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President’s For

Four years ago, when I was asked to run for CTA president, I did not know that we would spend the next two
years conducting our business virtually. I am sure before March 2020 that we all never thought that Zoom, Teams,
“you're still muted,” and other virtual lingo would become common jargon in our archaeological lingo. As much
as I am sure we are all tired of virtual meetings, our ability to quickly pivot to virtual in April 2020 meant that we
were able to hold our meetings for two years and reach a wider audience. In those early days, I often worried that
my primary role as CTA president was to ensure that we survived the pandemic with as little attrition as possible.
Thankfully, we have not only been able to survive but thrive (more on this later).
Since our return to in person meetings in April 2022, we have held our meetings
in a hybrid environment, and I think this has greatly benefited our organization
by allowing us to reach a wider audience. We typically have had around 100
people in person at our meetings and another 25-50 attend via zoom. By being
able to record our meetings, members who are unable to attend can review the
meeting and there is a record of what we discussed. The success of our hybrid
meetings means we will continue to have a virtual component for the foresee-
able future.

During 2020 and 2021, our membership numbers dropped and I was concerned
that we would not rebound. Boy was I wrong. In 2022, we had to increase our
online capabilities with WildApricot, and 2023 saw us reach over 250 members.
This rebound is fueled partly by the growth of Texas archaeology and, most
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importantly, the interest in our professional community
in shaping the future of our profession. I am also happy
to see the growth in student members and their involve-
ment in the CTA. T hope this bodes well for our demand
for archaeologists across the state.

Over the past four years we have had some significant
accomplishments. We highlighted the lack of diversity,
equity, and inclusion in Texas archaeology, which led
to a seminar by Dr. Mia Carey about ways to be more
inclusive and equitable in the field of archaeology. We
still have much to do, but this was an important step
in making Texas archaeology welcoming to everyone.
Last year we passed a draft of new reporting standards
and guidelines that I think will have positive impacts
on Texas archaeology. From the recommendations of
the auditing committee, we are embarking on a review
of our group’s accounting and financial practices. There
will be more on this at the spring meeting.

Last fall we awarded several Texas Archeology Month
grants to groups across the state. The groups receiving
awards are: Friends of the Texas Historical Commis-
sion for Archeology Day at the French Legation; Lake
Jackson Historical Association for events relating to
Plantation Archaeology; El Paso Museum of Archae-
ology to support the 23rd Biennial Jornada Mogollon
Conference; fieldwork at the Jourdan-Bachman Pio-
neer Farms; and to Prairie View A&M University for
a Community-Engaged, Public Archaeology Study of
the African American Burial Ground at Prairie View
A&M University. This is a worthy group of events that
show how important Texas Archeology Month is to the
people of Texas.

This will be my last meeting as CTA president. I want
to thank Jon Lohse for his 8 years of service to the CTA,
first as president and then as past president. His insight
and support during the first year of my tenure was in-
valuable and he has been a voice of reason and insight
over that time. I suspect Jon will continue to provide
much needed advice and insight moving forward. The
rest of the CTA leadership has been great and I appreci-
ate all their support and advice these past four years.
Tina Nielsen has agreed to run for the CTA president
role at the spring meeting. She has faithfully been the

CTA Newsletter editor for years, so she is well aware
of what it takes to be an effective CTA leader. I know
she will do an excellent job. Scotty Moore has agreed
to continue as CTA secretary. Analise Hollingshead has
agreed to run for CTA treasurer and Catherine Jalbert
has agreed to run for newsletter editor. If you wish to
throw your hat into the ring for any of these positions,
please reach out to Emily Dylla, chair of the Nomina-
tions Committee. You can also speak up at the spring
meeting.

This meeting has our usual committee and officer re-
ports to look forward to and some great afternoon pre-
sentations by Jerod Roberts (reporting on how he used
his Quigg Research award), Mindy Bonine, and Jenny
McWilliams. Typically, we vote on the next year’s bud-
get, but this spring we will delay the vote to the fall.
Treasurer Tom Barrett was in an accident earlier this
year and has been unable to complete last year’s audit
and prepare the 2025 budget.

Like all volunteer societies, the hardest part is keep-
ing the momentum moving forward because our work
within the CTA is done on top of our day jobs. Find-
ing volunteers to chair committees and fill committee
slots has been the biggest challenge of my tenure as CTA
president. I ask that everyone consider stepping up to
fill a role within the CTA and help keep Texas archaeol-
ogy great. We are a strong organization because of our
membership and I hope you continue to be a member
and convince your friends and workmates to also be-
come members.

In closing, I want to thank you all for entrusting me
with the CTA leadership. It has been an honor and I ap-
preciate all the support as we navigated a difficult time.

Todd Ahlman
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LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY
P.O. BOX 220 * Austin, Texas 78767-0220
800-776-5272 * WWW.LCRA.ORG

Map to LCRA's Redbud Center

Address:

Redbud Center

3601 Lake Austin Blvd.
Austin, Texas 78703

Phone: 512-473-3200

Directions: From Austin-Bergstrom International Airport, go west on State Highway 71 about eight
miles to Capital of Texas Highway. Exit, merge right on to Mo-Pac (Loop 1) and continue north. Cross
the Colorado River and exit at Fifth Street/Lake Austin Boulevard. Turn left onto Lake Austin Boulevard.
Continue about 1.5 miles to LCRA's offices. Entrance is on the left just past the traffic light at Redbud
Trail.
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Pease Park Map

Directions from the LCRA Redbud Center to Pease Park:

Turn right on Lake Austin Blvd

Turn left on Exposition Blvd

Turn right on Enfield Road and continue along road past Mopac
Turn left on Parkway

Turn left onto Kingsbury Street and enter park
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Fall 2023 Meeting Agenda
Registration - 8:30 am
Call to Order - 9:00 am

Approval of Minutes, Fall 2023
Meeting - 9:05 am

Officers’ Reports

9:10 - 9:30 am

President (Todd Ahlman)

Vice President (Polly Clark)
Past President (Jon Lohse)
Secretary (Scotty Moore)
Treasurer (Thomas Barrett)
Newsletter Editor (Tina Nielsen)

Agency Reports

9:30 - 10:00 am

Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (Lauren
Bussiere )

Center for Archaeological Studies (Jodi Jacobson)
Center for Archaeological Research (Cindy Munoz)
Texas Historical Commission (Brad Jones)

Texas Parks and Wildlife (Michael Strutt)

Texas Department of Transportation (Jen Anderson)

Standing Committee Reports

10:00 - 10:30 am

Auditing (David Yelacic)

Budget Committee (Thomas Barrett)

CTA Communications/Contractors (Laura Clark)
Curation (Amy Reid)

Governmental Affairs (Nesta Anderson)
Membership (Cyndal Mateja)

Multicultural Relations (Mary Jo Galindo)
Nominating (Emily Dylla)

Public Education (Todd Ahlman)

Standards and Guidelines Committee (Jodi Jacobson)

Ad Hoc Committee Reports

10:30 - 10:45 am

Texas Private Lands Heritage Preservation Partnership
(Eric Schroeder)

Lost Cemeteries Task Force (Andi Burden)

Training and Education (Sarah Chesney and Virginia
Moore)

Old Business

10:45 - 10:50 am
Texas Beyond History update

New Business

10:50 - 12:00 pm

Election: President, Secretary, Treasurer, Newsletter
Editor

E. Mott Davis Award for Public Outreach Winner
Mark Denton Career Achievement Award

Future of Texas Archaeology online training discussion
Future CTA accounting plans

Meeting Adjourns - 12:00 pm

Afternoon Session - 1:30 - 3:30 pm
(Abstracts on next page)
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Jerod Roberts: Assessing the Variability
and Chronology of Red Linear Style
Pictographs in the Lower Pecos
Canyonlands of Texas

Abstract: This research aims to further define
the characteristics of Red Linear style (RLS)
anthropomorphs and establish its temporal
relationship with other regional rock art styles
of the Lower Pecos Canyonlands of Texas and
Coahuila, Mexico. In 2013, Boyd et al. pre-
sented a list of diagnostic attributes for the
RLS based on 444 figures across 12 sites. In
addition, their study identified 38 RLS figures
under Pecos River style (PRS), relatively dat-
ing RLS as older than or contemporaneous
with PRS. This paper expands upon Boyd et
al.'s dataset to include anthropomorphic attri-
butes from a total of 25 RLS sites and establish
a comprehensive list of RLS diagnostic attri-
butes. This expanded dataset confirms that the
figures under PRS display attributes unique to
RLS. To establish RLS pictographs in a tem-
poral context using absolute dating methods, I
selected five anthropomorphs depicting clear
diagnostic RLS attributes for AMS dating. The
radiocarbon ages from the five Red Linear
figures range from 4275 to 4830 RCYBP, plac-
ing production of the style to the Early Middle
Archaic Period. Therefore, contemporaneous
with the oldest known dates for the PRS. These
absolute dating methods support Boyd et al.'s
and place Red Linear temporally along other
aspects of the archaeological record.

