preservation and use of collections, 
records, and reports-which is all that remains 
of the archeological record after a site has been 
excavated." Management of the archaeological 
site information held by the Division of 
Archaeology faces a critical point in its evolu­
tion. For the first two decades of its existence, 
the Division of Archaeology has accumulated 
and maintained records, but removing the 
backlog of over a century of archaeological 
investigations in Tennessee necessitates substan­
tial long-term planning, allocation of staff and 
funds, and cooperative efforts by the larger 
archaeological community. 

The first Site File Curator for the state of Tennessee was Ms. Patricia Coats, who served as an employee 
from 1972 until her untimely death in 1991. Her dedication and devotion to the Site Survey Records 
provided a solid foundation for the initiatives described herein. 
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EXCERPTS FROM WORKSHOP DISCUSSIONS 

An appreciable part of the workshop time was 
given over to open and somewhat free-wheeling 
discussion among the participants on a wide 
range of topics. Some of this commentary made 
its way into the various articles presented in this 
volume; other subjects were left unaddressed, 
although they might be considered for future pa­
pers and meetings. Lightly edited excerpts from 
some of the discussion sessions are presented to 
give the reader an appreciation for the com­
plexity of some of the topics discussed, and for 
the spirit of the meeting. 

MINIMAL SITE DEFINITION AND SITE 
FILE MANAGEMENT POLICIES 

> Clay: 
Site file managers probably set a lot of the 
existing policies having to do with site files, or 
are in a position to set such policy, and should 
exercise it. The whole question of minimum 
sites, how little, how minimum material one 
must have to have a site bothers me, because I 
sense we are going through a lot of data/site file 
inflation in the CRM period, the addition of a 
lot of low information archaeological sites to 
our database. Many people, and certainly some 
of our research colleagues, view some of our 
data files as so corrupted by this minimum site 
data that our files are not worth funding. So this 
problem of minimum sites impinges upon the 
support we get down the road to maintain the 
site files. I'd like to know what the minimum 
site definition is that the various states accept, 
or do you have a minimum? I've had this 
continual tug of war. In Kentucky, I've tried to 
come down for two different artifacts, and I've 
had to fight to get that. 

> Williams: 
In Georgia, we take what they give us without 
trying to force anything on them. This means 
that there is a range. What I see is that the 
contractors self-rule themselves. If they find an 

isolated find, many don't want to fill the whole 
form out. We don't try to enforce "thou shalt 
have two or four or six artifacts." We have 
always felt it was the archaeologists prerogative 
rather than our prerogative to make this call. 

> Clay: 
In Kentucky, the SHPO has a big influence on 
what is a site or not. My experience is that de­
fining sites is not self-correcting; contractors do 
not automatically limit themselves. Perhaps in 
our state, because of a highly active review and 
compliance program, the contractor is tempted 
to over-record to reduce any possible criticism 
of their fieldwork. There is a whole subcurrent 
of bickering among archaeologists: "Oh some­
body doesn't find archaeological sites." The way 
you protect yourself from this criticism is to 
report everything. 

> Futato: 
We don't have a minimum number of artifacts. 
We try to balance minimum numbers of arti­
facts versus ground cover, terrain, and so on. So 
three flakes scattered over 20 hectares of cul­
tivated field would probably not get a site 
number. We do not report isolated finds, but 
then we have this sort of vague concept that we 
occasionally use of multiple isolated finds, 
which sounds like an oxymoron. On the other 
hand, if you have three flakes from two shovel 
tests in the pine woods, we would take that. 

> Clay: 
How many times do you, second guess archae­
ologists and not give them site numbers? 

> Futato: 
Not very often, simply because most of the 
people who work in Alabama have worked 
there a long time and know what we do, and 
sometimes they call us and ask for advice. One 
of the main things we have noticed from CRM 
firms whose main offices are in other states is 
that they tend to go by that state's general 
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practice. We don't have a consistent definition, 
but we try to take whatever people provide. 

>Hoyal: 
Tennessee's policy is basically the same as 
Alabama's. 

> Futato: 
We are willing to negotiate this with people. If 
someone calls us up and says, "I really think 
you ought to give this a site number, and here's 
why," and they've got a reasonable argument... 

» Clay: 
I'm in pretty much the same situation. 

>Baca: 
For many years, we did not give site numbers 
to most single-find sites. Well, what happened 
is that we were assigning site numbers to 

isolated Clovis points. What do you do with 
that data? Do you shove it in the back of the 
file as a separate category? How do you track 
it? Recently we adopted a policy of assigning 
site numbers to isolated finds to avoid bias that 
occurs when numbers are assigned to Clovis 
points but not to single flakes, which is hard to 
justify. The word has gone out that site forms 
will be filled out for single finds made while 
shovel testing; chances are there are going to be 
more artifacts that you don't see. Unfortunately 
some investigators have been sending in finds 
of artifacts found on logging trails where the 
material could have rolled in on a tire. 

» Giliberti: 
You've got to trust the archaeologist to have 
good sense and judgment about what a site is 
and whether isolated finds are in good context. 
We have to be on the realistic side of data 
management, though, and don't want to record 
every beer can or every ffake that has been 
washed down the stream. 

> Clay: 
In a CRM context, in some cases, the person 
defining the site may be the least qualified to 
determine whether the materials are in good 
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context or whether the materials are culturally 
or naturally modified. We don't have Ph.D. 
archaeologists defining sites, we have people 
that are paid by the hour. 

.> Williams: 
Some of those guys can find more sites than 
any Ph.D.! 

.> Futato: 
Let's turn the whole question around and ask 
what is a maximum site definition? Urban 
archaeology ... what do you do about that? What 
about plantations? What about sections of the 
Tennessee River Valley, where (as the old saw 
goes) there may in effect only be two sites, the 
north and south banks? What do you do in these 
situations? In an urban situation, if it is a house 
lot or a complex, such as the University of 
Alabama main campus, that gets one site 
number. At the university, for example, we use 
abbreviations after the site number that indicate 
subareas or buildings, like JH for Jefferson Hall. 
These are negotiated with the archaeologist. On 
plantations we try to give the central nucleated 
zone, however that is defined, a single site 
number with different tags for the various 
separate structures and areas, and then if there is 
something a half mile away, we give that a 
separate number. In terms of continuous pre­
historic scatters, those tend to be more of a 
problem. They tend to be long linear scatters, 
and a lot of times we use what we recognize as 
absolutely arbitrary breaks by little drainages 
and topographic features, and places where the 
scatter thins out to what we consider, at least 
for that region, background noise. 

.>Derting: 
In South Carolina, we more or less leave the 
site definition up to the discretion of the ar­
chaeologist. We weren't in the field with them 
and didn't see what they found. We assume they 
know what a site is. We have, however, been 
burned a number of times when we have found 
out later that site numbers probably shouldn't 
have been assigned. 



>Clay: 
The numbers of isolated or low information 
scatters are getting to be a very high frequency 
in my files. As a regional data crusher, David, 
does this vast difference in information from 
one site to another bother you? 

>Anderson: 
No, because I try to standardize the data using 
values such as the percentage of all sites re­
corded by county or state. There are differences 
in equivalency from state to state, and, accord­
ingly, you always have to have caveats about 
the quality and limitations of the data you are 
working with. One of the things I do when I go 
out and do survey is to collect and report on 
every nonmodem artifact found in undisturbed 
context Some states want an isolated find form, 
others a site form, still others to note their 
location and content in the report. As an aside, 
in many areas where CRM survey is done, most 
of us are happy to find anything at all. I feel it 
is important to encourage people to record 
undisturbed nonmodem artifacts of the prehis­
toric and historic periods, so that we don't get in 
the habit of walking over stuff and saying "Oh, 
I only see one thing here so I'll just keep on 
walking" instead of taking the time to deal with 
it, to learn what is really there. Any Clovis 
point in undisturbed context, as far as I am 
concerned, should be recorded as a site, and 
probably any diagnostic or isolated point or tool 
as well, because they are some aspect of the 
settlement/resource procurement system we are 
trying to understand. Now whether you as the 
site file curator call them an isolated find or an 
archaeological site, or whatever, is your busi­
ness. It's up to you to set the standards in your 
state. What I would encourage you to do is set 
the standards so that the archaeological record 
does not get ripped off by people who might 
otherwise simply walk over possible sites. 
Remember, 25 years ago sites were defined in 
some states by whether or not they contained 
double handfuls of artifacts ... read the Cache 
River report by Schiffer and House if you won­
der about this. Remember, standards change. 

Excerpts from Workshop Discussions 

» Clay: 
In Kentucky, if you find isolated finds, they go 
in your report-what they are and where they 
are. They don't necessarily get a site number. 

» Williams: 
The problem with this is that you've got to read 
the report to get that information. From a re­
search point of view, that information is lost if 
it is not part of the files. What do we lose by 
reporting a few hundred isolated artifacts as 
sites each year? I claim we don't lose anything. 

»Anderson: 
Some isolated finds, when you revisit them, turn 
out to be worthless and in disturbed context; 
others turn out to be the tip of the iceberg. In 
Louisiana, we know that some San Patrice sites 
are buried 60 to 80 centimeters down, at least in 
the sandhills of west-central Louisiana. You can 
walk across the surface and not see anything or 
maybe see a flake or two. If your shovel tests 
go down deep enough, though, its like opening 
a blackberry pie. If you write off your isolated 
finds, you are writing off potential site loca­
tions. You folks have to make this call, but I 
would urge you to consider making people 
record them in their reports. Remember, if they 
are in the report, they are not really lost as long 
as there are copies of that report in existence. 
Through programs like NADB, somebody in the 
future will be able to make use of this data. 

> Clay: 
That single flake is still a problem ... 

CURATION AND DE-ACCESSIONING 
COLLECTIONS 

»Donat: 
We need to develop procedures about how to 
deal with de-accessioning collections, both for 
NAGPRA and in general. 

> Childs: 
Curation training is critical. All of you have 
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been talking about some of your problems with 
site file and records management-you're 
getting so much material, your buildings are full 
or in danger of collapsing! I think we are 
beginning to see that we have a terrible crisis in 
terms of space, or lack of space. I know we 
have all grown up with a philosophy of keeping 
everything, but if we keep two tons of fire­
cracked rock, our buildings may break. Down 
the line, we've got to start thinking about 
sampling and really careful consideration of 
what we're collecting as we do our fieldwork, 
and the various stages at which culling can 
occur. What do we do with existing collections? 
I think the most important thing is that you 
track your de-accessioning. Always consider 
that down the line you've got to know what you 
had and where it went, whether it went to a 
garbage dump or has been reburied, or was sent 
to another repository. It is really critical that 
you document where your material has gone. 

> Futato: 
This idea of sampling existing collections scares 
me ... this idea that at some point we are going to 
have to sample our existing collections and cull 
out a bunch of stuff. To put on my Pl's hat for 
a minute, on a big project we are working on 
now, we are counting, size grading, weighing, 
and tossing the fire-cracked rock, except from 
controlled column samples, features, and con­
texts like that. I agree there is no reason to put 
ten tons of fire-cracked rock and mussel shell in 
the repository. But, putting on my curator's hat, 
by the time that material gets to the repository, 
it's already been sampled sb<, eight, nine, or ten 
times. You've got a sample of the reservoir area, 
you've got a sample of the sites in the reservoir, 
you select a sample of those sites, you've ex­
cavated a sample of the area within each one of 
those sites, and you've recovered only a sample 
of the material within that area, and you retain 
only a sample of that. So, by the time the col­
lection gets to me as a curator, it is already a 
sample of a sample of a sample of a sample of 
a sample of a sample. And if I have to sample it 
again, I'm going to go "Oh my lord!" Now, that 
aside, I know we have to deal with the issue. 
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Until we are forced by a lack of space, which I 
hope never happens, we will keep the material ... 

> Childs: 
We have several states here that have said they 
have no space. 

> Williams: 
You have to put in compression shelving like 
we are doing here at the University of Georgia. 

>Derting: 
This still brings up the problem at the other 
end, though, with the archaeologist in the field. 
If you've got an early nineteenth-century brick 
kiln, how many bricks do you need to bring in? 
Two truck loads? There's got to be a way to 
figure out how to control what's brought in if 
you've got a real redundant artifact category. 

> Futato: 
To a degree, cost itself will have a breaking 
effect. If a project is done for an agency, they 
commonly ask us what they should do about 
curation. For example, they ask us if they 
should send us 100 boxes of shell. I'd ask them 
"Do you really want to pay us to keep all of 
this stuff?" At the same time, I think that in the 
grand scheme of things, curation space, good 
curation space, is really not all that expensive if 
you look at it as additional cost per box of 
materials added to this whole process. Mark, 
you said you were fixing up your facility here. 
What is it going to cost? 

> Williams: 
One hundred twenty thousand dollars. We've 
got a 2,500 square foot area. Right now we can 
get 4,000 boxes in there. When the work is 
done, we'll be able to get 8,000 boxes in there. 
That $125,000 is also going to include a bar 
code system and software to track everything 
and create inventories. That should certainly 
keep us for a few years into the next century, if 
not more than that. 

> Futato: 
So that's 8,000. boxes for $120,000. Your 



looking at $15 a box, and by the time you go 
through the cost of the whole mitigation process 
that produced those boxes, $15 more per box at 
the end is not that great a cost. 

» Childs: 
36CFR79 is requiring archaeologists on federal 
projects to identify a curatorial repository before 
the project starts and also budget for curation. I 
think that another critical key at the state level, 
or any level, is that you start mandating that 
curation is put in as part of your projects. For 
years and years, archaeologists never put cura­
tion costs into their research budget. 

» Clay: 
In some cases, the basic facilities for curation 
don't even exist or are being closed down. Cura­
tion facilities require a lot of capital investment, 
and universities hate to build storage space. 

> Childs: 
No, they don't like to do that. And, again, that 
is the importance of showing the use of our 
collections and our site files, and demonstrating 
that it is valuable information. You can use 
collections and the information in the site files 
for a variety of purposes that make it valuable. 
This is the only way I can see that we are going 
to get the resources to build these facilities. At 
another meeting, I heard about a state getting an 
ISTEA grant to renovate a historic building as a 
curation facility. 

» Williams: 
Another way, one that we have used 
successfully, is to play the card that if a better 
facility is not built, our heritage is going to go 
to Alabama. If you yell loud enough to the right 
places, perhaps they'll change their tune. 

» FuJato: 
We in Alabama might have something to say 
about that! Seriously, our curation facility has 
many selling points. Our university's mission is 
specifically teaching, research, and service. Our 
facility brings in excellent valuable, documented 
research collections; it attracts excellent high-

Excerpts from Workshop Discussions 

quality researchers to work on those collections; 
it produces lots of publications on those collec­
tions. We are providing a service by having this 
facility available and these collections available 
for people who need it. It provides thesis proj­
ects, dissertation projects, undergraduate student 
projects; it provides funding for graduate assis­
tantships. It does all of these things. It is not a 
storage building, it is an integral part of the 
university teaching and research mission, and 
the university sees it this way. 

>Baca: 
In Mississippi, all of our collections are in a 
temporary building that is a fire hazard. We 
don't ask where collections are going, because 
we can't accept them. 

» Fulato: 
The thing about it is that 36CFR79 puts the 
burden on the agency. The responsibility is not 
on the university, the SHPO, or the state 
archaeologist....it is on the agency, and if the 
agency is not providing appropriate curation, 
they are out of compliance. It is not your 
problem, it is their problem. 

» Baca: 
What about work done by a private contractor 
for a COE permit? 

» Childs: 
Arrangements for curation should be m their 
contract with the COE. 

» Fulato: 
The SHPO needs to be kicking the agencies' 
butts about this. 

.> Baca: 
You're saying the SHPO needs to be telling the 
agency, but we are saying that the agencies 
should be aware of this themselves. 

» Childs: 
We are trying to get as many federal agencies 
as possible to understand the requirements of 
36CFR79. We do the best we can. If you 
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understand and they come to you, you can offer 
the proper advice. The enforcement of these 
regulations is a problem; we don't have a police 
force that can go out and nab them! 

'·! ''()' 
> Baca: ,,>,.~ 

SHPOs are typically under a great deal of 
political pressure, so it should be the federal 
agency's responsibility to deal with this, and not 
push it off on the SHPO. 

>Anderson: 
These problems are slowly being resolved. The 
St. Louis Corps of Engineers, for example, 
contracts itself out to various agencies, such as 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, to handle cura­
tion. They find where collections are, and if 
they are not in suitable repositories, they 
recommend sending them elsewhere. That's 
what we are going to see happen more and 
more; it has already started, and its going to 
continue. 

> Childs: 
They have done several major reports, with 
photographs, showing the deplorable conditions 
and stating exactly where these things are hap­
pening. You don't want those kinds of things 
going out to your superiors. One of the things 
that has happened is that the St. Louis COE 
District is now the Center of Expertise for the 
Curation and Management of Archaeological 
Collections. They are responsible for all Corps 
curation for the entire country. So if you are 
having any problems with the COE locally 
about collections, call the St. Louis District. 

>Anderson: 
To reiterate, if there are any COE-generated 
collections anywhere in the country that you are 
familiar with, that you feel are being abused by 
the way they are curated, let the St. Louis COE 
know, and they may be able to get them pulled 
and put into a decent repository. And if that 
happens enough, once the governors of these 
states start hearing about t~eir heritage going 
off, you may get some action.···" 
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> Childs: 
There are a variety of strategies, and we are 
willing to help you as best we can. Accessibility 
means the material gets used, which means it is 
more important. The more data we collect that 
shows that the collections are used, the more 
likely we are to get support from our institu­
tions, colleagues, and federal agencies. 

HOW DO WE GET BETTER DATA FROM 
OUR DATA PROVIDERS? 

>Derting: 
We are finding that primary information on site 
locations and dimensions submitted on site 
forms may differ appreciably from what appears 
in the final report. We believe some of this is 
due to people turning in site forms quickly to 
get numbers, without fully evaluating the data 
they have collected. Often times, the most 
junior people are assigned to preparing the site 
forms, something reflected in their quality. We 
are finding sites misplotted or mislabeled, as 
well. That is, site numbers are not where they 
were plotted when the form was submitted. 

>Anderson: 
I have a similar problem with some of the 
reports that I review. When I add up the artifact 
numbers in the text, in the report tables, and on 
the site forms, I sometimes note serious discrep­
ancies. This review strategy comes from some­
thing Dr. James B. Griffin told me a long time 
ago .. .if someone's numbers don't add up, there 
are probably a number of other things about 
their report that won't add up. So it's not just 
locations that may be a problem, but also basic 
assemblage data. 

.>Hall: 
The way we deal with this is to review the 
report and the site forms at the same time as 
part of the formal review process. The appro­
priate time to conduct the review is when the 
collections, report, and site form data are all in 
hand. Until we get a resolution of problems, we 
do not sign off on the reports. 



>Anderson: 
Many sites are reexamined down the line, and 
the collections are reanalyzed. The component 
identifications, however, often bear little re­
semblance to what is in the site files. When 
professionals reexamine collections, it would be 
nice if they let the site file curators know what 
they found, so the site records themselves can 
be updated. That rarely happens at the present. 

.>Rowland: 
People must have an appreciation for what is 
done with the site form data, and how it is used. 

.> Derting: 
We have learned the hard way that we need to 
require site forms before giving out numbers. 

> K. Smith: 
In Tennessee, if we do not get the site forms, 
we do not sign off on the report. 

.> Futato: 
Most people submitting forms are not data 
managers, and don't understand the implications 
of and problems created by sloppy work. We 
obviously have widely differing philosophies 
about what our site files are and what they 
should contain. All our basic data is indexed by 
the site number, but whether all kinds of data 
should be maintained in the site files is a 
question. 

.> Anderson: 
What some of us would like to see is everything 
linked together in some way. 

>Rowland: 
We used to keep our data in separate categories, 
now we tie all this information together. 

HISTORIC STRUCTURES, CEMETERIES, 
AND SITE FILE MANAGEMENT 

> Clay: 
When do standing structures over 50 years old 
get state archaeological site numbers? 

Excerpts from Workshop Discussions 

> Anderson: . . . 1 When they burn down! lust joking, }USt }Oking. 

> Clay: 
How do other states deal with standing struc­
tures? 

.> Donat: 
In Arkansas, the SHPO's office maintains a sep­
arate database, which we ·hope will be tied 
together . 

» M. Smith: 
In Florida, if there is an archaeological site in 
the yard, we use the SO-year rule of thumb, and 
they should fill out a site form. If there is a 
standing structure--and I've gone as far as to 
allow that to be defined on the basis of a single 
wall-then they are supposed to fill out a stand­
ing structure form. I guess I am in a different 
position from anyone else in the room since I 
am responsible for both of these files, and that's 
an advantage. In our case, we apply a unitary 
Smithsonian trinomial number to each. It really 
is one-stop shopping. There are technical prob­
lems integrating the two; obviously, the infor­
mation is very different, but that's what we do. 

> Clay: 
I am moving, in Kentucky, possibly toward 
merging these data. 

>Hall: 
We do the same thing on a case-by-case basis. 
If an archaeologist has been there and there is 
an archaeological component, it gets an archaeo­
logical site number, but otherwise ... no. 

.> Williams: 
That's what we do too, except we are starting to 
get some pressure from historic archaeologists 
within the state to give numbers to all buildings. 
It's scary. 

>Clay: 
At least 50 percent of the sites now being re­
corded in Kentucky are historic sites as opposed 
to prehistoric sites. Fifteen years ago, 5 percent 
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of the sites were historic. Historic sites have 
suddenly become visible in the whole preserva­
tion system. Also, what do we do with historic 
cemeteries? What we do is, if there are a small 
number of tombstones with names, it gets a 
number, or if there is a cemetery with unmarked 
graves, it gets a site number. I balk at giving 
site numbers to every city cemetery. 

>Hall: 
In North Carolina, we have an abandoned ceme­
tery survey that's part of Archives and History 
but not part of our office. Their legal definition 
of an abandoned cemetery is one in which there 
bas not been an interment for the past 15 years, 
and we've adopted that We will record marked 
and unmarked cemeteries that have not had an 
interment for at least 15 years, but not munici­
pal cemeteries or commercial cemeteries. 

> Futato: 
We do it the same way we do houses. There is 
a cemetery register in the Department of Ar­
chives and History in Alabama, and, like a 
standing structure, we assume that the cemetery 
has an archaeological component. But unless it 
is subject to archaeological investigation, we 
don't give it a site number. 

> Clay: 
More and more cemeteries are being examined 
and moved by archaeologists, so we are facing 
this issue of approaching modern cemeteries as 
archaeological sites. 

> M. Smith: 
Does anyone here routinely record historical 
cemeteries, say those 50 years or older, as ar­
chaeological sites? We've been trying to record 
them because we regard them as cultural re-
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sources. A problem is just how we record them. 
We are concerned about having to deal with 
another massive database. Cemeteries do suffer 
from benign neglect. I've recently worked with 
historical geographers interested in cemeteries to 
develop a form for historic cemeteries, but we 
haven't developed a new database for them. 
Instead they are recorded as archaeological sites. 

>Baca: 
In Mississippi, it must have a dated tombstone 
before 1900 before it is typically recorded as an 
archaeological site. 

> Clay: 
Do we record the whole cemetery or just the 
part that dates back to the nineteenth century? 

>Derting: 
It hasn't become a serious problem yet. We 
haven't had anyone systematically recording 
cemeteries in South Carolina. 

>Anderson: 
I record cemeteries as part of my projects, but 
then I'm extremely compulsive. 

> Futato: 
Well, they should be reported as part of the 
background, but that doesn't necessarily mean 
they should receive archaeological site numbers. 

> Williams: 
They should be recorded because this is impor­
tant information local people should know 
about. 

>Hoyal: 
Cemeteries are listed as historic sites in 
Tennessee. 
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SITE FILE INFORMATION MANAGEMENf: 
MYfHS, ILLUSIONS, AND RE..ALffiES 

Electronic access to information rich databases 
is rapidly becoming as American as credit card 
debt, MTV, and roller blades. Significant com­
petitive advantages accrue to those who have 
access to value laden information. Individuals, 
institutions, and nations recognize that informa­
tion resources are vital to their interests. It 
should come as no surprise that serious conflict 
over the control of information resources looms 
on the horizon. 

The national debate over information 
control and distribution provides a context for 
evaluating some of the issues surrounding 
public access to site file infonnation. Fortu­
nately, conflict between archaeologists with 
opposing viewpoints on this subject will not 
trigger the fall of nation-states or disrupt inter­
national economic systems. Nevertheless, the 
outcome of this debate is important because it 
touches on the politically sensitive nature of our 
relationship with the general public (Pokotylo 
and Mason 1991). 

In this article, I take the position that 
archaeology pays dearly for policies that restrict 
public access to site file infonnation. Policies 
that restrict the free flow of information about 
the location and content of archaeological sites 
are not only unwise but also unnecessary. These 
policies are unwise because they send a nega­
tive message to the public. The message is one 
of exclusion based on mistrust and intellectual 
arrogance. This message is highly counterpro­
ductive at a time when archaeology desperately 
needs to increase its base of political support. 

It does not take a rocket scientist to know 
that current lobbying efforts by the Society for 
American Archaeology, the Society of Profes­
sional Archaeologists, and others will be to no 
avail if we are regarded by Congress as just 
another special interest group out for ourselves. 
Increased public access to site inventories would 
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produce a cascading effect of public support for 
programs important to archaeology. Grassroots 
support for archaeology in the countryside 
translates into voter constituencies with real 
political clout. 

Archaeologists have become skilled at re­
porting the effects of pothunting on the resource 
base (e.g., Hutt et al. 1992; King 1991; 
McAllister 1991). But, we have failed to ade­
quately explore the folk culture that structures 
how archaeological sites are perceived and used 
by the general public. For example, we do not 
understand the channels along which archae­
ological site infonnation flows at the local 
community. 

Because we do not know bow this sensitive 
information travels, it is impossible to assess to 
what degree pothunters would use site file in­
formation for personal gain. And, while looting 
is a concern, is it our only concern? What about 
empowering the public to educate themselves 
about archaeological resources through on-line 
access to site file inform;-tion? Should we ig­
nore the obvious educati01.al and political 
benefits of such access because of a fear that 
may be unfounded? 

Arguments about the nonrenewable charac­
ter of archaeological resources are suspect As 
we all know, but are afraid to admit, archaeo­
logical deposits are created and reorganized by 
human beings on a global scale as part of their 
everyday activities. I am confident that there 
will be plenty of resources available for study 
by future generations of archaeologists as long 
as our species maintains a presence on this 
planet. 

Archaeological site file information is a 
valuable commodity that should not be monop­
olized by a privileged few. It is a form of pub­
lic property, and, as such, archaeologists have 
no inherent right to restrict its distribution or 
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use. I find many of the arguments against the 
free flow of site file information to be little 
more than self-serving myths. 

The patronizing 11 father knows best" atti­
tude, which typifies much of the discourse 
surrounding site file management, erodes public 
support by sending a message that is composed 
of two parts. Unfortunately, both parts are as 
negative as they are unnecessary. 

The first part clearly implies that the public 
cannot be trusted with information about the 
location and contents of archaeological sites. 
Legitimate concerns about looting are used as 
an excuse to exclude the public from informa­
tion that is gathered, assembled, and housed at 
their expense. For the sake of argument, I 
would contend that there is no evidence of a 
relationship between open site files and in­
creased looting of archaeological sites. It is 
likely that a serious study of professional pot­
hunters would reveal an information network 
that is local, oral and often familial. In other 
words, looters do not need to go to the site files 
to find the commercially productive sites. 

The second part of the message expresses 
contempt for the general public by suggesting 
that site file information is of no use to them 
intellectually. It supports the argument that it is 
beyond the capacity of the average citizen to 
comprehend the complexities of our "science." 

It is probably true that few people are 
interested in the opaque jargon that passes for 
archaeological information by way of proces­
sualism. However, many of our citizens may 
still believe that archaeology can instruct about 
the historical evolution of ideas, social organi­
zation, and technology. 

I would argue that, at this point in the 
development of North American archaeology, 
some of the best ideas about the past may come 
from the fertile imaginations of school children, 
bus drivers, waitresses, and others who have not 
haµ the 11benefit11 of formal training by the 
academic elite. Also, the descendents of those 
we study may have insights into the past that 
are not based on western scientific tradition. 
These people are ill-served by current site file 
management policy. 
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The "archaeologists only" club mentality of 
many site file managers bas led to absurd in­
consistencies in information management policy. 
For example, anthropology students may use the 
site files for research papers. At the same time, 
public officials with vast regulatory and plan­
ning responsibilities are given limited access or 
no access at all. 

The position that only archaeologists should 
make management decisions that affect archaeo­
logical sites is untenable. As a practical matter, 
there are not enough competent archaeologists 
available to review even a tiny fraction of the 

· municipal, county, state, and federal under­
takings that have the potential to affect the 
resource base. 