Mindy Bonine: Hot Rocks Revisited:
Observations from the Headwaters Site,
New Braunfels

Abstract: The Headwaters Site (41CM204) is a
seasonal base camp for Central Texas hunter-
gatherer groups throughout the Archaic Peri-
od. It is located at the topmost spring of Comal
Springs, in northwestern New Braunfels, Texas.
The site is currently the location of the Head-
waters at the Comal, a water conservation and
education center managed by New Braunfels
Utilities (NBU). Triggered by the various con-
struction phases for the Headwaters facility,
over 70 burned rock features were recorded
during monitoring, testing, and data recov-
ery excavations at the Headwaters Site from
2016 to 2024. An analysis of these features
have revealed patterns that further refine the
framework described in Black, Ellis, Creel,
and Goode’s seminal work Hot Rock Cooking
on the Greater Edwards Plateau: Four Burned
Rock Midden Sites in West Central Texas
(TARL and TxDOT 1997). The evidence may
point to a greater understanding of Archaic
hunter-gatherer behavior patterns, resource
procurement strategies, and seasonal mobility.
This new data will be presented with the hope
that comparisons with other Central Texas
sites will replicate the patterns seen at the
Headwaters Site.

Jenny McWilliams: Archeology and Laws
Governing Cemeteries in Texas

Afternoon Social - 4:00 pm
Pease Park

Note: Agenda is subject to change prior to the
Meeting
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Past President’s

Dear CTA Colleagues,

This spring meeting will probably (hopefully) mark my
final meeting after serving for the last 8 years on our
Executive Committee (EC). It has been a true privi-
lege to serve our professional community in this way,
and I want to express my very heartfelt appreciation

to all of you for your continued commitment to grow-
ing, building, and improving our Council. Early on,
with your help and support, we launched a number

of important initiatives that resulted in some pretty
big changes to how CTA operates and conducts its

I also want to take a special moment to say Thank You

business. In my opinion, a lot of these changes (from to Todd Ahlman, our soon to be Former President.

budgeting to membership structure to updating our
Performance Standards) provide the framework for
ensuring CTA's relevance and effectiveness for years

He led our organization through the very challenging
Covid pandemic and worked hard at much personal
sacrifice to help keep up the momentum we had built

to come. As I rotate off of the EC, I'd like to ask each up in previous years. Good work, Todd, thank you for
of you to consider what you can do to help our orga- your contributions to the CTA, and I hope you enjoy

nization maintain its place as perhaps the preeminent  your well-earned rest.

statewide professional society in the U.S.

Vice President’s

Hey Everybody,

Our CTA Meeting will once again be held at the LCRA
Redbud Center at 3601 Lake Austin Blvd, and our So-
cial will be at Pease Park (1100 Kingsbury Street).

Access and Parking — Pease Park Conservancy

I can't wait to see everyone.

Polly

Sincerely yours,
Jon



https://peasepark.org/parking
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Secretary's Report

Happy Spring All,

Spring membership totals are always a bit anemic com-
pared to the fall as folks renew their memberships; nev-
ertheless, we are doing well! Below is the breakdown for
the last 5 years.

Here are my standard reminders:

- If you have changed firms/institutions this year, please
take a moment to update your information on your
member’s page. Similarly, if the point of contact for your
Contractor Listing has changed, please either update
the page or let us know.

- If you are relatively new to CTA and are not sure
whether you should be listed as a Principal Investiga-

As always, if you have issues or suggestions for how we
can make the CTA website, the membership applica-
tion/renewal process, or any of the communication that
you have with CTA better, please don't hesitate to reach
out!

tor or a Professional Archeologist, here’s how we break Scotty

it down: if you apply for and receive Texas Antiquities

Code permits from THC, then you are a Principal In-

vestigator! If you need help changing your category, just

let me know.
|Membership Category Spring | Spring Spring Spring Spring

2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024*

Contractor 50 49 46 47 50
|Institutional 9 7 2 6 6
IPrincipaI Investigator 48 52 54 68 51
|Professiona| Archeologist 78 67 72 76 71
[retiree 7 8 4 5 8
Student 13 9 10 18 11
Total 205 192 188 220 197

* Values accurate as of March 21, 2023.
**Shaded cells represent the highest value for that category 2020-2024.
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Newsletter Edit
Report

Hi All-

I don’t know where the time has gone, but I have now
served on the Executive Committee as Newsletter Edi-
tor for 8 years. After 16 newsletters, it is time for me to
step down from this role. However, I have been asked
to run for CTA President so you all might not be rid of
me quite yet.

Some highlights for this newsletter, aside from the
usual reports, include the first of a new series of
“Curation Inspirations” quick tips (see page 10) and
short bios of those who are running for open posi-
tions on the Executive Committee (see page 12). We
also have the Final Draft Guidelines and Standards for
Reports that has now been reviewed and approved by
THC at the end of this newsletter, please try and review
this prior to the CTA business meeting on April 12th as
we hope to vote on it at the meeting.

Auditing Committee Repor

Lastly, as Todd noted, Tom had a very serious accident
and was not able to complete a budget or contribute

a report to the newsletter. Todd and I attempted to
work on the budget, but quickly realized that it would
be best to just wait until the next meeting and after
the audit can be completed. Please keep Tom in your
thoughts and wish him a speedy recovery.

Cheers,
Tina

Audit Committee
David Yelacic, Chair
Chris Barry

Tom Barrett, Treasurer

Due to unfortunate circumstances beyond our control, the Audit Committee was unable to meet with the CTA
Treasurer and review financial documents prior to the Spring 2024 meeting (and newsletter deadline). We will
review records as soon as we are able, and I expect to be able to report to the community by the Fall newsletter

and meeting.

- David Yelacic
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‘Curation Committee Report

Curation Committee Report, Spring 2024

Amy Reid, Chair, Center for Archaeological Studies,
Texas State University

Marybeth Tomka, Argyle Archaeological Services

Aina Dodge, TPWD

Tina Nielsen, SWCA

Brad Jones, THC, ex-officio member

Lauren Miller, BGE, Inc.

Howdy! I hope you all are enjoying our fleeting Spring
weather.

Since my last report, Marybeth and I participated along-
side an impressive group of collections professionals in
the “Legacy Collections: The Importance of Good Col-
lections Management and Need for Training” Sympo-
sium at the 94th Annual Meeting of the Texas Archaeo-
logical Society. Marybeth Tomka did a wonderful job
organizing this symposium and has shared her reflec-
tions in the present newsletter (see page 15).

Additionally, the committee met to discuss curatorial
matters and as promised, came up with another quick
tip to offer the CTA membership. We decided to hence-
forth call this series of tips “Curation Inspirations’, and
this latest tip is about one of the most important sup-
plies required for curation: curation bags! We hope you
find it helpful and share it far and wide amongst our
archaeological community.

Thats all for now. Please know I am always open to
ideas or constructive comments, so feel free to reach
out anytime.

Respectfully submitted,
Amy E. Reid

Assistant Director & Curator-Center for Archaeological
Studies

CURATION
INSPIRATIONS

Quick Tip:
“In the Bag”

WHAT DOES “4 MIL” EVEN MEAN?

This refers to the thickness of the bag. A
“mil” is the industry-wide unit of
measurement for poly bag thickness, or
gauge.

1 mil = a thousandth of an inch
1,000 mil =1inch

The thicker the po\f/ bag, the longer it will
ast.

Curation bags should be at least 4 mil in
thickness.