Across the country, State Historic Preser­
vation Offices are flooded with requests for 
information as part of the federal Section 106 
process. Because most federal undertakings 
receive some level of review, many assume that 
the same process occurs at the local level. This 
false assumption produces what I call the illu­
sion of cultural resource management. Everyday 
local government officials make thousands of 
decisions, each one of which has the potential to 
adversely affect historic properties. These deci­
sions are usually made with no information 
about the archaeological sites located within 
their jurisdictions. We are kidding ourselves if 
we think these people are going to take the time 
to call us on a case-by-case basis. 

The solution to this problem is empower­
ment. Site file information provided to local 
o(ficials for use in a geographic information 
system (GIS) will not only save sites but also 
provide an impetus for local archaeological 
ordinances (Carr 1990). Grassroots empower­
ment to manage archaeological resources impor­
tant to the community will protect sites and 
build constituencies for archaeological site man­
agement and research programs (Judge 1993; 
Williamson and Blackbum 1990). 

I would like to conclude by restating the 
main points of this paper. 

> First, there are hidden costs embedded in 
policies that limit public access to state 
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maintained site files. These can be summed 
up in terms of lost political support for our 
programs. 

> Second, arguments stating that open site 
files are an invitation to looters have not 
been substantiated. Looters have their own 
sources of information. They do not need 
the site files. 

> Third, archaeologists are attracted to the 
highly successful environmental movement 
with its aura of scientific correctness. As­
sertions about the nonrenewable character 
of archaeological resources reflect a desire 
for acceptance and scientific legitimacy. 
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MANAGING AND EXCHANGING INFORMATION ABOUT 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES IN THE ELECTRONIC AGE 

INTRODUCTION 

Arcbeological sites are often complex entities 
that, individually, can yield a tremendous 
amount of information and collectively, by 
region or theme, can be overwhelming. Indi­
vidual arcbeologists, recognizing the potential 
range of their data sources-geographic, cul­
tural, topographic, vegetational, temporal, 
administrative-have become increasingly de­
pendent on electronic databases to record, store, 
and manage bits of data. Automation bas made 
the collection and storage of data faster and 
more efficient. It also promotes greater accuracy 
since data entry errors can be more easily 
tracked. Automation has the other advantage 'of 
providing a vehicle to transform those bits of 
data into new information through queries or 
statistical manipulation of the data to answer 
particular questions (Limp 1992). This allows 
goals of interpretation, education, and long-term 
site management and preservation to be attained. 

Whereas many individual archeologists 
understand the potential of electronic appli­
cations to archeological data and information, 
larger institutions and organizations have not 
been as quick to take advantage of emerging 
technologies. State archeological site file data, 
for example, is a logical candidate for manage­
ment by electronic media. Many states have 
successfully taken the step to "go electronic" 
with their site file data, but others have not. 
Why is this? What factors and decisions are 
involved in· deciding whether or not to "go 
electronic?" What site data should be collected 
in this medium? What are the future trajectories 
of these efforts for archeological site databases? 
The Site File Management Workshop of the 
southeastern states and nearby territories offered 
some interesting perspectives on such questions. 

Perhaps a fundamental inhibitor to the Pan-
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American development of electronic databases 
of state archeological sites, besides the ever­
present problem of limited and varied resources, 
is conceptual-understanding that data on each 
site do not have to be individualized and made 
static by being stored in paper files or on cards 
hidden in file folders. They can be components 
of dynamic, queriable, automated systems that 
are capable of massaging much more data into 
useful information than the human brain can 
alone. Perhaps there needs to be a name change 
away from state site "files." 

There are several other key factors that 
state site data managers must always consider if 
they want to try electronic media or change 
their electronic capabilities in the future. It 
became apparent during the Site File Manage­
ment Workshop that audience, needs and goals 
of the audience, accessibility, and available re­
sources were important to any decision-making 
process about electronic databases. This essay 
examines these factors and how they might 
influence possible future goals of communi­
cation between states for site management and 
preservation, as well as research. It also 
considers a national-level electronic database 
system, the National Archeological Database 
(NADB). This system provides a useful model 
for states on the benefits and problems asso­
ciated with data collection from many different 
providers for various uses, as well as data 
dispersal and use. 

AUDIENCE/USERS AND THEIR NEEDS 

Critical influences on the design and long-term 
maintenance of a database, whether electronic or 
in paper files, include a careful examination and 
understanding of who the users are, the nature 
of their needs, and how their changing needs 
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affect a database over time. 
There are three discrete groups of arche­

ological site data users. One group consists of 
researchers whose needs relate to their research 
questions. Given the potential breadth and varia­
tion of information they seek, they might de­
mand, as well as offer to collect, the greatest 
range of data. A second group includes federal, 
state, and local cultural resource managers, em­
ployees of private archeological and engineering 
contracting firms, and business people, such as 
land developers, who have specific planning or 
research questions to ask, usually in association 
with compliance to federal and/or state law. 
Their data needs are generally limited to ful­
filling legal requirements. These two groups 
must be seen as both data users and data 
providers. Their participation and coordination 
as data providers is essential to the long-term 
viability of any archeological site database. 

The final group of users are the state em­
ployees, such as the state site data managers and 
state historic preservation officers and staff, who 
manage and protect the states' archeological 
sites. Not only do they have to make sure that 
the members of the first two groups provide the 
data required by law, but they need to admin­
ister, validate, and monitor pertinent admin­
istrative information. Success at their jobs re­
quires that accurate data is received and entered 
into a data system in a timely fashion. 

The audience or users of a database can 
and will change. Some flexibility, therefore, 
should be built into a system to accommodate 
any new data fields that arise due to changing 
user needs or requirements. For example, many 
of the first compilers and users of site-oriented 
data were university researchers with regional 
interestS in settlement and land-use patterns. 
With the enactment of various federal and state 
laws on historic preservation, .beginning in the 
1970s, the majority of site data users are now 
associated with cultural resource management. 
Pieces of data never recorded •.by university 
researchers are now important for cultural 
resource management. Today's generations of 
researchers often do not even know that 
databases of state sites exist, since they are 
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primarily located in s•11te government buildings, 
often have restricted access, and their research 
potential is poorly presented in archeology 
graduate school programs. 

Given the various needs of the archeologi­
cal site data users, there are several advantages 
to collecting such data in an electronic system. 

> First, the forms can be made available on 
diskettes to facilitate data entry, to increase 
accuracy, and to minimize the amount of 
data verification that must be done by the 
data managers. 

> Second, once a database is operational, it 
can be set up for more than one user at a 
time, either in an office or through remote 
connections. 

> Finally, electronic databases can be linked 
to and interact with other databases. Thus, 
databases on associated archeological col­
lections or associated documentation, such 
as site and laboratory reports--both ex­
tremely important for site management and 
protection--can be related directly to the 
primary site data. 

These databases do not have to be created at the 
same time as the main site database, but can be 
developed as related modules, over time, as 
resources permit (Canouts 1992). Arkansas, 
Tennessee, and Massachusetts provide excellent 
examples of such integrated systems. Long-term 
planning for such relationships, however, is 
critical. 

AVAILABLE RESOURCES 

In choosing what archeological site data to 
collect, .an attempt should be made to accom­
modate all the potential users' needs. However, 
this is dependent on the resources available for 
the collection and management of the data. It is 
clear that state commitment to staffing and 
funding for archeological site information man­
agement fluctuates. Sometimes, in good times, 
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increased resources may encourage the overhaul 
of the site inventory form or the addition of 
new data fields to a database; or it may provide 
support to "go electronic." In bad times, a 
reduction of data fields or the accumulation of a 
terrible backlog of site data may ensue. 

In general, states have not been able to 
secure adequate staffing or financial backing for 
effective management of archeological site data. 
As a result, large backlogs in data collection, 
entry, and verification do exist. There seems to 
be only a couple of solutions to these problems. 
In the most dire situations, perhaps only a bare 
minimum of data can and should be collected 
and managed in order to minimize backlogs and 
other stresses on the staff. Another solution 
would be to closely coordinate with the data 
providers to furnish accurate and timely data in 
an electronic format. Perhaps the combined 
forces of federal archeologists and land man­
agers, state site data managers, private cultural 
resource management firms, business people, 
and researchers can work together to obtain 
funding for the construction or enhancement of 
workable and accessible electronic databases for 
everyone's needs. 

ACCESSIBILITY 

The other important factor in designing and 
managing a database is the degree to which it is 
made accessible. Some of the most important 
information compiled on sites, such as loca­
tional data (i.e., UTM coordinates), is highly 
sensitive and, in order to protect sites, should 
not be made public. It is becoming increasingly 
apparent that dedicated collectors and pothunters 
already know where the sites are, but such 
information also needs to be restricted from the 
casual public. 

What about the rest of the data that is high­
ly useful for research and management decision­
making? A study of the information needs for 
the social sciences identified that archeologists 
and anthropologists would benefit from new 
ways to share field data (Gould and Handler 
1989), such as through an accessible site 

database. It is becoming increasingly difficult to 
justify the collection and storage of information 
that can benefit a sizeable portion of the public, 
yet is relatively inaccessible to that public. 

Paper files typically must be handled on an 
individual basis at their storage location. This 
significantly limits their accessibility and use~ 
For those who do gain access, the sensitive 
information remains visible in those files. 
Electronic databases, on the other hand, have 
the potential to sharply increase accessibility to 
the data while simultaneously restricting some 
users to sensitive data. This can be done by 
assigning user accessibility levels so that some 
data fields do not appear to some users. Further­
more, electronic databases can be accessed 
remotely so that potential users do not have to 
travel to the office in which the information is 
stored. A database can be made available by a 
modem hook-up between a person's personal 
computer and telephone, or over the Internet. 

When data are compiled and stored elec­
tronically, another accessibility factor is facili­
tated. This is the degree to which the data can 
be standardized and shared among a wider 
public across arbitrary boundaries, such as state 
lines. Each state presently requires somewhat 
different data from their providers due to dif­
ferences in state laws and priorities or funding 
and staffing limitations. With automation of 
databases and agreement on some of the same 
data fields by at least some states, these data 
can be more widely shared and used to tackle 
regionally-oriented and, perhaps in the future, 
national-level management and research prob­
lems. It will always be critical to keep sight of 
individual states' database goals, which empha­
size locally-relevant information needs, during 
attempts to standardize data categories (Canouts 
1992). The ability to share some data, however, 
will be of great benefit in some instances. 

NATIONAL ARCHEOLOGICAL 
DATABASE AS AN EXAMPLE 

Many of the issues associated with developing 
an electronic database on the archeological sites 
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within a state-coordinating data providers, 
having a broad audience with a range of needs, 
careful management of resources, accessibility, 
the advantages of a modular and relational data­
base structure, and long-term planning-have 
been dealt with during the development and 
implementation of the National Archeological 
Database (NADB), and continue to be ad­
dressed. NADB provides a potential model of 
electronic data acquisition and distribution for 
those considering the development of or up­
grading to a similar system for site and related 
data management. Ironically, NADB was first 
envisioned as a modular system of databases, 
including one on archeological projects. The 
implementation of the latter module for the 
entire country, however, proved to be very dif­
ficult in the mid-1980s. 

NADB presently consists of two modules 
Reports and Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and a Map 
Library. Another module, Permits, will soon be 
accessible to the public and will be related or 
linked to the Reports module. Each of these 
modules have been made available for public 
use in stages after considerable planning and 
coordination to gather the necessary data. They 
are now accessible through a telnet session on 
the Internet or by modem. As recently as Octo­
ber 1994, NADB was also placed on the World 
Wide Web, a graphics-based interface on the 
Internet that is very user-friendly. (Appendix I, 
at the end of this article, provides access 
information.) 

The effectiveness of Reports-a biblio­
graphical database that presently contains ap­
proximately 120,000 records, largely from the 
U.S. archeological gray literature--depends on a 
well-organized system for data collection, as 
well as data distribution. Bibliographic data are 
most commonly collected from the State His­
toric Preservation Offices around· the country, 
who submit their data in electronic form. These 
offices receive and review copies of the 
archeological site reports from projects con­
ducted in their states and, therefore, are natural 
partners in this national endeavor (Canouts and 
McManamon 1991). 
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Until very recently, five National Park S~r­
vice (NPS) regional coordinators collected and 
compiled the Reports electronic records from 
the states in their jurisdiction for an annual 
update of the database. They then sent these 
regional ·records to the national coordinator in 
the Archeological Assistance Division (AAD) of 
the NPS in Washington. This individual assem­
bled the data in a master database and checked 
for duplication of records. The NPS is currently 
undergoing significant reorganization. The AAD 
is now called the Archeology and Ethnography 
Program and the ten former regions are now 
seven field directorates. This will affect the 
future assembly of Reports data and offer a 
good example of how changes in the infra­
structure of a data collection system can affect 
the overall viability of a database unless some 
flexibility is built into it. 

The distribution of the Reports data has 
been and will continue to be handled by another 
partner, the Center for Advanced Spatial Tech­
nologies (CAST) at the University of Arkansas. 
CAST makes the database available on the 
Internet and via modem for querying and down­
loading the results to a personal computer. (The 
Department of Defense has also cooperated in 
facilitating data dissemination.) This requires 
special expertise and electronic hardware, al­
though the latter is rapidly decreasing in cost. 
Many states have made similar kinds of queri­
able databases accessible to their public and, 
therefore, have at least some of the appropriate 
resources. Now all they might have to contend 
with are the traffic jams on the Information 
Super Highway and telephone lines. 

A second module, NAGPRA, allows Native 
Americans, museum professionals, government 
agency personnel, archeologists, and others to 
access documents pertinent to the Native Amer­
ican Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. 
These are often difficult to find elsewhere. The 
module provides the full text of the act, a con­
tact list for Indian tribes and federal agencies, 
guidance on the regulations, notices of inven­
tory and repatriation activities, and information 
about the NAGPRA review committee meetings. 
All of these documents can be downloaded to a 



Managing and Exchanging Information about Archeological Sites in the Electronic Age 

personal computer. In the near future, the Indian 
and federal agency contact list will be queriable. 
The NAGPRA documents and database are com­
piled and continually updated by the NPS's 
recently reorganized Archeology and Ethnog­
raphy Program, in cooperation with CAST. 

The Map Library of NADB, constructed by 
CAST using the Arcinfo and GRASS GIS sys­
tems, is only available on the World Wide Web 
interface of the Internet because of its graphics 
capabilities. Presently, a number of national­
level maps are available for viewing and down­
loading into a personal computer: SHPO arche­
ological site counts and densities, National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) property 
and site densities, NADB citation counts and 
densities, fluted point density, and a series of 
map layers relating to the effects of agriculture 
on U.S. cultural resources. These maps display 
data compiled only to the level of the state and 
county for security reasons-to prevent public 
access to individual site location information. In 
the near future, a new module--1':1A.PS (Multi­
ple Attribute Presentation System)-will allow 
the user to query the data and download the fre­
quency information by county, which can be 
used to generate maps around particular re­
search or management questions. Such graphics 
capabilities will be useful for statewide and 
regional planning, as well as general research. 

Permits is a database that now contains 
about 3,500 electronic records of permits issued 
for archeological and paleontological work con­
ducted on federal lands between 1906 and 1984. 
The Permits module will be added to the 
NADB on-line system in early 1996, and will 
allow users to query such topics as the issuing 
agency, the permittee, locational information 
(UTM coordinates will not be available to the 
public), location and types of collections, 
NAGPRA-related objects, and resulting reports. 
Data entry has been conducted by the recently 
reorganized Archeology and Ethnography Pro-

gram using the archival records housed by the 
program and at the National Anthropological 
Archives, Smithsonian Institution. Public access 
to this data will be provided by CAST. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Electronic Age is here to stay; more and 
more people and organizations are taking ad­
vantage of the increased efficiency afforded by 
electronic databases and the ability to access al­
most unlimited information through the Internet 
and other information systems. Since archeo­
logical projects generate a tremendous amount 
of data that is well served by such media, many 
states, which use and manage site data, have 
taken advantage of the new technologies. The 
rest are preparing to do so. It is hoped that as 
those latter states "go electronic," they will 
consider some of the issues outlined herein. 

Probably the most pressing matters for the 
future management and use of state site data is 
the degree to which the data will be made 
accessible to the public and made compatible 
with neighboring states for regional and, per­
haps, national uses. Key to the latter, as already 
mentioned, is coordination among the interested 
states in the standardization of at least a mini­
mum of useful data categories. Most states with 
electronic databases do not use the same 
hardware or software, and there is considerable 
disparity in the breadth of their electronic capa­
bilities (Wood 1990). These realities were a 
serious liability to data sharing in the recent 
past. It is becoming increasingly easy, however, 
to convert standardized data from one system to 
another. It is also becoming increasingly easy to 
access data on different servers for gathering 
comparable data. Perhaps once states get their 
site data entered into electronic databases, fully 
validate it, and clear their backlogs, these mat­
ters will become priorities. 
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APPENDIX I - HOW TO ACCESS NADB 

The on-line NADB network is available twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week. NADB 
runs on a SunOS UNIX system at the University of Arkansas, where it is maintained and 
operated through a cooperative agreement between the NPS and the Center for Advanced Spatial 
Technologies (CAST, UArk). 

NADB-a full-screen application-is user-friendly, highly suitable for PC users with low-cost 
terminal emulation software. Menus, on-line help, and informative query screens assist in firi.ding 
information. 

The CAST server, which houses the NADB network, can be reached by the following routes. 

>Via Modem 

If your computer has a communications package and the ability to download files, dial this 
commercial number on your modem: 

(501)-575-2021 

Suggested modem set-ups are: Parity-None; Data bits-8; Stop bits-1; Duplex-Full 

At the login prompt, type nadb in lowercase letters and follow the prompts . 

.>Via Internet, Telnet 

If you have an Internet account, simply key in this address: 

telnet cast.uark.edu 
or 

telnet 130.184. 75.44 

At the login prompt, type nadb in lowercase letters and follow the prompts. 

Note: NADB requires full-screen display for input and response. Accessing NADB via a telnet session on the 
Internet has been difficult for users at terminal-based systems linked to malnfrn.me C9mputers with single­
llne protocols. This problem will not affect most Internet users of NADB . 

.> Via Internet, World Wide Web 

If you have a Mosaic or Netscape browser on your PC, you can access NADB on the World 
Wide Web (WWW). Simply key in this URL address: 

http://www.cast.uark/d.cast/nadb.html 
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SITE RECORDS IN THE SOUTHEAST: AN OVERVIEW OF 
PRESERVATION EFFORTS AND CHALLENGES 

Michael Trinldey 

Five years ago Chicora Foundation sent a 
detailed, six-page questionnaire regarding the 
preservation of site forms, field records, and 
photographic materials to seventeen institutions 
in ten southeastern states. Sixteen institutions, 
representing all ten states, responded, including 
nine of the "official" repositories for site data. 
This survey formed the basis of the first (and, 
as far I know, only) evaluation of preservation 
efforts in the southeastern archaeological com­
munity (Trinkley 1990). Based on the findings 
of this 1990 study, a simplified four-page ques­
tionnaire was designed to follow-up on previ­
ously identified issues. It was distributed to the 
eleven states and territories participating in the 
National Park Service's Site Files Management 
Workshop in Athens, Georgia. Seven of the 
eleven states (64 percent) responded to the 
questionnaire. Before continuing, I want to 
thank those who took the time and effort to 
participate in both studies and bare their col­
lective souls for scrutiny. 

THE 1990 FINDINGS IN BRIEF 

The 1990 study found, for example, that only 
about a third of the repositories maintained 
duplicate records either on- or off-site. The re­
maining institutions had no procedures to back­
up these irreplaceable records. Only one of the 
institutions was using acid-free enclosures. None 
required the use of exclusively "archival" writ­
ing media. Only 22 percent reported any 
consistent environmental controls, with some 
institutions reporting relative humidity readings 
in their paper and photographic storage areas as 
high as 75 percent RH (well within the range 
associated with mold and insect infestation). 
None of the institutions had developed any 
disaster plans to insure the protection of their 
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records from either natural or man-made 
disasters. Only two states were using acid-free, 
or permanent, papers. Most of the site forms 
were evaluated as having a life expectancy of 
fifty years or less. 

Photographic collections, including both 
color transparencies and black and white nega­
tives, were exposed to equally hazardous con­
ditions-improper enclosures, fluctuating tem­
perature and relative humidity, lack of du­
plicates, and unstable processing. Non-site form 
records were perhaps even less well preserved, 
with many collections inadequately filed, lo­
cated in unsuitable facilities, and consisting of 
unstable materials. Only a quarter of the insti­
tutions had any policy regarding regular inspec­
tion of their paper holdings, so most couldn't 
evaluate how bad conditions might be. 

I remarked at the time that it was clear the 
archaeological record in the Southeast was in 
jeopardy. Simply put, very few of the site 
records-which contain the basic information of 
each state's cultural heritage and on which our 
science is based-were likely to survive to the 
year 2030. Some items would likely not survive 
even another twenty years of benign neglect. 

I suspect that this hardly came as news to 
site records managers, who are typically under­
staffed and underfunded by agency heads who 
see little glamour in "archival" or "library" 
work. Regardless, there was an ethical imper­
ative for professionals and institutions to ade­
quately fund, and implement, preservation pro­
grams. I suggested that if archaeologists would 
devote as little as 1 percent of their budgets-a 
very modest sum-to the preservation of their 
records and documents for future researchers, 
some of the current crisis could be resolved. 
Coupled with this, however, I suggested that 
repositories must begin lobbying for more 
satisfactory physical plants, and that, from the 
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top down, those responsible for these records 
must begin to better understand basic preser­
vation issues. 

Certainly the issue was being clearly for­
mulated by others in the profession at the same 
time. Following what might be described as the 
groundbreaking work of Mary Anne Kenworthy 
and her colleagues at the University of Penn­
sylvania (Kenworthy et al. 1985), every archae­
ologist had access to simple, concise, and 
accurate information on preservation issues. The 
same year as our study, colleagues in the United 
Kingdom Institute for Conservation, Archae­
ology Section, published the equally concise 
Guidelines for the Preparation of Excavation 
Archives for Long-Term Storage (Walker 1990). 

THE CURRENT STUDY 

Certainly the issue of preservation continues to 
be at least occasionally discussed in archaeo­
logical circles. Just this year, the Wenner-Gren 
Foundation for Anthropological Research pub­
lished an overview on preservation issues (Sil­
verman and Parezo 1995), offering it free to 
those interested. Chicora Foundation publishes a 
free preservation newsletter. And preservation 
literature has significantly increased over the 
last five years. There are, for example, exciting 
new techniques for calculating to what extent a 
collection's lifespan will be shortened by 
improper storage and environmental controls 
(Reilly 1993; Sebera 1994). 

With this in mind, how has the condition of 
the Southeast's field records and site forms 
changed in the last five years? Has there even 
been a change? Is there a greater awareness of 
preservation needs? 

To discover the answer to these and other 
questions, I developed a simplified four-page 
questionnaire, which was distributed to the 
eleven states and territories participating in the 
Site Files Management Workshop (sponsored by 
the National Park Service in March 1995). Sev­
en of the eleven states (64 percent) responded to 
the questionnaire. 

The study found that all of those respond-

ing still use paper site forms as their primary 
site identification record. Of these, three insti­
tutions ( 43 percent) are not using permanent 
(pH neutral, alkaline buffered) paper, and one 
(14 percent) isn't sure what kind of paper is 
being used. Two institutions using permanent 
paper actually test the product and can confirm 
that it meets minimal preservation standards. 
Only three of the seven responding institutions 
( 43 percent) have any backup of the paper 
copies. While in all three cases the backups are 
stored off-site, duplicate copies are usually 
made less often than monthly, suggesting that 
losses could still be significant. As earlier 
stated, there is still no real effort to require that 
forms be completed using an archival media, 
and a broad range of writing instruments are 
allowed. Four institutions still use highly acidic 
commercial office folders for site form storage, 
one uses binders, one didn't specify how forms 
were stored, and a third reported a novel pres­
ervation approach using tyvek envelopes. 

Four of the seven states or territories re­
ported some degree of site form computeriza­
tion, which provides very mixed blessings. The 
percent of forms computerized varies from 100 
percent to something in the range of 50 to 74 
percent. Two use personal computers as their 
platform, while one uses UNIX (the fourth did 
not provide this information). The records them­
selves are on floppies, tape, and hard drives, 
and the records use both proprietary and in­
house programs. Backups of the files range 
from daily to monthly. The three institutions 
responding reveal that these backups are main­
tained off-site. Two of the three specify that 
there is at least one person on staff specifically 
responsible for system security (including au­
thorization of use, protection from viruses, and 
debugging). One institution, however, had no 
one assigned to system continuity and disaster 
recovery, certainly one of the weakest chains in 
computer use. 

Five of the seven institutions report that 
they have no constant (24-hour, year-round) en­
vironmental control in their site form storage 
area. One, which reports consistent environ­
mental controls, actually monitors the conditions 
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using a recording hygrothermograph, while the 
other relies only on a thermostat. Other environ­
mental controls, such as restrictions on eating, 
drinking, and smoking, seem to be consistently 
specified and enforced. 

In the last five years, two of the seven 
institutions have apparently developed programs 
to periodically examine their paper records. Yet 
only one of the seven has a disaster plan that 
incorporates the site files. The remaining col­
lections are at risk of everything ranging from 
hurricanes to earthquakes to fires. The one 
disaster plan reported was written more than a 
year ago, and there is no known provision for 
either updating the plan or testing it. 

Four of the seven institutions have no fire 
detection system at all, two have smoke 
detectors, and one has only heat detectors 
(which are hardly better than nothing at all). 
Two, or 29 percent, report having sprinkler 
systems-dearly the most appropriate fire sup­
pression device available--while two others 
report only portable fire extinguishers. These, of 
course, are only of use if the fire occurs during 
the building's occupancy and if the staff is 
trained to use them successfully. Although none 
of those responding had used an extinguisher in 
the past year, two did report some form of 
training. However, one individual scoffed at 
training, comparing it to the use of a pencil. I 
can only point out that however true this may 
be in principal, in practice the National Fire 
Protection Association has found that a trained 
individual can extinguish two and a half times 
more fire with an extinguisher than an untrained 
person. This may be the difference between 
containing a fire or having it destroy the site 
files. Institutions are little better secured with 
only two reporting any form of intrusion 
detection. 

Photographic collections are stored in very 
much the same conditions as the paper records. 
Typically, the storage enclosures for black and 
white negatives are good, with four of the seven 
institutions using inert materials, such as mylar 
or polyester. Three, however, are still using 
paper envelopes, which may or may not be 
appropriate (depending on design and the paper 
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used). None of the responding institutions 
checks black and white negatives for proper 
"archival" processing, and only one reports that 
prints are processed to permanent standards 
(although even that institution couldn't specify 
what sort of test was being used to confirm the 
archival processing). In only three cases are 
negatives and prints stored separately, and in 
only one case are duplicates stored off-site. 
Storage enclosures for color transparencies are 
also generally satisfactory, although one insti­
tution is using vinyl pages, well known for their 
damage to slides. No institution has established 
requirements on the type of film to be used to 
maximize preservation, and six institutions have 
no policy on the use (i.e., light exposure) of 
slides in their collection. In all cases the envi­
ronmental controls, fire safety, and security for 
photographic materials was identical to those of 
the paper collection. 

This survey also requested information on 
the amount of funds used on the preservation of 
site forms and associated records. Only three of 
the seven reported any direct expenditures (al­
though clearly all funds either serve to foster, or 
hinder, preservation efforts). One institution 
reports spending less than $1000 a year, while 
two others report spending less than $500. 
Clearly preservation is not a big ticket item for 
most site file managers. One institution candidly 
remarked that "processing and maintaining 
originals is only a primary issue due to [our} 
lack of manpower." 

This study reveals that there are positive 
changes: the number of institutions using per­
manent paper has increased; the number main­
taining backup copies has increased; and several 
institutions are beginning to periodically ex­
amine their files for inventory and preservation 
purposes. Computerization, when appropriately 
backed up, is also another significant step to 
ensure that records will be not simply more 
accessible, but safer. 

In other areas, however, there is virtually 
no change. For example, still less than a third of 
the repositories have appropriate environmental 
controls, and only one is actively monitoring its 
conditions. There has been virtually no change 
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in disaster planning-in spite of Hurricanes 
Hugo and Andrew. There has been no substan­
tive improvement in protection against fire-the 
single greatest threat to these collections. Secu­
rity-an increasing concern focusing on the 
entire spectrum from terrorism to disgruntled 
staff to random vandalism-is still largely 
ignored. 

THE NEAR FUTURE 

There is compelling evidence that preservation, 
while gradually improving, is still underfunded, 
understaffed, and, to some degree, misunder­
stood. 