SIZE MATTERS

Most artifact tags will fit in the 2.5" x 3"
bag size, so make that your smallest size.

Get a variety of sizes and keep them
organized and labeled by their sizes.

We recommend making bag organizers
out of the boxes the bags come in as a
cheap and effective way to keep your lab
tables tidy.

Avoid over-filling or folding bags within
bags.

WHEN SHOULD YOU
DOUBLE BAG?

Protect your artifact tags by placing them
in 4 mil 25" x 3" zip top poly bags before
you place them inside artifact bags that

contain:

« Unwashed Artifacts
« Sediment Samples
* Bone

+ Rusty Metal

WHICH POLY WANTS A CRACKER?

Polyethylene (PE) is a polymer of ethylene,
while Polypropylene (PP) is a polymer of
propylene.

They are both durable petroleum plastics,
but polyethylene offers more flexibility,
longevity, and affordability. So, when
choosing a plastic for artifact bags, go with

Polyethylene (PE)

%
&

VENDOR OPTIONS

Action Bags (formerly GT Bags),
Amazon (Plymor)
Associ. Bag
BagsOnNet

« Try to use durable artifact bags, even
for field collection (no paper bags).

« Consider reusing field collection bags
for artifacts not requiring special
analyses, and please remember to
recycle bags that are not reuseable.

10
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Communications Committee R

Dear Members,

Happy Spring!! Since transitioning to our hybrid meet-
ings, I have had several questions on how to access our
previously recorded CTA meetings for those of you who
wanted to watch all of the excitement again or were
unable to attend. Therefore, I just wanted to highlight a
few features the CTA website offers!

Contractors List: The Contractors Listing is composed
of a voluntary list of individuals, firms, and institutions
within the state of Texas who are available for contract-
ing. The contractors list can be viewed and searched

by selecting on the “Contractors List” tab on the CTA
website. Each listing is fully controlled by the PI and we
currently have 48 contractor listings on our website!

Discussion Forum: A discussion forum for members
only is available on the CTA website. To view, post, and/
or reply to a discussion on the forum, visit our web-
site, hover on the “Members Only” tab, and then select
“Discussion Forum”. If you would like to receive up-
dates regarding the topics posted, there is a “subscribe
to forum” option!

Newsletters: All of our past newsletters (1997—-pres-
ent) can be viewed with or without a membership to
the CTA by visiting our website, selecting “About CTA”
tab, and then selecting the “Newsletters” link. This link
provides access to a PDF version for each Spring and
Fall edition.

Previously Recorded Meetings: Since hosting our
meetings virtually and then transitioning to hybrid,

all of our recorded meetings are available through our
YouTube account and can be found within our Mem-
bers Only section of the CTA website. The meeting
links can be viewed by visiting our website, selecting
“Members Only” tab, and then by navigating to the
year you would like to view. Once the year has been
selected, this will link you to the meeting recording as
well as the associated chat transcript and any addition-
al documents presented during that meeting.

Lastly, I am happy to report that Amanda Castaneda
has joined the Communications Committee to bolster
our Facebook presence! Thank you, Amanda! If any-
one has any suggestions for Facebook or website post-
ings, please feel free to email myself and Amandal!

Sincerely,
Laura

11
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Nominations Committee Rep

Hello All,

The big news out from the Nominating Committee is
that we have four board positions to fill this spring.
Todd, Tom, and Tina are respectively stepping down as
President, Treasurer, and Newsletter Editor, while Scot-
ty has agreed to another term as Secretary if member-
ship votes him back into the position. We have an excel-
lent slate of candidates lined up to fill the open positions
if membership votes them in:

President: Tina Nielsen is the Cultural Resources Team
Lead at SWCA Austin. She has been active within the
CTA for years, serving in leadership positions including
her tenure as Newsletter Editor and as a member of the
Curation Committee. In addition to her extensive insti-
tutional knowledge of the CTA, Tina will bring a strong
suite of leadership, organizational, and communication
skills to our organization as President.

Secretary: Scotty Moore is a Senior Archaeologist, Prin-
cipal, and Business Center Practice Leader for the Gulf
Coast at Stantec Houston. He has served two very suc-
cessful previous terms as Secretary, and in addition to
the expertise and capabilities he has built in this role

Standards and Guidelines

over the past four years, he will provide a crucial con-
tinuation of institutional knowledge during the transi-
tion to a new board.

Treasurer: Analise Hollingshead is an Associate Project
Archaeologist and Principal Investigator at SWCA Aus-
tin. A newer face on the professional archeology scene
in Texas and a self-described spreadsheet nerd, Analise
will bring fresh ideas to the CTA board while maintain-
ing ethical and transparent management of our financ-
es.

Newsletter Editor: Dr. Catherine Jalbert is a Senior
Archeologist in Environmental Planning at Terracon.
A consummate professional, she will uphold the high
standards set by her predecessor and bring a new suite
of ideas and skills to the position.

As always, please let me know if you have questions or
concerns. Looking forward to seeing everyone in Aus-
tin!

Cheers,
Emily

By: Jodi Jacobson

The CTA Standards and Guidelines Committee submit-
ted the CTA approved Reporting Guidelines to THC
to review. THC reviewed, made some minor revisions
and comments, and provided the CTA Standards and
Guidelines Committee their revised version at the end
of February. We reviewed the changes, discussed them,
and made some minor revisions to THC’s revisions and

got approval to proceed with revised copy at the end of
March. We feel these are the final version that should be
put back up for a vote.

12
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Texas Private Lands Herita

Preservation Partnership

By: Eric Schroeder and Eugene Foster

Since my last report, the TPLHPP exhibited at the Ama-
rillo Farm and Ranch Show, the Texas Land Conserva-
tion Association Conference, and the Texas and South-
western Cattle Raisers Association Convention.

The Amarillo Farm and Ranch Show was held in, you
guessed it, Amarillo from November 28-30, 2023, and
I manned the booth with assistance from local steward
Andy Burcham. This event is our most expensive given
travel from Austin and with booth fees at $930, but it is
the largest event with over 14,000 registrants. Here we
had 60 booth visits and handed out 100 brochures over
the three-day event.

TPLHPP representatives Eric Schroeder and University
of Texas PhD candidate Kelton Sheridan operated an
exhibit booth at the Texas Land Conservation Confer-
ence in Austin from February 28-March 1, 2024. This
event is largely attended by land trust organizations
who own and manage conservation easements on pri-
vate lands. Although the focal topic of the event was
natural resource conservation, the federal conservation
program also considers the conservation of historic
sites. Since most of the land trusts are structured to-
ward the management of primarily natural resources,
they lack the subject matter expertise to manage histori-
cal/archeological sites. This is an area that I think the
TPLHPP may be able to assist with in the future and we
have plans to engage the membership on this topic at
the spring meeting. Nevertheless, there were over 237
registrants at the event, and we had 45 booth visits and
handed out 45 brochures.

TPLHPP was represented at the 2024 Texas and South-
western Cattle Raisers Convention in Fort Worth from
March 21-23 by archeological and historical volunteers
Keith Elwell and Eugene Foster. At TPLHPP’s booth
in the Fort Worth Convention Center’s main exhibi-
tion hall, Mr. Elwell and Mr. Foster visited with dozens

Eric Schroeder exhibiting at the Amarillo
Farm and Ranch Show

of conference attendees, including TSCRA’s incoming
President Carl Ray Pol, Jr., members of the Texas Spe-
cial Rangers, and a wide variety of ranch owners from
across Texas and adjoining states.

At all three events initial uncertainty and occasional re-
luctance among visitors regarding the TPLHPP’s pres-
ence and mission at these conferences were quickly ad-
dressed with reassurances that “we are not here to sell
you anything, now or in the future” and that TPLHPP
‘s goal was to educate landowners about their rights as
property owners and TPLHPP’s role in providing non-
profit support for protecting and managing archeo-
logical and historical resources on their property. Each
landowner was encouraged to discuss their property

13
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and any type of archeological or historical sites present.
Encouragement was also given to discuss private land-
owner questions and concerns.