Considering the funds that have flowed into 
archaeology, it is difficult to understand why 
site records have not received a much more 
significant allocation of available resources. It is 
absolutely essential that in archaeology-as in 
museums, archives, and libraries-support for 
preservation begins at the top. There must be 
institutional support manifested in the allocation 
of reasonable resources. There can be no excuse 
for the failure to provide appropriate care and 
preservation of primary archaeological site data. 

This survey has identified several broad 
areas of concern, which both the local agency 
and the National Park Service can help address: 

::. There is a need for additional preservation 
training opportunities. Site file managers, 
most typically archaeologists, must also be­
come preservationists. They need to have 
the opportunity to understand environmen­
tal controls and monitoring, the principles 
of integrated pest management, fire safety 
techniques, disaster planning and recovery 
methods, photographic preservation, and ar­
chival accessioning. Funds for such training 
must be either provided by the institutions 
or made available by the National Park 
Service. 

> Institutions must aggressively pursue the 
acquisition of appropriate physical plants­
buildings with adequate HV AC systems, 

security, and fire detection and suppression 
systems. Coupled with this, site file man­
agers must be provided with the resources 
to operate their sections in a manner that is 
consistent with good preservation skills. 
While the claim will always be made that 
funds are in short supply, those available 
must be better allocated, even if this means 
"doing" less archaeology in order to take 
care of that which has already "been done." 

> Institutions must also allocate reasonable 
budgets to the maintenance of site files. 
Reliance on improper paper, commercial 
folder stock, and cheap housing only cre­
ates an even worse "preservation time 
bomb." It will be less expensive to main­
tain a reasonable level of preservation 
procedures initially than it will be to take 
corrective action later. This is another area 
where the National Park Service might 
wisely devote planning and seed money. 

It should come as no surprise that all three 
of these recommendations revolve around the 
central issue of funding. In 1993 A Report of 
the Task Forces on Archival Selection to the 
Commission on Preservation and Access offered 
very similar recommendations and noted that: 

The intent of these recommendations is not 
to request increased funding ... rather, their 
purpose is to suggest a better use of scarce 
resources through a more balanced alloca­
tion of existing funds. Funding would there­
fore reflect the value of all information and 
result in more consistent policies and 
stronger and clearer requirements on re­
positories. (1993:5) 

THE LONG TERM 

There are many new preservation possibilities 
on the horizon, but not all that is new is good 
or even worthy of being considered. 

Both the Canadian Conservation Institute 
and the Commission on Preservation and Access 
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are exploring mass deacidification processes that 
can potentially buy additional life for acidic pa­
pers using commonly available systems, such as 
Akzo-DEZ, Wei T'o, and FMC-MG3. Early re­
sults are promising, yet it is also clear that not 
all materials are equally suitable. In addition, 
the deacidified collection must still be protected 
from insects, fire, and other preservation threats. 

New forms of microfiche, including color 
fiche, are being explored, and there is some 
indication that they will have a role in pres­
ervation efforts. In general, however, fiche 
remains a second choice to microfilm for long­
term preservation and reliability. 

Most commonly discussed are various 
forms of digital technology-such as optical 
WORM and CD-ROM. This is an area where 
suppliers gush the virtues of their specific 
technology-low cost, ease of use, wonderful 
access, and so on. What is rarely discussed, 
however, is the archival stability of the media or 
the technology. It is essential to understand that 
when we are speaking of an archival media, we 
are talking about long-term retention of infor­
mation, typically for several hundred years. 

Digital technology is new. Its long-term 
stability is unknown and will vary by materials 
used and by manufacturer. There is no industry 
standard, and there has been no adequate test­
ing. There are no commonly accepted standards 
for archival storage. Digital formats are not 
human readable, but rather require a hardware 
system. This hardware system may have a 
significantly shorter lifespan as either an indi­
vidual piece of equipment or as a technology 
than the disk itself. Virtually all of the digital 
market is consumer driven-new equipment or 
replacement parts will only be available if a 
market exists. It is unlikely that the archival 
community alone will be capable of providing 
manufacturers or retailers with a viable market. 
More significant than wearing out equipment 
will be format obsolescence. The technology is 
rapidly changing, and new formats are constant­
ly being developed. They may, or may not, last. 

While the most common approach to many 
of these problems is to periodically convert old 
data to new formats prior to problems, this is 
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more wishful than realistic. For institutions with 
chronic budget problems and limited political 
clout, it seems overly simplistic to suggest that 
new hardware be purchased and old digital ma­
terials be periodically converted to the new 
technology. In addition, while the copying proc­
ess is not necessarily difficult and can frequent­
ly be accomplished flawlessly, there remain lin­
gering concerns over intentional tampering with 
data during the conversion process. 

Many agencies, such as the National 
Endowment for the Humanities' Division of 
Preservation and Access, do not accept digital 
formatting as archival. They point out that the 
various disks are known to deteriorate over 
time; that they are subject to pollution ( espe­
cially dust) and storage environments (especially 
temperature and relative humidity); and that if 
they are damaged the entire corpus of informa­
tion is lost and cannot be retrieved with the 
currently available technology. 

Even those who are more generous to digi­
tal imagining, such as the Cornell and Xerox 
study, admit that this technique will replace 
traditional approaches, such as microfilming, but 
only "in the future" (italics added) (Kenney and 
Personius 1992:35). The studies acknowledge 
that there are still concerns. 

In general, we should realize that the future 
relies not nearly as much on new technologies 
as it does on a fuller understanding of preser­
vation goals and techniques. When preservation 
quality microfilming with a known track record 
costs around ten cents a page, and digital scan­
ning with no assurance of long-term preserva­
tion costs upwards of thirty cents a page, there 
is ample reason to wonder whether new tech­
nology is truly the future. With limited funds 
and even more limited staffs, there is greater 
need for simple preservation initiatives than 
there is for major technological tests. 

It is essential, however, for directors of 
agencies responsible for site file management to 
understand the importance of these records and 
take the steps necessary for their preservation. If 
we are cavalier in our efforts to preserve these 
data, how can we expect the public to be 
sympathetic to our pleas for site preservation? 
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SITE FILE MANAGEMENT IN THE SOUTHEAST 

David G. Anderson 

INTRODUCTION 

The articles in this volume offer a good 
introduction to site file management in the 
Southeast. As we have seen, archaeologists in 
the Southeast, as in other parts of the country, 
are working to improve the quality of their site 
file data in order to facilitate research and 
resource management goals. The March 1995 
workshop highlighted the importance of and 
need for regular interaction between the region's 
site file managers. The interaction that took 
place at the meeting led to a better awareness of 
each state's approaches, problems, and solutions, 
and has already resulted in minor changes in 
several of the programs. In this article, which 
complements the very fine summaries produced 
by Childs and Trinkley, I examine a number of 
the general themes explored at the workshop 
and in the articles derived from it. 

Site file management has a long and dis­
tinguished history in the Southeast, dating back 
to the 1920s and 1930s when National Research 
Council directives on state archaeological sur­
veys influenced the initiation of site files in 
several states. Jam es A. Ford, an inspiration to 
four generations of southeastern archaeologists 
for his extensive field and reporting efforts, 
helped get site file systems started in Louisiana 
and Mississippi. The site files that exist in most 
of the other states in the region are likewise a 
testament to the activities of now near legendary 
early archaeologists, such as Joffre Coe in North 
Carolina, William S. Webb in Kentucky, and 
David DeJamette in Alabama. Their modem-day 
direct descendants deserve no less praise, since 
they work to bring order and accuracy to vast 
amounts of information, often with little more 
support than existed when the files were started 
fifty or more years ago. Site file managers in 
the Southeast and beyond are, I believe, truly 
unsung heroes of the archaeological profession, 
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compiling and safeguarding the primary evi­
dence about the archaeological record that will 
be passed on to future generations. 

The Southeast has witnessed a tremendous 
amount of archaeological field research in 
recent years, much of it the result of federal 
environmental legislation and the ongoing phe­
nomenal growth and development of the region. 
Information management in the region has 
grown and improved apace, and the site files in 
each state are increasingly perceived as valuable 
resources by land managers and scholars alike. 
Unlike the situation ten to fifteen years ago, 
when site file data were often spread among a 
number of repositories, this information is now 
maintained in centralized files in every state. 
Site file data exist or are being placed in elec­
tronic format across the region and, in several 
states, are being incorporated into geographic 
information system (GIS) formats. Southeastern 
archaeology's increasing maturity and sophisti­
cation in information management can be seen 
in the changing data collection forms used 
through the years, as illustrated in Rivet's article 
describing the Louisiana situation. From card 
files to computerized coding forms, the develop­
ment of site recording in Louisiana, and across 
the Southeast in general, parallels developments 
in American archaeology. Already starting to 
work together as a regional community, south­
eastern information managers are striving to 
bring some measure of compatibility to their 
data; an effort that should facilitate improved 
research and resource management at ever 
larger and more inclusive scales in the future. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF SITE FILE DATA 

The importance of archaeological site file data 
to both research and resource management can­
not be overstated. As Baca and Giliberti elo-



quently stated in their article, in an observation 
that bears repeating, "when a site form is filled 
out, a primary scientific and historical document 
is created that may stand for decades to come as 
a major, and in some cases the only, source of 
vital site data." This sentiment should be held 
close to the heart of every archaeologist because 
it underscores the need to take care and pride in 
the completion and curation of our records, not 
the least of which are site forms. Site records 
and their associated collections are our profes­
sion's primary data, the only information that 
remains after fieldwork is completed (McMana­
mon 1995:2). As several of the participants in 
the workshop observed, working with site file 
data should be encouraged early in an archae­
ologist's career because it teaches the impor­
tance of primary data and the complete and 

accurate recording of information. 
As Futato noted in his article, we manage 

archaeological data for its research value, for 
what it can tell us about the past As is evident 
from all of our contributors, site file data in the 
Southeast are overwhelmingly generated and 
used by cultural resource management (CRM) 
personnel as part of environmental protection 
actions. State site files are, at present, most 
commonly used to provide information about 
the kinds of cultural resources and the level of 
archaeological survey that has occurred in a 
given area. The data are typically used to 
provide summaries of the past occupation of a 
project area and generate expectations about the 
kinds of resources likely to be encountered. 
Research considerations, accordingly, are an 
intrinsic part of the environmental protection 
process (Butler 1987). This is evident in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) for 
which the most typically used criteria to deter­
mine significant archaeological sites is whether 
or not the sites "have yielded, or may be likely 
to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history." 

Besides playing a major role in resource 
management, site file data are also increasingly 
being used to explore important research ques­
tions, such as where peoples were distributed on 
the landscape, how rapidly population levels 
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rose or fell, and how environmental or techno­
logical change affected settlement over large 
areas (e.g., Galloway 1994; Sassaman and 
Anderson 1994; Williams 1994). For the last 
several years, for example, using data provided 
by the other contributors to this volume, I have 
been exploring prehistoric settlement in the ten 
states comprising the lower Southeast (Anderson 
1990, 1991, 1996; Sassaman and Anderson 
1994). The map in Figure 1 exemplifies this 
research. Illustrating the distribution of Early 
Archaic (10,000 to 8000 B.P.) sites over the 
region, the map is based on the incidence of 
just over 7,000 sites with Early Archaic 
components within a total regional sample of 
approximately 180,000 sites. 

From this map, it is evident that Early 
Archaic sites are widely but unevenly distrib­
uted over the regional landscape, with concen­
trations along and near the Fall Line across the 
Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plains and along or 
near major river systems. A number of these 
concentrations correspond to the locations of 
major lithic raw material source areas, indicat­
ing that quarries were important foci for these 
populations. These distributions also offer some 
support to riverine-oriented settlement models 
advanced for the period, with at least some of 
the observed concentrations likely reflecting 
areas where aggregation loci, seasonal camps, or 
quarries could have been located (e.g., Anderson 
and Hanson 1988; Kimball 1992; Morse and 
Morse 1983). Appreciable population concentra­
tions appear to have been present in some areas 
that may represent the centers of macroband 
systems. This kind of analysis illustrates that to 
more fully understand past occupation in any 
one area, we must have an appreciation for the 
much larger regional picture. Site file data can 
be extremely useful toward this end. 

Finally, besides assisting in CRM and 
research, site file data can help us explore the 
effectiveness of past fieldwork. It is a simple 
matter to examine site density and discovery 
rates, for example, in order to evaluate whether 
appropriate field strategies are being employed, 
where important resources are likely to occur, 
and the effectiveness of individuals and organ-
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Incidence of Early Archaic Components 
in the Southeastern United States 
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Figure 1 - The occurrence of sites with Early Archaic components in the lower Southeast as a percentage of all sites 
(prehistoric and historic) recorded in each county. 

izations. Surveys of clear-cut tracts, which are 
conducted after timber harvesting has occurred, 
for example, can document the kinds of infor­
mation missed by pre-harvest surveys (e.g., Fish 
and Gresham 1990; Krakker et al. 1983). As 
site file data increasingly become public infor­
mation in the years to come, I expect it will 
lead not only to better research and more eff ec­
tive fieldwork but to a far greater understanding 
of the past occupation of our region. 
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SITE FILE MANAGEMENT 
IN CYBERSPACE 

Given the vast numbers of sites recorded in the 
Southeast in recent years and the importance of 
this data for resource management/research, 
efficiently compiling and accessing site file data 
has proven to be one of the most critical 
challenges facing the regional archaeological 
community. Increasingly, computerization, or 



the electronic storage and retrieval of informa­
tion in digital format, has been seen as the 
solution to problems of information overload. In 
every state in the Southeast, and in Puerto Rico 
and the U.S. Virgin Islands (administratively 
part of the National Park Service's Southeast 
Field Area), site file data has been or is being 
placed on-line. Much of the rest of this article 
examines how this process is likely to proceed. 

As many of the articles in this volume 
testify, computerization has resulted in appre­
ciable benefits to both research and resource 
management The most important benefits have 
resulted from increased ease of access to the 
data, vastly faster search times, and an ability to 
provide the data in a range of output formats. 
Data that formerly required shelves or rooms_ to 
store can now be maintained on a desktop and 
quickly accessed, analyzed and explored, and 
downloaded onto maps or as text, tables, or 
summary statistics. Perhaps the most miraculous 
aspect of computerization is the speed with 
which queries can be addressed. This is force­
fully documented in the articles by Futato and 
Hoyal and Smith describing records searches in 
Tennessee and Alabama. Simple questions, such 
as the number of Middle Archaic sites repre­
sented in the files, can be answered in minutes 
in states where such data is on-line. In Ala­
bama, as Futato points out, the site file manger 
is able to answer these kinds of questions while 
on the phone with the person making the query! 
Collecting this same kind of data by hand took 
weeks of full-time effort during a recent historic 
context project undertaken in South Carolina 
(where file data are not on-line). The resulting 
synthesis marked the only use, to date, of the 
entire site file records for research or manage­
ment purposes (Sassaman and Anderson 1994). 