Visitor descriptions of archeological sites on the prop-
erty ranged widely from, ‘no we don’t have anything like
that,” to reports of a known Indigenous village site in
McLennan County, a bison kill site below a bluff along
Blackwater Draw, and an isolated, inscribed headstone
located along a creek bank. Property owners were of-
fered informational brochures related to their concerns
and informed about the Texas Historical Commission’s
(THCs) statewide network of archeological stewards as
local sources of information and guidance. Information
was also provided to interested landowners regarding
archeological field schools where their children could
get involved in Texas archeology. Several landown-
ers reported having Texas Department of Agriculture’s
“Century Farm” designations and were given further
information regarding the THC’s Historic Texas Lands
program for private property with qualified archeologi-
cal and historical resources.

More than one visitor expressed concern about protect-
ing their property from threats of looting, expanding
property development, and eminent domain takeovers.
Brochures regarding destruction and protection of ar-
cheological sites in Texas were provided to address loot-
ing concerns. For development-oriented and eminent
domain concerns, it was suggested to landowners that
they work with local archeological stewards to develop
a baseline inventory and assessment of archeological
and historical resources on their property. In several
instances, landowners interested in protecting archeo-
logical resources were advised to consider the establish-
ment of archeological, historical, and natural resource
conservation easements as a long-term property protec-
tion strategy and the inserting of clauses in hunting and
energy leases about the avoidance of archeological sites.

Connections with other cultural and natural resource
conservation organizations were also made, including
the National Ranching Heritage Center at Texas Tech,
the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board, and
the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality.

In all cases, emphasis was made toward TPLHPP’s mis-
sion of partnering with private landowners to increase
awareness of archeological and historical resources on
their own property, and the value of integrating archeo-
logical and historical resources into overall ranch man-
agement and operational strategies. Overall, the strong
level of visitor interest and the overall interaction with
landowners at these events suggests that the TPLHPP
mission was well received with enthusiasm, but in some
cases reluctance, to discuss their particular property
and its resources.

Other news includes an invitation from the Summerlee
Foundation to submit a full proposal for a Texas His-
tory grant to be awarded in June. We have also been
approached by the Texas Archeological Society and the
Shumla School to enter into a collaboration agreement
and I should have more to report on these prospects at
our fall meeting.

14
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Legacy Collections: The Importance of Good Collections Management
and Need for Training

By: Marybeth Tomka

At the 94th Annual Meeting of the Texas Archeological Society, a group of curators presented on a
variety of topics in legacy collections management (I have listed the abstracts below along with their
presenters if readers would like to follow-up on any of the topics). The session participants wanted to
inform the archeological community of the many legacy collections’ rehabilitation that has been
completed in the past and ongoing, and as well as provide some tips for doing collections management
work more efficiently with results of use to field and lab workers, report writers, and researchers doing
comparative collections work. The presenters also discussed lessons learned through their efforts. In this
article, | will discuss some of the takeaways and lessons to be learned from the symposium and the
discussions that were prompted.

Most striking and not very surprising was the overall agreement that we are all struggling with resources
to meet our legal and ethical responsibilities for the collections we excavate. It was very clear that this
burden only increases with time, as collections not properly cared for once removed from the ground
can deteriorate quickly, and knowledge about the site excavations become vague. This is not a criticism
of old curation and field practices, but of the inability to revisit disorganized and orphaned collections
once they are in our care. | believe my fellow presenters would agree the lack of adequate funding that
seems to be the root of this issue may never change for the heritage sector.

A couple of major areas of concern regarding this rehabilitation work can be found 1) in the CRM
firm/Repository interface; 2) with the continuing divide between academic training and CRM needs; and
3) with the inadequate operating funds for repositories and grant funds for legacy collection processing
and rehabilitation.

CRM firms are faced with:

e Lack of workers trained in processing and curation preparation

e lLack of trained workers taking on collections management duties

e Budgetary issues in a competitive environment

e CRM firms not completely understanding, and repositories not doing an adequate job of
explaining, the reasoning for specific curation requirements. In defense of both sides — one
could ask more questions and the other could provide answers without being asked! Topics such
as:

0 How, when, what, and with what to clean materials. Not everything needs to be
scrubbed and most cleaning doesn’t require anything but rinsing. All residues do not
need to be removed.

0 Culling and sampling strategies for curation that don’t skew the cultural material
database

0 Defining what curators mean by ALL data

The Universities could do a better job of addressing:
e Inadequate training in material identification and analysis
e Lack of collections management and curation classes
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Did you know that ACRA has only recognized 17 university programs for their curriculum in preparing
students for CRM careers? And no, not one of them is in Texas!
e Many professors have retired and left their collections without any advance planning for their
care. In some instances, there is no legal authority to hold these collections.

Funding through grants or directed contracts from state and federal agencies provide some funds for
rehabilitating or processing legacy collections, but:

e TPTF funding from THC is inadequate for the number of legacy collections needing care and the
matching funds requirement works against some institutions without operating capital to
pledge. Also, TPTF funding can only be applied to State of Texas, Held-in-Trust collections. Most
repositories, especially university-based repositories, have many legacy collections that do not
fit this definition, but are important and irreplaceable Texas cultural resources, nonetheless.

e TxDOT, the Corps of Engineers, and other federal agencies have some funds available for
rehabilitating collections; however, the span of years between excavation and the needed work
are so large that many associated project records are disorganized and deteriorating or may not
have ever existed.

e Some federal agencies are still flat-out refusing to provide repositories in Texas with adequate
long-term funding for their federal collections subject to 36CFR79 for Federally-Owned and
Administered Archaeological Collections, expecting the repositories to continue storing them at
no cost.

e Some 1930s collections were culled for lack of storage space and because caretakers did not
anticipate the theoretical and scientific advances that now exist. Whole classes of artifacts are
gone!

e No tracking of the number and types of analysis done over the years. Some collections have
evidence of previous analytical sorting being undone and the initial research cannot be
reconstructed.

It is my opinion that CTA needs to come up with some answers to these issues and be part of the
solution through outreach, continuing education of members to stress planning for curation and getting
the Pls in the door, training new professionals for the jobs they want or have, and dare | say, putting
some CTA money into funding rehabilitation projects for collections that are important for comparative
research. Having worked at TARL and CAR, | can name literally dozens of such projects! Maybe make it
an emerging professionals’ grant/internship/apprenticeship to work on the projects.

Contents of the Legacy Collections: The Importance of Good Collections Management and Need for
Training Symposium at TAS 94" Annual Meeting; Chair: Marybeth Tomka

Abstract: The analysis of artifacts that are recovered from sites makes up a large proportion of what we
do as archaeologists. However, the long-term care and management of the documents and objects
recovered from sites is paid less than the needed attention. This symposium will explore the challenges
and unique opportunities to rehabilitate legacy collections, convert archival data into usable site
information for research, discuss issues that should be considered when preparing collections for
curation including deciding how much to curate, planning rehab projects such as protecting use-wear
traces, and finally how we can better incorporate the teaching of collections management and curation
into scholarly training.
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Individual Presentations

Amy E. Reid, Center for Archaeological Studies, Texas State University
Rehabilitating TXxDOT’s Legacy Collections

In May of 2022, TxDOT delivered 145 boxes of artifacts and archival materials to the Center for
Archaeological Studies (CAS) Curation Facility at Texas State University. Legacy collections are collections
that should have been curated long ago but, for various reasons, were not. They can include abandoned
or forgotten collections, artifacts inherited from an advocational collector, or collections from salvage
archaeology projects conducted by federal or state agencies. In this presentation, | will provide an
overview of our rehabilitation efforts of TXDOT'’s legacy collections thus far and highlight their research
and heritage value. | will advocate for a “rehabilitate first” approach to curating Texas’s forgotten
collections, an approach which prioritizes preserving what is left of the research and heritage value
inherent in legacy archaeological collections and improving their accessibility.

Veronica M. Arias (Panhandle-Plains Historical Museum), H. Charles Hood (Geoscientist), and Andy
Burcham (TASN)
Turning Legacy Data into Digital Information: The Panhandle Site Digitization Project

There are numerous known archeological sites in the Texas Panhandle that are not in the Texas
Archeological Site Atlas. Rather than having a Smithsonian trinomial, personnel from the Panhandle-
Plains Historical Museum recorded these sites over several decades using a different numbering system.
In 2018, the museum began a project of digitizing site locations for all archeological sites marked in their
maps collection. This paper provides an update to this project. The digitization is now complete with
coordinates extracted for 2,485 archeological sites in the Panhandle region. Of these, 1,464 have state
trinomials, while 1,021 do not. Using field notes, Google Earth, and other sources, volunteers are
currently reconciling the 12% of sites that had been plotted in different locations on different maps. This
paper discusses some of the challenges and lessons learned with digitizing and interpreting spatial data
from old topographic maps and proposes next steps in the project.

Kelsie Hart, Center for Archaeological Studies, Texas State University
TPTF Grant Funding for Rehabilitation of the Zatopec Site Legacy Collection

The Zatopec Site, 41HY163, offers one of the most comprehensive archaeological records of Late Archaic
to Late Prehistoric occupations at a single site in south Central Texas. Due to significant impacts to the
original site, the curated collections at the Center for Archaeological Studies (CAS) provide the primary
means for continued research. Until recently, the preservation and accessibility of the 1983-1987 Field
Schools Collection was significantly inhibited by inadequate storage conditions and documentation.
Fortunately, grant funding from the Texas Historical Commission’s Texas Preservation Trust Fund (TPTF)
is allowing CAS to rehabilitate these artifacts and associated project records, facilitating access to this
significant cultural resource for a diversity of stakeholders. Using the rehabilitation of the Zatopec Site
as an example, | will highlight the benefits of the TPTF grant program for funding the inventory and
rehabilitation of state-associated archaeological collections.
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Jamie A. Ross, Archeological Collections Manager, Texas Historical Commission, Historic Sites Division
All that Remains: Examining Recent Efforts to Promote Rehabilitation and Reanalysis of the Mission
Dolores (41SA25) Collections

In 2021, the Texas Historical Commission’s Curatorial Facility for Artifact Research (CFAR) was awarded a
Save America’s Treasures grant through the Institute of Museum and Library Services to rehabilitate the
collections associated with the Mission Dolores de Los Ais State Historic Site. Staff at CFAR had applied
for this grant to secure funding for efforts that would ensure that the artifacts were stored to curatorial
standard, were realigned with their original contextual information, and were cataloged and housed in a
way that would support future research into the materials. This paper will look at the process for
creating a scope for this project, how CFAR staff engaged community partners, new discoveries in the
collections that enhanced the understanding of the site, and how this project will contribute to public
engagement with archeology at the site and the community.

Ashley Alvarado, Center for Archaeological Studies, Texas State University; Veterans Curation Program
Veterans Curation Program (VCP): Veterans Preserving the Past

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for the stewardship of 50,000 cubic feet
significant collection of artifacts and archives created during archaeological investigations associated
with the construction of the country’s many reservoirs and water control systems. Many of these
collections now require varying degrees of rehabilitation. The VCP employs veterans as archaeological
laboratory technicians and invests in these former service members to build upon the skills they
acquired during military service and assists them in finding permanent employment and enrollment in
institutions of higher education. Using examples from the satellite VCP lab at Texas State University’s
Center for Archaeological Studies, | will discuss how the program has positively impacted forgotten and
at-risk collections, contributed to broader public outreach for archeological collections and the field of
archaeology, and does so while supporting our nation’s service members in their career and educational
goals.

Hilda Torres, Texas State University, Doucet and Associates
Preserving Archaeological Wear Traces

In archaeology, there are no set protocols for the collection of artifacts such as shell, bone, lithic, and
groundstone from the field to post-analysis storage that would aid in the preservation of wear traces.
The aim of this paper is to identify issues encountered in usewear analysis and produce an efficient
guide for preserving wear traces. With the advancement of usewear and residue analyses, it is necessary
to understand how artifact collection, transportation, and handling methods affect the preservation of
artifact wear traces and how to store artifacts after analysis without damaging the traces. Known
laboratory processing techniques for artifacts have been identified to aid in the creation of guidelines
for the preservation of traces. The preservation of archaeological wear traces will make it possible for
future analyses to be conducted as the field of microscopy advances even after artifacts have previously
undergone usewear analysis.
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Nicholas Carter, Department of Anthropology, Texas State University
Teaching Curation in Higher Education

Although curation is one of the most important aspects of archaeology, formal coursework dedicated to
teaching the subject of curation is relatively rare. Texas State University offers a Ph.D. program in
applied anthropology and students can elect to take a doctoral level course on the Curation of
Archaeological Materials. This course introduces students to current techniques and issues in the
curation of museum and archaeological collections, combining discussion and presentations with
applied work using Texas State’s collections. Topics include the conservation, storage, and handling of
artifacts; registering, documenting, and illustrating objects; and managing risk. The course also covers
issues in the history, ethics, and governance of collections, as well as aspects of public outreach
including exhibit design and education. Using my experiences with teaching this class as case studies, |
will discuss the learning outcomes, highlights, and takeaways for facilitating a successful course on
Curation.

Marybeth Tomka, Argyle Archaeological Services LLC and retiree
Disposal and Deaccession: Tools for Responsible Collections Management and Unintended Results

Whether you work for a repository or a CRM firm, if you work with the collections, you have been faced
with the decision to keep or discard. Making these judgement calls includes space concerns, possibly
deteriorating artifact condition, not meeting significance levels for retention or are non-cultural in
origin, as well as non-feature soil samples. Many reasons for overcollection come from the belief that
we don’t know about future analytical techniques. Cultural resource management firms regularly
propose in the permitting process not to dispose of certain categories of materials and repositories
frequently consider reducing the bulk from years of collecting that are deteriorating or samples needing
reduction through flotation or screening or both. This presentation will explore the unintended results
of not having a big picture view of culling, that is if we don’t keep some of these things, aren’t we
skewing the collection data set?

Discussants: Marybeth Tomka and Amy Reid
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Fall 2023 Meeting Minutes

October 6,2023

Embassy Suites/San Marcos Convention
Center

1001 E McCarty Ln, San Marcos, TX
Streaming via Zoom

Call to Order - 9:00 am Todd Ahlman (TA)

We have a packed agenda today. If you are giv-
ing a committee report, please come up to the
mic. We’ll have a short break and then review
the budge and reporting standards. We will vote
on the reporting standards at 10:45 am. Then
we will discuss the spring meeting and adjourn.

Approval of Minutes, Fall 2022 Meeting - 9:02
Motion: Eric S.

Second: Tom B.

Approved unanimously

Officers’ Reports 9:02-9:15 am

President (Todd Ahlman): Large membership;
increased since last year

Vice President (Pollyanna Clark): CTA Social at
8:30 pm. Not as much food as last time because
this place is more expensive. You might want to
eat beforehand! We do have a cash bar.

Past President (Jon Lohse): Good morning.
Excited to be here.

Secretary (Scotty Moore): Membership as of
this morning:

Contractors: 51 (this is a record)

Institutional: 7

Pl: 69 (this is a record)

PA: 94

Retiree: 5

Student: 24 (this ties a record)

Treasurer (Thomas Barrett): Budget discussed
later. We carried forward, we have a lot to dis-
Cuss.

Newsletter Editor (Tina Nielsen): Next newslet-
ter submission deadline will be due February /
March.

Agency Reports 9:15-9:30 am

Texas Archeological Research Laboratory
(Lauren Bussiere): TARL is alive and cooking.
We offer curation services, if you are ready to
turn things in, reach out to me. We provide as-
sistance with NAGPRA consultation. We reduced
our rates by 60%. We would love to do business
with folks. Katie Kitch (Laboratory Manager) and
Arabela Baer (Head of Records) are new employ-
ees. Site form rates will go up to $110 Jan. 1,
2024.

Great new publications going out, including new
stuff about Texas fluted point survey. | have a
new publication in VTAS.

Atmos Alternative Mitigation funds will come
down the pipe - grants to fund research in north
Texas. Come talk to me. Will twist some arms
to get people on the committee - one rep from
THC, TAS, CTA, local society.

John Lohse - Define “North Texas”? South of the
Red River!

Steve Black - could money be used for TBH?
Absolutely.

We will be hiring soon, especially for NAGPRA
and human osteology

Center for Archaeological Studies (Jodi Jacob-
son): New office admin - Mason Patterson, you
may be getting invoices. All curation forms are
online and fillable. Website has gone through a
revamp. Curation rates staying the same.