Several of the articles illustrate that along 
with increased access to site file data comes in­
creased use-to the betterment of both research 
and resource management. Planners in federal, 
state, county, and local governments now 
routinely use site file data in states where the 
data are on-line and easy to query (i.e., Arkan­
sas, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee). These same 
people, the site file mangers testify, typically 
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avoided using site file data when it was cum­
bersome and time-consuming to access the files 
(at least until they were literally forced to do so 
as part of the environmental protection process). 
In these states, site file data are now used in 
advance of construction or legislative mandates 
to help plan actions and alternatives. As Tippett 
noted in his article, this is precisely the way 
archaeological data must be used if the pro­
fession is to have any hope of maintaining its 
public constituency. Computerization, by easing 
access, has meant that information mangers and 
regulators alike can effectively use site file data 
and devote their attention to their jobs instead 
of to shuffling through masses of paper. The 
other side of the coin, however, has been that as 
site file systems become more efficient, their 
use tends to go up, increasing staff workload. 

The Kind of System to Use 

One of the first questions asked in electronic 
data management is how the data should be 
maintained, that is, what hardware/software 
should be in place. The consensus of the work­
shop participants was that, regardless of the 
kind of equipment used in the past (i.e., main­
frames, minicomputers), site file data should 
reside in or, minimally, be accessible from 
desktop computers, or PCs. The system's soft­
ware should have mapping capabilities-ideally 
through linkage with a GIS. It should also 
require a fairly short learning curve to maximize 
user access. Finally, the system should be 
secure, but also accessible by remote users (i.e., 
it should be on-line but password protected). 

The ability to access site file data on PCs, 
where it could receive the widest possible use, 
was apparent to everyone at the workshop. Data 
can, after all, always be exported to more 
complex or sophisticated systems. In those cases 
where site file information is maintained on 
high-end platforms (e.g., Arkansas), the primary 
data can be downloaded as text files into PCs. 
The primary site file data from most south­
eastern states typically occupies no more than 
10 to 20 megabytes, if that, and can be placed 
on a few diskettes. For example, last year, to 
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carry out my own research, several site file 
managers from across the region sent me their 
complete databases--information that currently 
resides quite comfortably in my Mac (although 
it must be emphasized that, given the rate at 
which new sites are being recorded, such infor­
mation rapidly becomes obsolete). 

Site file data should minimally encompass 
locational, assemblage, and management charac­
teristics (i.e., UTM coordinates, presence or 
absence of components, condition, NRHP status, 
collection/records location and content, and 
bibliographic references, to list the more obvi­
ous kinds of data that should be entered). In 
every state component/assemblage data is in­
cluded in summary format, and in several states 
complete artifact lists are either attached to site 
forms or maintained in linked files. Ideally, site 
file data should be linked with collections, 
primary records, and bibliographic data files. 
Some states use National Archeological Data­
base (NADB) report citation numbers on their 
site forms, facilitating the linkage of these data 
(see Childs, this volume, for a discussion of 
NADB). Of particular importance, the data need 
to be maintained in a relational database so. as 
to facilitate queries and analyses. 

Most approaches to computerization in the 
region have been pragmatic-working with 
what was available to get something on-line, 
rather than waiting for ideal systems or tech­
nologies to emerge. As a result, most states 
have a decade or more of experience with 
computerized information management. Al­
though almost every state system uses different 
software ( dBase is the only program used in 
more than one state), the kind of basic site data 
being recorded is quite similar across the region. 
Future research/resource management efforts 
employing large regional datasets are thus likely 
to proceed smoothly, especially as the ground­
work for standardization is being laid through 
workshops and publications. 

GIS Development 

As Futato noted during the workshop, "the 
natural focus of a site file is geographical," 
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highlighting the importance and relevance link­
ing GIS and site file data. GIS applications 
permit the manipulation and graphic display of 
information that can be of critical importance to 
research/resource management projects (see also 
Allen et al. 1990; Briuer 1992; Kvamme 1989). 
The downside of this technology is that it can 
be extremely expensive and labor intensive to 
develop, and, in some cases, it employs soft­
ware that has a steep learning curve, requiring 
appreciable effort to master. Fortunately there 
are ways to overcome these obstacles. A wide 
array of data layers have been developed in 
many parts of the country, and many are al­
ready integrated into state or local systems (see 
Scurry and Carlson, this volume). Most military 
bases and national forests are also developing or 
already have in place GIS data layers, including 
for cultural resources. The lessons learned dur­
ing these projects may prove invaluable on a 
larger scale, such as in the development of 
statewide systems (e.g., Warnecke 1990; Wood 
1990). 

As an alternative to massive GIS system 
development, inexpensive GIS software that can 
run on PCs is now available and capable of 
addressing many current research/resource man­
agement needs. Such systems, as Williams 
demonstrates in his article (this volume) on the 
Georgia approach, can offer a good, mid-range 
solution until more sophisticated systems and 
data layers come on-line. Ideally, as new sys­
tems are adopted, the digitized and coded data 
will be readily transferable. Wherever and how­
ever GIS development occurs, if it includes 
cultural resources data, it must be closely coor­
dinated with site file managers and with the 
local professional archaeological community. 

Some state systems and research organi­
zations have already developed appreciable 
expertise in the linkage of cultural resources 
data into GIS systems. They may prove to be 
valuable sources of advice and expertise. 
Organizations in the Southeast with extensive 
experience in the integration of cultural re­
sources data into GIS include the Center for 
Advanced Spatial Technologies (CAST) and the 
Arkansas Archeological Survey (AAS) at the 



University of Arkansas, the Corps of Engineers 
Construction Engineering Research Laboratories 
in Champaign, Illinois, and the Corps of 
Engineers Waterways Experiment Station in 
Vicksburg, Mississippi. Several southeastern 
states, including Arkansas, Florida, Mississippi, 
North Carolina, and South Carolina, have high­
end GIS systems under development that incor­
porate cultural resources data. In North Carolina 
and South Carolina, a state agency other than 
the one managing the site files is providing 
funding for the development of the cultural 
resources data layer (see Rowland and Hall; 
Scurry and Carlson, this volume). In two other 
states, Arkansas and Florida, cultural resources 
data layers are being prepared using federal 
funding, specifically !STEA (Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act) grants admin­
istered by each state's department of transpor­
tation (see Donat; M. Smith, this volume). 

Of course, when using GIS data layers (for 
example, for soil, slope elevation, or water 
courses), it behooves the archaeological user to 
learn the scale or resolution of the data and to 
control for possible sources of error when 
interpreting output. That is, the analyst must 
have some knowledge of how the data layers 
are put together. A final problem, discussed in 
several of the articles in this volume, as well as 
at some length herein, centered on access to site 
file and locational data incorporated into on-line 
systems, particularly those developed by agen­
cies other than those managing the archaeo­
logical files. Concerns about how access to site 
file data would be controlled has hampered the 
integration of cultural resources data into GIS 
and other on-line systems in several southeast­
ern states. Most of these concerns have been 
solved by making access contingent on having 
formal written permission from the site file 
manager and/or user-specific passwords. 

STRATEGIES FOR IMPROVING 
SITE FILE MANAGEMENT 

How we can improve site file data across the 
Southeast was a subject that received apprecia-
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ble, wide-ranging discussion during the March 
1995 workshop. One thing everyone agreed 
needed emphasis was the amount of trouble 
incomplete or careless recording efforts created, 
for site file managers and site file users alike. 
Inconsistencies or errors in locational data, 
assemblage content, or component identification 
are typically extremely difficult to resolve and, 
if undetected, can lead to serious problems 
when later investigators try to relocate the site 
or work with data collected from it. Location 
was considered the single most critical variable 
to determine precisely, and the workshop par­
ticipants unanimously agreed that if a site could 
not be accurately located, it would not be 
assigned a state number. 

Documenting Survey Areas and Intensity 

Knowing where past investigation has occurred 
is as critical to effective research/resource man­
agement as knowing where and what kind of 
sites were actually found. An important part of 
Section 106 review is determining whether sur­
vey work had occurred in a given area and if 
any sites were found. Unless we know whether 
an area has been examined in the past, it is 
impossible to know whether sites might be 
present if none are recorded. Project fo,:;ational 
information is systematically recorded in most 
southeastern states, although in only two states, 
Arkansas and North Carolina, is this informa­
tion maintained as a GIS data layer (see Donat; 
Rowland and Hall, this volume). In most other 
states, survey areas are hand plotted on USGS 
quadrangle sheets. In North Carolina, a record 
of areas that undergo State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) review is also maintained, 
whether a survey occurred there or not. 

Reporting coverage intensity-whether or 
not shovel testing occurred, at what intervals 
tests were placed, whether they were screened 
or not, what kinds of surface collection pro­
cedures were used, and so on-is as critical as 
documenting coverage area, since this is the 
only way we have at present to evaluate the 
effectiveness and hence reliability of the survey. 
Usually older research is characterized by less 
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intensive coverage and lower reliability. As 
Futato noted during the workshop, in the old 
days researchers for the most part spent their 
time looking for "good" sites and were unlikely 
to record isolated finds or small scatters. It is 
only with the onset of CRM archaeology that 
systematic coverage and the recording of a wide 
range of sites has occurred, giving us a more 
accurate picture of past settlement and land-use 
practices. To effectively evaluate coverage, ar­
chaeologists must provide data in their reports 
and on their site forms about the number, size, 
and depth of shovel tests or test pits opened, the 
kind of surface collection strategies employed, 
the time spent in collecting data, and so on. 
Coverage intensity categories must be developed 
and incorporated into maps showing survey 
areas. 

Ground cover and depositional conditions 
(i.e., erosion, alluviation, disturbance factors, 
vegetation), must also be controlled if research­
ers or resource managers are to effectively 
interpret site file data. Sites, quite simply, are 
more readily detected in plowed fields than in 
woods or pasture, and more readily encountered 
if they are on or near the surface rather than 
deeply buried. It is thus crucial to record in­
formation about survey conditions and ground 
cover on site forms and in reports. Finally, in 
interpreting site file data, consideration must be 
paid to how thoroughly individual sites have 
been examined. Avocationals are likely to be of 
appreciable value in documenting site assem­
blages because they may have the opportunity 
to make repeated visits and accumulate substan­
tial collections from sites that professional ar­
chaeologists may only see once or a few times. 

Documenting Components and 
Period Assignments 

The classification and recording of cultural 
components on site forms needs appreciable 
refinement and standardization in the Southeast. 
In some states, people submitting site forms are 
required to justify period or component assign­
ments through reference to or illustration of spe­
cific artifact types or other data (radiocarbon 

126 

dates, stratigraphy, etc.), but this practice is 
comparatively recent and by no means univer­
sal. Criteria by which components are to be 
assigned to a particular period or phase need to 
be made explicit, and references to or illustra­
tions of diagnostics should be included with the 
form to justify these assignments. Several states 
request (but none require) that photocopies of 
diagnostic artifacts be attached to site forms to 
facilitate accurate component identification. 

How period assignments are made also 
needs greater thought and refinement. Aceramic 
sites (i.e., where no pottery occurs) are not 
necessarily preceramic (i.e., Paleoindian or Ar­
chaic in age, before pottery appeared), but this 
is how they are sometimes classified. Adopting 
explicit, formal criteria for component and 
period assignments will help to ensure data 
comparability from state to state, and will help 
overcome the "state-line effect" of type names 
changing as state lines are crossed. That is, even 
if Daltons are assigned to the Early Archaic 
period in one state and the Late Paleoindian 
period in another, knowing this is the case will 
facilitate standardization. Having pictures of the 
Dalton artifacts from a site attached to the 
appropriate form, furthermore, will allow sub­
sequent investigators to determine if these 
classifications are accurate, or, at least, how 
they fit in with their own classification systems. 
As Futato emphasizes in his article, having 
open-ended yet hierarchical component and 
period classifications permits the addition of 
new categories (i.e., diagnostics, periods, or 
phases), while simultaneously permitting data to 
be recombined as necessary to accommodate 
changes brought about by new research. Having 
this flexibility greatly augments the value of site 
file data and facilitates queries of all kind. 

Site forms are often filled out early in the 
research process, and care must also be taken to 
ensure that the data in the final report is in 
agreement with that found on the form, which 
may well have included preliminary results or 
even been incomplete when originally sub­
mitted. The site form may require updating or 
revision once the final report is completed. In 
North Carolina, SHPO report review is done in 



conjunction with an inspection of the site forms 
and the artifact inventory, and all of these data 
must be in acceptable condition and mutually 
consistent before agency concurrence is given. 
In every state, the site file mangers either edit 
and correct incomplete forms as best they can 
when they get them in, or else send them back 
as inadequate. 

There is also a need to incorporate data 
generated by general research projects into state 
site files. The examination of old collections 
occurs continually in archaeology, resulting in 
refinement of our understanding of site occu­
pational histories. Typically, however, little of 
this information is relayed to site file managers 
to update the primary records. In some states, 
primary data for many early sites is still only 
found at the institutions that discovered and 
examined them; this information also needs to 
be used to update site records. In this volume, 
Hoyal and Smith illustrate how even work with 
very old collections can add appreciably to our 
knowledge of an area. Finally, we must have 
better data in our files on the kinds of assem­
blages present on a site, so that we may be able 
to assess whether identified components reflect 
isolated artifacts or dense middens. Use of pri­
mary descriptive data (i.e., measures of site size, 
artifact density, descriptions of associated 
features) rather than qualitative or intuitive 
classifications should be used wherever possible. 
Intuitive constructs like "campsite" or "village" 
should be avoided unless these can be justified 
through reference to excavation or analysis 
results. 