Center for Archaeological Research (Cindy
Munoz [Interim Director]): CAR is currently
working on multiple monitoring, survey, and
testing projects in San Antonio and surround-
ing counties. Our lab is working on a couple of
grant-funded rehabilitation projects as well as
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curating incoming artifact and records collec-
tions from Texas CRM companies.

The Legacy program ran four summer camps and
is continuing work with area school children.

Our Director, David Yelacic, has moved on to a
job in the private sector. | have taken on the
role of Interim Director.

CAR’s website is undergoing restructuring by the
university, but should be working again soon. If
you cannot find us try: https://colfa.utsa.edu/
car/.

Lastly, this academic year marks CAR’s 50-year
anniversary of research, training, and preserva-
tion.

Texas Historical Commission (Brad Jones):
Staffing: we appreciate the fact that everyone
has been nice and understanding. It will not
change rapidly. We have lost some staff (Arlo
and Maggie, Don Carver). We are trying to struc-
ture the way our division works. Emily Dylla
has been promoted to be Bill’s replacement
(program lead). Tiffany Osburn - deputy state
archeologist, overseeing our state archeology
programs. Hired three people - new reviewer
(Tracey Lovingood - coastal; was from the SE
Archeological Center) and providing backup for
Amy Borgens. Also - Max Hall did curation work
but is gone. We have taken on two part-time
admin positions for students so that they could
get exposed: Ryan Ramirez (undergrad at UT)
and June Burke (UTSA student). We will change
who reviews what over time. Offers for two ad-
ditional positions are forthcoming. And for the
office manager.

Interagency contract to bring on a GIS mapper
to catch up on backlog of survey shapefiles.
TxDOT is helping.

October is Texas Archeology Month. A lot of
people have help with the 10,000 pinch pot kits.

We appreciate the work.

We have a THC quarterly meeting from October
26-27 in Fredericksburg. Permit extensions and
SAL for Nighthawk Bison Jump.

SHPO will retire at end of the year. We don’t
know what that will bring. There is a job post-

ing.

Texas Parks and Wildlife (Aina Dodge): Two va-
cant positions within Wildlife Division. The pay
has been increased to make it moderately com-
petitive (principal and support person). Shortly
there will be another posting for a Pl. Come
check out our table this evening. Learn about
Bison Jump this afternoon.

Texas Department of Transportation (Scott
Pletka): | always start with a joke and then tell
you what you want to hear about. My therapist
says that | use humor as a shield. So, | am going
to take a leap of faith, and give you the unvar-
nished truth.

We just signed a PA with FHWA, ACHP, under
which we do Section 106. Revised from the
previous iteration. 1) Revised no review cri-
teria - used to have a long list of criteria that
described undertakings that did not require
review. We got rid of the list - now a single rule:
any project with less than 100 cubic yards of
impacts does not require review. 2) For projects
confined to existing ROW - streamlined review.
Based on reviewer, review can be confined to an
Atlas check for sites/cemeteries. Then we don’t
need additional review. We were spending too
much time looking at PALMs, historical maps,
etc. and this is not a worthwhile use of time.
Streamlined internal process to remove the ex-
tra work and check for red flags. This will be on
a case-by-case basis, based on the judgment of
staff. There will be a formal form. That will get
posted some time soon. Please take advantage
of that.
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Myers Brigg says I’m INTJ; I’m closest to Emper-
or Palpatine.

In the world of contracting, we are undergo-
ing a revamp to contracts. We are going to be
extending service period (had been on a 2-year
cycle, will become a 3 year. Will affect existing
contracts too. That pushes RFPs out by a year).
General Services - 2026. Survey contracts will
get pushed out a year - next one in 2025.

No big staff updates. You may have heard that
Chris Ringstaff was hospitalized, but he out of

the hospital and will be here later this weekend.

Former TxDOT staffer John Arnn moved to Wis-
consin.

Standing Committee Reports 9:30-9:50

Auditing (Marybeth Tomka): | put a report in
the newsletter. Here are the highlights: we
have a lot of money, but we are a non-profit,

so we need to get our ducks in a row. We have
recommendations: 1) enlist a non-profit CPA to
develop policies to get Treasurer access to Wild
Apricot system. Want Treasurer to work more on
specific financial reporting. Using what TAS has
done as a preventative idea. Recommend ad hoc
committee to get more specific financial report-
ing. Ad hoc committee on professional develop-
ment to train our people better.

Questions?

Jon: how much is too much? Marybeth Tomka

(MBT): We have $66k. We found a letter from
1988 saying we couldn’t take more than $25k;
I’m sure its more now but we can’t ignore it.

Todd: if you want to be involved in the ad hoc
committee, let me know. We are looking into
getting a non-profit CPA to get finances stream-
lined.

Budget Committee (Thomas Barrett): Nothing
new.

CTA Communications/Contractors (Laura
Clark): No report.

Curation (Amy Reid): Jamie Ross is working on
a community curation project. Outreach project
- talk to her about how to get involved or follow
along.

MBT has organized a curation symposium (Satur-
day morning) at the conference. Highly encour-
age attendance.

In the coming months, will work to discuss is-
sues: like pay issues for curation staff, how to
use collections more for research/outreach,
sustainability of repositories; quick curation tips
in the newsletter. Contact me if you have ideas.

Governmental Affairs (Nesta Anderson):
National level

USACE: Appendix C is going to be revised. Talk to
Arlo. By the end of the year there will be draft
language that is slated to go into effect next
August.

ACRA - SOI standards are going to be updated.
We made a statement for the contracting world
about why we think its important. Does CTA
want to put forward a comment to ACRA dur-
ing the comment window? SAA has submitted a
report. We will let you know what they say.

Membership (Todd Ahlman): Membership is
great. | see lots of students here.

Multicultural Relations (Mary Jo Galindo): No
report.

Nominating (Emily Dylla): Most positions are up
for election in the Spring. If you have an inter-
est, let me know. | may have an ulterior motive.
It is ideal if we have alternatives.

Who serves on the nominating committee? Jona-
than Jarvis! Let’s get together and talk. If you
are interested, let me know, not a demanding
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committee.

Todd A.: | will not run. If you are interested let
Emily know. | am happy to give info.

Jon Lohse: We’ve done a good job leveling work-
load so that it is not seasonal. The more that
happens, the more productive the organization
will be. Mostly 40 hours a month (usually 5-10
per month).

Public Education (Todd Ahlman): E Mott Davis
Award is given out in the Spring. If you know of
any projects, please nominate them. Reach out
to me and | will give you the form. Important
award for our organization. We as a group do a
lot of great public outreach nominations.

Standards and Guidelines Committee (Jodi
Jacobson): We will discuss the results of our
work and revisions in a presentation in Old Busi-
ness.

Ad Hoc Committee Reports 9:50-10:00

Texas Private Lands Heritage Preservation
Partnership (Eric Schroeder): | missed the
spring meeting and | heard that there was de-
bate about the program. Here is a roll up of the
data. Four events that have payoff: TX Land
Conservation Meeting, TX SW Cattle Ranchers,
Amarillo Farm, and Ranch Show, TX Wildlife
Association. | have broken this down on pas-
sive engagement (registrants) - our program is
mentioned in the program for the event plus the
display that everyone can see.

Active engagement - 615 (people actually come
up and talk to us). Brochures handed out that
lead to follow up engagement (15 of these).
Over the past 4 years, CTA spend $20,774 and
total number of volunteer hours was 1,143.
Grants from Texas Historical Foundation. The
biggest cost is the exhibit fee and travel for
volunteers. (Discussion of photos on PowerPoint
slide).

Landowners are contacted by looting groups to
lease land. This is what we are fighting. | want
to get a grant from the Summerlee Foundation.

| need help with people attending these events
and manning them. I’d like for someone to come
in and help engagement and follow up engage-
ments. We have not been including the follow-
ups in the budget.

MBT: Can the auditing committee get a copy of
the numbers?

Lost Cemeteries Task Force (Andi Burden):
The Lost Cemeteries Task Force has met once
since the Spring CTA Meeting. The Task Force
membership has had some changes with Diana
Hernandez stepping down and the addition of
Bob Sewell of the Houston Archeological Soci-
ety. This membership is continuing to help make
cemetery data corrections to the Atlas and is
gaining momentum on this front, particularly for
the Waller, Austin, and Parker Counties datas-
ets. The Harris County dataset continues to be
a challenge due to its scale, which I’m sure is
the case with most metro areas, and we are
examining ways to address this challenge. Our
Juneteenth Cemetery Record-o-rama initiative
“boots on the ground” work as well as archival
research resulted in some enhanced data be-
ing added to the Waller County dataset for the
Atlas.