Error Checking Routines 

A number of procedures for cleaning site file 
data were discussed during the workshop; most 
were directed to computerized site file data. In 
Louisiana, as Rivet's article indicates, people are 
required to submit a completed coding form 
along with the site form to facilitate data con­
version and entry. Some states allow investi­
gators to submit site data in electronic as well 
as paper format. Everyone agreed that it is far 
easier to proof and correct electronic as opposed 
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to paper records. This point effectively counters 
arguments that it is essential to clean up paper 
records before computerizing site file data-the 
reason SCIAA gave for their reluctance to move 
in this direction until quite recently, as noted by 
Derting and Leader, this volume. (I emphati­
cally disagree with this position; in fact, if it 
weren't for the leadership of another state agen­
cy-the Department of Natural Resources-the 
South Carolina site files would still reside solely 
on paper.) No state site files will ever be 
perfect, but the general consensus was that 
electronic files are far easier to clean and 
manage than those on paper. As Kevin Smith 
said during the workshop, Tennessee's decision 
to "computerize first and ask questions later" 
proved invaluable to correcting both sets of 
records. 

Error checking routines or smart files are 
built into many state systems. Quite simply, 
entry of bad data, such as a UTM coordinate 
that has too many digits, is not permitted, and 
the machine generates a signal telling the oper­
ator that a mistake has been made. Some sys­
tems have menus enabling the operator to select 
from a list of choices (for county names, phys­
iographic region, period or component assign­
ment, etc.), reducing the possibility of spelling 
mistakes. Data standardization, such as the 
consistent recording of quadrangle names or 
period or component identifications, has proven 
to be a major chore, although the use of smart 
files and menus is helping overcome this prob­
lem. Where appropriate, menu lists should be 
left open-ended to facilitate new entries. 

Having fields specifying when editing or 
updating occurred is critical in order to both 
avoid overwriting records and track quality­
assurance procedures. Having codes identifying 
the institution doing the work and the person 
responsible for completing and submitting the 
form is also important, both in the event 
questions arise and also to evaluate the work 
itself. Care in specifying the appropriate scale 
was seen as the best way to avoid confusing 
English and metric units-a common problem. 
(For example, site elevations are commonly 
recorded in feet, while site dimensions are 
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commonly recorded in meters; these are often 
confused.) Finally, in Mississippi, as Baca and 
Giliberti noted at the workshop, when profes­
sional archaeologists entered the site data into 
the computer files, there were far fewer errors 
and more complete information than when un­
trained students, interns, or temporary workers 
carried out this task. Marion Smith's discussion 
of the high costs associated with temporary 
employee turnover reinforces this point. In the 
long run, it appears that it is more cost effective 
to have a permanent, well-trained staff member 
enter site file data (among other duties) than to 
rely on part-time assistance. 

Cleaning UTM Data 

Some discussion during the workshop centered 
on UTM coordinate accuracy. Most of the site 
file managers reported finding error rates of 2 
or 3 percent to 20 percent or more in submitted 
UTM coordinates. Clearly, better training in 
map use is needed, something that is also indi­
cated by inconsistencies in locational data (i.e., 
where sites are plotted and their size) between 
site forms and final reports. One clever proce­
dure used to check UTM coordinate accuracy in 
Georgia involves plotting sites statewide and 
then by county. By examining the site dots that 
fall outside of the appropriate boundaries, ob­
viously erroneous coordinates can be detected. 
Digitizing site locations from USGS and other 
map formats directly into GIS data layers is, of 
course, the best way to eliminate this problem. 
However, care must be taken to ensure that the 
maps are properly registered when entering the 
data. Once their accuracy has been verified, the 
UTM coordinates generated during the digiti­
zation process can replace those previously de­
termined by hand. Ensuring that site size, shape, 
and location is plotted accurately on quadrangle 
or other base maps is, of course, crucial because 
these serve as a basis for digitization (see 
Scurry and Carlson, this volume). 

Given the importance of accurate locational 
data, the collection of satellite-generated Global 
Positioning System (GPS) data should be rou­
tinely used in all archaeological fieldwork; 
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hand-held GPS units are now available for a 
few hundred dollars and are easy to use. Mini­
mally, the use of GPS should be required for 
cultural resources investigations undertaken as 
part of the environmental protection process. At 
least one GPS measurement should be taken 
from the center of the site and, where the site is 
large enough, from a number of points on its 
perimeter as well. As Rowland said at the work­
shop, "if you can get them back to the center of 
the site, they can't really miss it." Wherever 
possible, corrected GPS data should be used to 
compensate for the Defense Department's built­
in error (which renders the data accurate to 
within no more than about 100 meters). It is 
currently possible to get correction factors for 
most military installations, and more precise 
GPS data may well be available to the public at 
some point in the near future. 

Updating Site Records 

When old, already recorded sites are revisited, 
or collections from them are examined, it is 
important that this data is used to update the 
site form. Some states in the Southeast require 
the completion of a new or special update form 
when old sites are revisited. The South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology 
(SCIAA), in fact, refuses to accept collections 
into their curation facility until site forms are 
updated. Mechanisms also need to be developed 
for the regular submission of data to state site 
files from older research projects, as well as 
from more recent CRM studies. As Futato noted 
during the workshop, some pretty famous south­
eastern mound groups are less well documented 
in the files than many recent lithic scatters! 

Site forms are often filled out early in the 
research/resource management process, necessi­
tating some revision when final reports are 
completed. NRHP status, for example, is often 
not known for sure at the time the site forms 
are submitted; it must often be added when the 
final report is completed. Many states have 
solved this problem by refusing to review re­
ports until site forms are completed, and, in at 

least one case-North Carolina-the fonns are 



reviewed as part of the report review process. 
Project tracking systems have been implemented 
in several states to follow the submission of site 
form, report, and collection data, largely to 
ensure that everything is submitted. Arkansas 
has an excellent tracking system in place (see 
Donat, this volume). 

As site file managers adopt and enforce 
new reporting standards, of course, many prob­
lems that once loomed large have diminished. 
Few reports today make use of temporary num­
bers, for example--a problem that plagued early 
CRM archaeology in the Southeast. (Many sites 
described in CRM reports dating to the 1970s 
do not have permanent site numbers assigned to 
them, largely because the forms were never 
filled out.) Site file managers should not be 
afraid to take a hard line when setting standards, 
even if this means bouncing back inadequate 
records until they are completed correctly. 

Generating Money and Support 

State management of cultural resources data is 
essential to the effective operation of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
(NHPA) and a wide array of other state and 
federal environmental laws and regulations. 
Monies are transferred annually from the federal 
government to each state to assist in the imple­
mentation of NHPA, and a portion of these 
funds are typically directed to information man­
agement concerns. In several southern states 
(Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
and Tennessee) and in Puerto Rico, site files are 
managed directly by the SHPO. In the re­
maining states, they are maintained by other 
agencies or organizations, but always in close 
cooperation with the SHPO. 

Funding levels for site file management 
vary appreciably from state to state in the 
Southeast. A few states, such as Arkansas and 
Florida, enjoy adequate or at least manageable 
funding levels. But, in most states, site file 
management is woefully underfunded. The 
Georgia site files, for example, have been 
maintained for years by the Department of 
Anthropology at the University of Georgia for a 
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$5,000 annual stipend from the SHPO. (This 
figure has varied somewhat from year to year 
but has never been appreciably larger.) In 
Alabama, site file management is accomplished 
as a service to the state by personnel at the 
Office of Archaeological Research, Mound State 
Monument, the University of Alabama Museum 
of Natural History, with occasional project­
specific funding provided by the SHPO. The 
situation is essentially the same in Kentucky1 
where the site files are maintained by the Office 
of the State Archaeologist in the Department of 
Anthropology at the University of Kentucky. In 
most cases, regardless of where the files are 
physically located, responsibility for maintaining 
them falls on one person, who must handle 
everything from quality control to data input, 
interfacing with the public and handling re­
quests for information. In several states, funding 
for temporary employees is also available, 
although it is rarely equivalent to the amount 
needed for a full-time employee. In Puerto Rico 
the Commonwealth archaeologist maintains the 
files single-handedly as part of his overall 
duties. 

Obtaining the necessary resources to ac­
complish their mandated management responsi­
bilities is a critical concern facing every site file 
curator. The level of work that is actually 
accomplished, of course, depends on the amount 
of base funding and upon the dedication and 
training of the staff. Funding levels reflect 
priorities established by higher-level adminis­
trators, and site file managers who wish to 
improve their funding must, among other things, 
make sure their supervisors know the uses to 
which the data are put and their importance to 
the research and resource management process. 
One effective way to do this is to present, as 
part of specific requests for assistance, clear, 
unambiguous data about what the job entails 
and how workloads and responsibilities are in­
creasing over time. As several articles in this 
volume demonstrate, most site file managers can 
provide year-by-year information on the number 
of site forms and requests for information they 
must process, and the number of visitors they 
must interact with. All of this data, properly 
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compiled and illustrated, can be used to make a 
case for additional funding. It can also be used 
to educate the user community, which may 
prove a useful ally in generating change. 

Curiously, there is little direct relationship 
between the amount of money directed to 
archaeology by a state government and the 
quality of the site files. Some of the most 
poorly funded states have the most sophisticated 
information management systems, with up-to­
date records (Alabama and Georgia), while in 
other states, where archaeology is comparatively 
well-funded by the state government (North 
Carolina and South Carolina, for example), site 
file computerization/data entry has only just be­
gun or is woefully backlogged. Money directed 
to archaeology by state governments, therefore, 
does not translate into money directed to infor­
mation management. Although the Georgia and 
Alabama cases are seemingly anomalous, in 
both cases the operation of these files has been 
subsidized by other organizations-the Depart­
ment of Anthropology at the University of 
Georgia and the University of Alabama Muse­
um's Office of Archaeological Research. Fur­
thermore, in both Alabama and Georgia, the site 
file curators, Mark Williams and Eugene Futato, 
have devoted tremendous amounts of unpaid 
personal time to develop and maintain these 
systems. 

Site file managers are an extremely dedi­
cated group. While the Alabama and Georgia 
cases are exceptional, all of the region's site file 
curators work very long hours, providing appre­
ciable voluntary labor. Most of the participants 
at the 1995 workshop, in fact, either privately or 
publicly expressed frustration and concern about 
the lack of support they received, and several 
felt their systems were barely one step ahead of 
total breakdown and chaos. That the region's 
site files are in such good shape, in fact, is 
strong testimony of the dedication of a number 
of remarkable individuals. Such altruism is not 
something that can be counted on, however, 
particularly as site numbers and requests for in­
formation continue to increase dramatically. 

Some state site file systems have adopted 
alternative funding sources to supplement their 
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operating budgets. ISTEA and SHPO Survey 
and Planning Grants, for example, have been 
used to undertake specific tasks, as documented 
in several articles in this volume. In Georgia, an 
access fee of $250 per project was recently 
implemented. The resulting outcry by users 
accustomed to receiving free access dramatized 
the lack of state funding and led to extensive 
lobbying for change. While most other states do 
not charge access fees, many charge fixed hour­
ly and per page fees for staff search and copy­
ing time, if the users are unable to do this them­
selves. In South Carolina, SCIAA provides cul­
tural resources summary data to private consult­
ing firms at a flat rate of $50 per project plus 
$15 per hour if this effort requires more than 
one hour. Because demand for this kind of data 
is increasing as developers and planners recog­
nize the value in advance planning, the SCIAA 
information manager must spend increasing 
amounts of time addressing requests for infor­
mation. Access fees, while providing an impor­
tant source of funds, are at present not sufficient 
to cover site file maintenance and are, at best, a 
stopgap measure. As the Georgia example 
indicates, perhaps the most effective method of 
ensuring adequate resources is to have the user 
community itself forcefully argue for change. 

What Do We Record? 

Much of the workshop discussion centered on 
historic site recording practices, the minimum 
data needed to assign a site number, and wheth­
er cemeteries should be recorded (see Excerpts 
from Workshop Discussions, this volume). One 
thing is clear: what is accepted as a "site" 
changes over time, and professionals in each 
state and region need to meet regularly to 
discuss this and other information management 
concerns. In most southern states, data on 
archaeological sites and historic structures are 
maintained by different agencies and are not 
integrated together. In Florida, however, historic 
structures, archaeological sites, and other cul­
tural properties are maintained in a single 
integrated computerized file system (see M. 
Smith, this volume). Historic structure entries, 



interestingly, vastly exceed archaeological sites 
in the Florida files, primarily because the state 
provides a high level of funding to communities 
for survey and registration projects--something 
other states would do well to emulate. Florida 
uses the fifty-year age cutoff for both sites and 
structures, following NRHP criteria. This policy 
is emulated by most other states in the region, 
except in Mississippi where a site must be pre-
1900 before it is given a formal site number. 
Mississippi's policy, however, has been strongly 
challenged by historic sites archaeologists and is 
likely to be changed to the NRHP fifty-year 
standard. Interestingly, the beginnings of his­
toric sites archaeology in many southern states 
is clearly indicated by the dates when these 
types of sites began to be entered into site files 
in large numbers. Typically, this was in the late 
1970s in many states, and somewhat earlier 
where a strong local research tradition in his­
toric sites archaeology existed, for example, in 
South Carolina and Florida. 

Some southern states make use of special 
"isolated find" recording categories for scatters 
with low numbers of artifacts (typically five or 
less in a small area, usually twenty or so meters 
in extent). In other states minimal site definition 
criteria are left up to the archaeologist, while in 
still others, the decision is left up to the site file 
manager. While no standardized policy exists, 
the consensus of the workshop participants was 
that isolated nonmodern artifacts found in 
undisturbed context should be collected, and 
their location and description presented in final 
reports. Similar ambiguity surrounds the record­
ing of cemeteries. Some states assign archae­
ological site numbers to old or unmarked 
cemeteries, while others do not Again, whether 
or not site numbers are assigned, everyone 
agreed that cemeteries found during surveys 
should be documented in project reports. 

Backing Up Site File Records 

A major problem recognized at the 1995 work­
shop was that few states in the Southeast have 
backup copies of their site files in secure 
locations (see Trinkley, this volume, for an in-
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depth discussion of this problem). A single fire 
or other natural disaster, accordingly, could 
overnight wipe out an entire state's site files-­
information compiled at great effort over 
decades. This situation simply must change, 
although fortunately a number of alternatives 
are available. In North Carolina, for example, 
site forms, field notes, inventories, and even 
copies of final reports are microfilmed, and 
copies are maintained both at the site files and 
in a fireproof vault at the state archives (see 
Rowland and Hall, this volume). In Arkansas 
the site file data are maintained in two loca­
tions. A complete set of files is kept at the 
central office of the Arkansas Archeological 
Survey in Fayetteville, and the appropriate 
subsets are on file at a series of regional re­
search stations scattered around the state. 