Training and Education (Sarah Chesney): Vir-
ginia and | are hoping to come up with a pro-
posal that talks about continuing education and
how we would fund them. We tabled that con-
versation until the development of the formal
proposal. It is something that we are still work-
ing on.

| want to promote Emily Dylla’s discussion about
safety in the field (physical, mental, emotional).
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Texas Beyond History (Steve Black and Emily
McCuistion): K-12 revamp. We are excited to
announce that the teacher’s pages went live this
morning. Still rolling out Lesson Plan updates.
Please tell educators that you know that we
have these resources.

This summer the Delgado Smith House exhibit
went live (look up the site).

In 2024 there will be a new section on the Tim-
bers and Prairies prehistory with funding from
Atmos. We want to increase our material con-
tent for North Texas.

Also in 2024 - Pinto Canyon exhibit.

Want to thank sustaining partners program: Aca-
cia, AR Consultatnts, Archeological & Environ-
mental Consultants, CTA, Goshawk, Hill Country
Archeological Association, Houston Archeologi-
cal Society, Llano Uplift Archeological Society,
Terracon, Integrated Environmental Solutions,
North Texas Archeological Society, and others.

Jon: Business is booming, more CRM folks should
contribute.

Also interested in sponsored content. We are
flexible about the size of the increases.
Come visit us at the social table tonight.

Old Business 10:00-10:50

Vote on 2024 Budget

Todd: Budget is in the newsletter. Are there
questions?

MBT: add another line and transfer overages into
saving account.

Todd: we will implement.

Motion to approve: MBT
Second: Multiple
Vote: unanimous yes

Vote on Standards and Guidelines for Reports
(Jodi Jacobson)

Todd: we’ve had multiple opportunities to re-
view and comment on these standards. Just a
reminder.

Jodi J.: Timeline: we have been working on
these for 4.5 years. We presented back 2021 the
earliest draft. Got a lot of feedback and sent it
out for peer review multiple times. There has
been constant activity over the years. We have
had multiple meetings over the course of the
summer. If you are not on a committee, you may
not know how much work goes into it. The main
issue in the spring was people needing more
time to review.

We got seven total comments after the spring
meeting. We tried to pay attention to all com-
ments; we took them all seriously. Robin Barnes
did some of the big heavy lifting by creating

a detailed comment matrix. Also had a matrix
that was made for making tweaks. Each com-
mittee member made their own reviews. Made
sure that the revisions were not changing the
intent of our proposed directions. Was sent out
to underwater and terrestrial peer reviewers.
We tried to get a variety of firms and agencies
and people in different stages of their careers.
Two copy editors went through and made sure
that everything looked good. These standards
have had the most rounds of review of any draft
standards (Jodi references PowerPoint presenta-
tion with list of people who have worked on it).

Common comments in this last round:
Clarity, typos - 100% needed to be addressed.

Conflicting comments (streamline vs. provide
more detail) which was a common refrain.

Also a question of whether items should be in
the document or in an appendix. Redactions are
easier with appendices.
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Overall length was discussed. Our committee
reviewed other state standards. For contrast, it
was hard to figure out what we could cut with-
out taking away from the document. LA guide-
lines are the most comparable (28 pages vs. 29
pages). AZ standards are 20 pages but nothing
on testing or underwater. Nebraska is 50+ pages!
We discussed how going into too much detail
would limit Pl discretion. We have new genera-
tions of archeologists coming up that need train-
ing. Often Pls are not the first author; it is being
completed by more junior staff. We also have
people from out of state; important to know
what the expectations are. We thought more
detail was better.

Lot of people had comments over the difference
between requirements and best practices. Went
through and tried to revise and made things
more redundant. We thought it was important
to clarify what fit into what category. Arlo did a
lot of work on this. We know from survey guide-
lines that there are different interpretations on
what was required. We tried to clarify where we
could.

MBT brought up curation previously, so we made
sure to include language and references related
to curation.

Lots of questions about Section 106; our guide-
lines have to go to THC for their review. The
mechanism to force them is only through ACT
and not 106. A federal agency can adopt this,
but they get to choose.

Where do we go: if we vote to approve these,
they will become CTA’s best practices but they
are not a regulatory requirement until THC ap-
proves.

Discussion / comments:

Nesta: thank you to those people who worked on
this. It is a complicated document.

Jon: Thank you to Jodi and her team.

Katherine Turner-Pearson: ditto

Will there be a grace period for reports already
in production?

This will just be best practice, it is not a re-
quirement yet.

Motion to adopt: MBT - if it comes from a com-
mittee we don’t need a motion. Proceed to
vote.

Passes unanimously.

New Business 10:50-11:00

Spring Meeting Time

Todd: SAA is April 17-21. Any suggestions for
meeting time?

April 12th is proposed and approved.

Is there a preference to LCRA or Camp Mabry.
LCRA is too small for us. We may a
bigger space. Mabry is preferred because it is all
in one place.

Motion to adjourn: Tina N
Second: Tom B.
Yes - all but Jon Lohse

Meeting Adjourns (10:35 am)

25



CTA Newsletter 48(1)

April 2024

Officers
(Executive Committee)

President
Todd Ahlman

toddahlman@txstate.edu

Past President
Jon Lohse

jonclohse@gmail.com

Vice President
Polly Clark

paclark@trccompanies.com

Secretary
Scotty Moore

scottymoorel @gmail.com

Treasurer
Thomas Barrett

drtpbarrett@gmail.com

Newsletter Editor
Tina Nielsen
cnielsen@swca.com

Ad Hoc Committees

Lost Cemeteries Task Force
Andi Burden
andrea.burden@icf.com

Texas Private Lands Heritage Preservation
Partnership
Eric Schroeder

eric5chro3d3r@gmail.com

Training and Education
Sarah Chesney and Virginia Moore

sarah.chesney@thc.texas.gov
gingerlilmoore@gmail.com

Standing Committees

Auditing
Marybeth Tomka
mtomka@twc.com

Communications and Contractor’s Listing

Laura Clark
laura.clark@swca.com

Curation
Amy Reid
areid@txstate.edu

Governmental Affairs
Nesta Anderson
nesta@legacy-crm.com

Membership
Cyndal Mateja
cmateja@trccompanies.com

Multicultural Relations
Mary Jo Galindo

mary.jo@galindoenv.com

Nominating
Emily Dylla
Emily.Dylla@thc.texas.gov

Public Education
Todd Ahlman

toddahlman@txstate.edu

Standards and Guidelines
Jodi Jacobson
jodijacobson@txstate.edu



mailto:mtomka%40twc.com?subject=
mailto:mdenton13%40austin.rr.com%20?subject=
mailto:laura.clark%40swca.com?subject=
mailto:areid%40txstate.edu?subject=
mailto:nesta%40legacy-crm.com?subject=
mailto:cmateja%40trccompanies.com?subject=
mailto:mary.jo%40galindoenv.com%20?subject=
mailto:Emily.Dylla%40thc.texas.gov?subject=
mailto:toddahlman%40txstate.edu?subject=
mailto:jodijacobson%40txstate.edu?subject=
mailto:toddahlman%40txstate.edu?subject=
mailto:jonclohse%40gmail.com?subject=
mailto:paclark%40trccompanies.com?subject=
mailto:scottymoore1%40gmail.com?subject=
mailto:drtpbarrett%40gmail.com?subject=
mailto:cnielsen%40swca.com?subject=
mailto:andrea.burden%40icf.com?subject=
mailto:eric5chro3d3r%40gmail.com%20?subject=
mailto:eric5chro3d3r%40gmail.com%20?subject=
mailto:eric5chro3d3r%40gmail.com%20?subject=
mailto:eric5chro3d3r%40gmail.com%20?subject=
mailto:sarah.chesney%40thc.texas.gov?subject=
mailto:gingerlilmoore%40gmail.com?subject=

COUNCIL OF TEXAS ARCHEOLOGISTS

GUIDELINES AND STANDARDS
FOR REPORTS

Prepared by the Report Guidelines Committee
September 2023



Report Guidelines Committee Members:

Amy Borgens, chair (Texas Historical Commission)
Russ Brownlow (Horizon Environmental Services, Inc.)
Andrea Burden (Blanton & Associates, Inc.)