Most states have considered various infor­
mation storage procedures to back up or replace 
their paper records, such as optical disk, CD­
Rom, or microfiche. In some states, the quantity 
of paper records is immense. There is a very 
real desire and, in some cases, need to reduce 
the volume. Marion Smith, for example, re­
ferred to Florida's increase in data as the 
"Tallahassee treadmill" because two new shelv­
ing units have to be acquired each year to 
handle new paper records! Although Florida 
currently represents the extreme case, because 
their files include both structures and archaeo­
logical sites, every state has accumulated a 
considerable volume of site fonl1s as well as 
associated records and reports. In North 
Carolina, where the Archaeology Branch is 
situated in a historic house, there was a very 
real concern that the floor joists might break 
under the weight of all the paper! 

Microfilming or, alternatively, electronic 
document management (EDM) are increasingly 
seen as viable solutions to the problem of 
records management, although to date no state 
has adopted the latter approach. The compara­
tively low cost, long-term stability, and ease of 
use of microfilmed data makes this an attractive 
option, and there is little likelihood that the 
technology will become obsolete. The ability to 
rapidly search, find, and manipulate text on 
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personal computers, however, is also seen as 
increasingly valuable and important. Perhaps the 
greatest concerns with EDM are obsolescence 
and longevity, that is, whether or not existing 
systems and files will be supported or even 
readable in a decade or two. Effective EDM, 
accordingly, requires the transferring of data to 
new mediums as they are developed. Fortunate­
ly, data recorded in digital format can be easily 
moved about, meaning this is unlikely to be a 
major problem. However, as Trinkley points out 
in his article (this volume), given the low fund­
ing directed to information management at 
present, it may be wishful thinking to assume 
that updating efforts will be properly supported. 

Though microfilming is an ideal choice for 
the long-term storage of information (i.e., pro­
viding data that will be useful centuries from 
now, whether an advanced technological civili­
zation survives or not), EDM is the ideal choice 
for those interested in working with large 
quantities of information. To evaluate what sys­
tem is appropriate, site file managers need to 
assess what they use their data for, and whether 
and how they need to manipulate it. As evi­
denced from the articles in this volume, site file 
data is currently used almost exclusively for 
research/resource management purposes. Quick 
access, synthetic treatment of data, and output 
in a variety of formats are what today's users 
need, making EDM the clear choice. The fact 
that most of the states in the Southeast are 
already well· along in computerization efforts 
indicates that this is recognized and that EDM 
will be the wave of the future (although in­
formation is also likely to be stored in more 
traditional formats for a long time to come). 

Personnel Considerations 

Information managers are the unsung heroes of 
our field. They are compiling and safeguarding 
much of what we will ever know about the 
archaeological resources in our region, and just 
about the only data that will be available in the 
future to test our current ideas and theories. 
Unfortunately, information managers are often 
treated as second-class citizens in many of the 
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institutions where they work. Their salaries are 
typically well below those of more traditional 
researchers or administrators, and they are rarely 
provided opportunities for travel and training. 
This is paradoxical and shortsighted, given their 
data quality assurance/quality control responsi­
bilities. Also, it is undeniable that the informa­
tion manager has, by the nature of modem 
environmental management, extensive contact 
with the public, particularly the segment that 
shapes large-scale land use and development. In 
a real sense, site file managers are the public 
face of archaeology and archaeological research 
institutions. Modem site file management re­
quires well-educated, meticulous, and computer 
literate personnel, who should receive salaries 
commensurate with their responsibilities. Quite 
simply, site file management personnel should 
be far better paid then they typically are at 
present; they need to be encouraged to take 
advantage of training opportunities; and their 
attendance at professional meetings must be 
supported. 

Although the workloads in site file offices 
are seemingly overwhelming in many states, a 
number of labor-saving solutions were advanced 
during the workshop. In many states records 
searches in support of resource management 
actions must be done largely or entirely by 
contractors themselves, since they have a vested 
financial interest in collecting and using the 
data. The site file manager's responsibility in 
these cases lies largely in showing users how to 
access the data and then seeing that it is 
replaced properly. This strategy is most viable 
where records are on-line, or where back-up 
copies exist (since paper records can get lost or 
damaged with use). Another time-saving strat­
egy involves developing efficient routines for 
dealing with information requests, particularly 
land-use planners and developers. County-level 
(or larger) summary reports containing a wide 
range of data are quickly produced in Kentucky 
using a statistical analysis package linked with 
the file data. The speed with which data queries 
in general can be accomplished with on-line 
systems has been demonstrated in the articles 
describing site file management in Alabama, 



Arkansas, and Tennessee. 
As the Florida case illustrates (see M. 

Smith, this volume), given the rapid turnover 
and resulting high training costs associated with 
the use of temporary personnel, every effort 
should be made to make site file personnel 
permanent employees. Finally, another way to 
reduce workloads is to abandon obsolete or 
inefficient procedures, such as performing data 
searches by hand. Ironically, the site file man­
ager in South Carolina-the one state in the 
region where the site files are not maintained on 
computers--spends an increasing percentage of 
his time conducting manual records searches 
that most other site file managers accomplish 
quickly and at little or no cost because their 
data are on-line. The single and most effective 
strategy for reducing staff workload, accord­
ingly, is apparently to adopt efficient, user­
friendly methods of accessing and manipulating 
site file data, and then making this data readily 
accessible to those interested in using it. 

Miscellaneous Data Management Concerns 

A number of minor considerations were briefly 
touched on in the articles and general discus­
sions at the workshop that warrant mention. 
Sketch maps are not uniformly required, al­
though some site file managers believe they 
offer a good ancillary source of locational infor­
mation and provide detail on the immediate site 
area that is not readily available from quad­
rangle sheets. Silly site names are occasionally 
seen as a problem, and offensive names are 
never entered into permanent records. Site 
names are an important datum to record, how­
ever, since many classic sites are best (or only) 
known by their name. Although the lengths of 
state site forms vary greatly over the region, 
from two pages in Georgia and Mississippi to 
eleven in North Carolina, many basic data cate­
gories are shared in common. Site form length 
does not appear to deter their completion by 
users. However, as Horak noted during the 
workshop discussion, the appearance of a form 
can greatly influence how readily or completely 
it is filled out. 

Site File Management in the Southeast 

Some concern was raised about the dura­
bility of existing paper records (see Trinkley, 
this volume). Questions were raised about 
whether records should be maintained on acid­
free paper, and about the life span of photocopy 
and laser print ink. Electronic facsimiles of 
every state site form in the region now exist, 
thanks to the efforts of CRM firms, but there 
was some question as to whether this infor­
mation/software should be considered proprie­
tary or made available to all interested parties. 
Whenever possible, site file data should be sub­
mitted in electronic as well as paper format to 
reduce data entry time at the state level. There 
was general agreement that agency and site file 
personnel need to work together and respect one 
another's concerns. Given that limited copies of 
most CRM reports are produced, and that these 
documents provide important primary informa­
tion, reports as well as site forms should also 
probably be routinely backed up. Finally, there 
was some concern about the intentional destruc­
tion of original records once the data are moved 
to other media, reflecting a general suspicion 
about the permanence of nonpaper media. 
(Ironically, electronic records may ultimately 
last a great deal longer, as anyone who has 
examined crumbling paper records in humid 
southern courthouses can testify.) 

DILEMMAS FACING SITE FILE 
MANAGERS 

Public Access to Data and Site Destruction 

A topic heard over and over during the two 
days of the workshop centered on who should 
have access to site file data (see in particular the 
article by Tippett). In some states, site file data 
is considered sensitive information and is ex­
plicitly excluded from freedom of information 
requests. In other states, the data are considered 
public information and must be made available 
to anyone who asks for it. While most state site 
file managers routinely make data available to a 
wide range of users, a few refuse to. Only 
rarely and in special circumstances do they open 
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their files to nonarchaeologists, primarily be­
cause of a fear that easy access to locational 
data will lead to pothunting. As Tippett has 
argued, however, we as a profession actually 
have little hard data on the impact open site file 
data has on pothunting. Since the Florida site 
files are considered public information (see M. 
Smith, this volume), a test of this question is 
effectively ongoing in at least one part of the 
Southeast. Several curators felt that getting 
information out and having local individuals and 
communities help protect sites was better than 
attempting to rely on secrecy. Kevin Smith 
added that while many looters already know 
where the good sites are, most developers do 
not. The latter are likely to cause far more 
destruction (albeit unintentionally) if they are 
forced to operate in ignorance. There was a 
general consensus that, whether the files were 
open or not, private landowners have a right to 
information about their own land. 

Access to on-line data is currently managed 
by the use of passwords. These codes are pro­
vided to organizations and individuals with a 
clear need for the information, who have re­
quested access in writing. Information-sharing 
procedures and restrictions are sometimes codi­
fied in formal agreement documents. Some 
concern was expressed about the possibility of 
hackers making data available, or even approved 
users giving data away inappropriately. While 
this was admitted to be a possibility, the harm 
done by maintaining secrecy and inaccessibility 
was considered far worse. Among the lighter 
comments in the debate was Clay's statement 
that "90 percent of the sites we are reporting in 
our site files no self-respecting pothunter would 
want information about." In an example that 
may illustrate what the future will be like, the 
geographic data clearinghouse being established 
in North Carolina will list the Archaeology 
Branch on their World Wide Web (WWW) 
home page, with instructions on how to obtain 
permission to access the data. Similar WWW 
postings already exist for both AAS and CAST 
in Arkansas, at SCIAA in South Carolina, and 
are being developed or are under consideration 
in severa! other states. 
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While I fully agree with Tippett's argument 
(this volume) that there will be plenty of sites 
left for future generations of archaeologists, I 
cannot accept his statement that sites are a re­
newable resource and, hence, we needn't worry 
overmuch about possible increases in looting 
stemming from public access to site file data. 
Although new sites will admittedly continue to 
form, old ones are disappearing at an alarming 
rate, and every one lost is a page torn from the 
book of our species' history. The destruction 
that has and is continuing to occur is staggering, 
and there are many questions we will never be 
able to answer because of these losses. For this 
reason, I believe care must be exercised in how 
site file data is made available. The subject of 
site file access, which at times generated heated 
discussion during the workshop, will undoubt­
edly continue to be a source of concern and 
debate as more and more data comes on-line. If 
current technological trends continue, I suspect 
that the public will ultimately have unlimited 
access to our data. Although much good will 
likely come of a policy of openness, I am con­
vinced that it will also lead to increased looting 
unless society's attitude about the importance of 
cultural resources changes profoundly. 

Why Aren't Site Files Used More? 

Paradoxically, while site files have a high re­
search potential, few archaeologists employed in 
academic positions use or substantially contrib­
ute to them in most southeastern states. Why 
site files are little used by researchers is uncer­
tain, although the consensus of the workshop 
participants was that most researchers have little 
idea of the potential of site file data, and that its 
access and use is widely perceived as too cum­
bersome and difficult. Both attitudes appear to 
be rapidly changing, however, as data becomes 
more accessible in electronic format and as 
more people achieve computer literacy. 

A vocational Site Recording 

Perhaps even more surprising than the minimal 
use of site file data by researchers is the fact 



that few avocationals fill out site forms in the 
Southeast, even though these people are sitting 
on a wealth of information. Exceptions to this 
pattern do occur. For example, avocationals 
report large numbers of sites in Arkansas and 
Louisiana. In general, for such recording to take 
place on other than an occasional basis, how­
ever, it must be strongly encouraged and 
supported by the local professional community. 
Everyone agreed that avocationals who wanted 
to record sites and learned to do so properly 
were to be cherished and nurtured. Many site 
file managers found that avocationals typically 
provided far more detail on their site forms than 
professionals, particularly about diagnostics. 

Although some site forms appear to be too 
long and technically oriented for most members 
of the lay public, some states have compensated 
for this by developing a short form for avoca­
tionals. Clay noted that he commonly assigned 
site numbers on the spot to avocationals pro­
viding sound site data, and then taught them the 
importance of labeling their artifacts with this 
number. More effort also needs to be devoted to 
encouraging avocationals to record sites and 
document collections and, ideally, making pro­
visions to eventually donate them to state insti­
tutions or other responsible curatorial facilities. 

TWENTY YEARS FROM NOW 

The next twenty years are likely to see truly 
revolutionary changes in the way site file infor­
mation is handled in the Southeast. As Childs 
argues in her article, paper records are rapidly 
becoming a thing of the past, to the point where 
modern records management increasingly in­
cludes electronic formats. Our very philosophy 
of data management is changing from a static to 
dynamic approach as more people realize that 
electronic/digital formats permit users to interact 
with data, to quickly access, manipulate, and 
transfer information. Given greater access to 
data, we will all be able to do our work better 
and faster, which should permit us to protect 
and manage the resource to a far better extent 
then we do at the present. 

Site File Management in the Southeast 

Hard-copy paper records will still be with 
us, I have no doubt, but they will be increas­
ingly relegated to storage areas as emergency 
backups. Most of us will be working with digi­
tal images, and the experimental multimedia 
records we are now seeing in states like 
Alabama (see Futato, this volume) will be in 
widespread use. That is, when we access a site 
number in twenty years, what we will see, 
besides the data now on site forms, will be 
images of artifacts, the discoverer's notes, pho­
tographs, slide images, maps, and even film 
clips of the fieldwork and laboratory analysis. 
Simple commands will link the user to images 
of the artifact catalogs and final reports, and 
more complex queries will enable the user to 
find other sites with similar characteristics. 
Archaeology will become more public as our 
primary data becomes more accessible and, 
frankly, more interesting to examine. As Clay 
said during the workshop, "Give people data in 
machine readable format and they will beat a 
path to your door!" 

CONCLUSION 

Given the impact that the March 1995 workshop 
had, as reflected in the articles in this volume, 
one thing is evident: site file managers need to 
meet periodically to exchange ideas and infor­
mation. This can take the form of regular 
meetings between information managers in ad­
joining states, a regionwide meeting (bringing 
managers together from a physiographic or cul­
turally bounded area), or national-scale meet­
ings, perhaps in conjunction with conferences 
like the annual meeting of the Society for 
American Archaeology. The cost of such meet­
ings are minimal compared to the payoff in 
improved data quality. The total cost to bring 
together some twenty people from across the 
Southeast (including the Caribbean, which is 
within the National Park Service's Southeast 
Field Office's administrative area) for the 1995 
workshop was just under $4,000. I would en­
courage supervisors of site file personnel to 
support travel for such purposes, and to allow 
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their staff to attend regional and national pro­
fessional meetings, where they should establish 
and participate in forums related to information 
management. Funding can come from institu­
tional travel budgets, federal grants, like the one 
that resulted in the 1995 meeting, or the use of 
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