Emily Dylla (Texas Historical Commission)

Amy Goldstein (Johnson, Mirmiran & Thompson, Inc.)
Maggie Moore (Texas Historical Commission)

Abby Peyton (Perennial Environmental Services, LLC)

Ann Scott (Terracon)

CTA Standards and Guidelines Standing Committee
(Review and Revisions)

Jodi Jacobson, chair (Texas State University)

Robin Barnes (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department)
Amy Borgens (Texas Historical Commission)

Douglas Mangum (Moore Archaeological Consulting)
Arlo McKee (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Zachary Overfield (HDR, Inc.)

Tori Pagano (Terracon)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

A.
B.
C.

Introduction

1)
2)
3)
4)

Purpose & Scope
Formatting & Style Guidelines
Graphic Data Presentation
Photographs
Tables
Charts and Graphs
Maps

Eligibility and Effect Evaluation Nomenclature

Report Sections

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

1)

2)
3)
4)

Front Matter
Title Page
Abstract
Management Summary (if applicable)
Acknowledgements (if applicable)
Table of Contents
List of Tables
List of Figures
List of Appendices
List of Acronyms/Abbreviations (if applicable)
Report Body
Introduction

Summary of the archeological investigation(s):

The nature of the proposed construction work, including:

Identities of the proposed project’s partners including:

Regulatory framework (when applicable):
Curation:
Environmental Background
Cultural Background
Pre-Field Research
What to Include
Database Review

Historical Map and Aerial Photograph Review

O W O O 00 00 0 W W 00 00 0 00 00 N o o 0o U b W W W N NN R B

S o O
N N R R O



Informant Interviews
Probability Assessment
5)  Research Design & Methods
Research Design
Methods
6)  Results of Investigations
Survey
Testing & Data Recovery/Mitigation
7)  Analysis & Discussion (Testing & Data Recovery)
Analysis
Discussion
8) Summary & Recommendations
Back Matter
1)  References Cited (Alphabetical by author’s last name or organization name)
2)  Appendices (as appropriate)
3)  Glossary (when appropriate)
Additional Guidelines for Underwater Investigation Reports
1)  Abstract
2) Introduction
3)  Environmental Setting
4)  Background/Pre-Field Research
Previously Recorded Remote-Sensing Targets
Reported Shipwrecks in the Proposed PA/APE
Texas Shipwreck SALs
5)  Research Design & Methods
Survey
Ground-Truthing
6) Results
Remote-Sensing Surveys
Target Ground-Truthing
7)  Summary & Recommendations

Checklists

12
13
13
13
14
15
15
16
17
17
17
18
18

18
19
19
19
19
19
20
20
20
21
21
21
22
22
22
23
23
24



ABBREVIATIONS

ACT — Antiquities Code of Texas

APE — Area of Potential Effects (federal projects)
AWOIS — Automated Wreck and Obstruction Information System
BHT — Backhoe trench

CTA — Council of Texas Archeologists

ENC — Electronic Navigation Charts

GLO — Texas General Land Office

HPALM — Hybrid Potential Archeological Liability Maps
NHPA — National Historic Preservation Act

NOAA — National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

PA — Project Area (state projects)

PALM — Potential Archeological Liability Maps

Pl = Principal Investigator

RMC — Resource Management Code

ROW - Right-of-way

SAL — State Antiquities Landmark

ST — Shovel test

TAC — Texas Administrative Code

TARL — Texas Archeological Research Laboratory

THC — Texas Historical Commission

THPO - Tribal Historic Preservation Office

TxDOT — Texas Department of Transportation

UW - Underwater



. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE & SCOPE

The purpose of the Council of Texas Archeologists (CTA) archeological reporting standards and guidelines
document is to assist professional archeologists and agency administrators in ensuring compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, and the Antiquities
Code of Texas (ACT). This document was developed by the CTA in consultation with and approval by its
membership and is intended to be used in conjunction with the other current professional guidelines and
standards established by the CTA. It is recommended to also consult the Texas Historical Commission
(THC) and CTA websites for additional resources and helpful links.

This document includes noted revisions to terrestrial report classifications and style, added guidance for
underwater reports, provides updates to review and compliance procedures, and provides helpful
strategies for report organization and recommended content.

The THC reviews reports in consultation with this document as enabled in the supporting rules of the ACT,
the Texas Administrative Code (TAC), Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 26, Rule §26.16 (hereafter referred to as 13
TAC §26.16), 13 TAC §28.9, and 13 TAC §15.2.1 Omissions or deviations from the standards and guidelines
herein (or other specifications under 13 TAC §26.16) may result in rejection of submitted reports, requests
for supporting documentation, requests for additional field or laboratory investigations, or requests for
background/archival research. In some cases, however, contractual requirements, management, or
research needs may justify a report structure that deviates from these guidelines. In these cases,
contractors should consult with THC or the reviewing agency for approval to deviate from these
guidelines.

Several matters in reporting involve essential ethical considerations. First, the obligation to report and
disseminate the results of a project as thoroughly as possible in consideration of project schedules,
budgets, and confidentiality constraints. Again, in some cases, legal requirements or management or
research needs may justify a report structure that deviates from these guidelines. Alternate report format
and content, when agreed to by the Principal Investigator (Pl), the regulatory agency involved, and the
sponsor, is then warranted.

Second, plagiarism, falsification, or misrepresentation of data cannot be condoned. Copyright laws must
be obeyed. Observance of the rules of good scholarship and professional courtesy will help to ensure that
copyright laws are not violated. Additionally, authorship credit should be given to all contributing writers
of the report. Third, professional archeologists performing investigations must abide by the CTA and
Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) governing ethics and their professional guidelines regardless
of membership status. Descendent communities that provide content and research for the report should
be clearly acknowledged.

! Previous versions of the Report Standards and Guidelines referred to reports as “short” and “long,” a practice that
has been discontinued with the current document.



B. FORMATTING & STYLE GUIDELINES

Use consistent formatting following a widely recognized scientific technical writing style guide (e.g.,
Society for American Archaeology [SAA], Society for Historical Archaeology [SHA], the Chicago Manual of
Style). The purpose of this section is to provide best practices for consistency and legibility.

e Captions: Figure and table captions should include the Figure/Table number and contain a
complete and unique description of the Figure/Table. If the information presented relates to a
site, the trinomial should always be included. Captions for scenery photos should also include
information such as location and direction facing. Artifact photo captions should indicate the side
shown, provenience information, and catalog number (if applicable). Lot numbers, specimen
numbers and/or catalog numbers listed in artifact photo captions should match the artifact
catalog submitted for curation (cross-referenceable);

e Figures: Figures should be appropriately sized and their message easily discernible to the intended
audience(s) of the report. They should be clearly captioned following the guidelines described
above;

e Fonts: Text, figures, and tables should all use font styles that are clearly legible. Use caution when
employing serif fonts in figures and tables. Font sizes should always be at a readable size without
the aid of magnification (i.e., 9-pt font or larger);

e Tables: A well-organized table will permit readers to understand the meaning of the data
presented with ease. It should be clearly captioned following the guidelines described above.
Column headings should be concise and descriptive, allowing readers to understand the
components of the table quickly. Data should be separated horizontally using new rows rather
than entering multiple lines within a single row. If a table extends onto multiple pages, column
headings should be repeated on each page;

e Radiometric dates should follow the SAA style guide;

e Metric units should always be provided for all measurements presented in the text, maps, and
figures, with the exception of the area of the survey which should be reported in acres. For
historical site investigations/descriptions and sometimes artifact analysis, it may be appropriate
to present measurements in standard English units with metric units presented in parentheses;
and

e Artificial Intelligence (Al), appendices, figures and tables must have text references.

e Final PDFs should be accessible to people with disabilities in compliance with Section 508 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

C. GRAPHIC DATA PRESENTATION

1) Photographs

With the exception of burial contexts, human remains, funerary objects, sacred sites, and other sensitive
materials, photographs presented should include:

e Photographs of the PA/APE to contextualize the setting, topography, disturbances, etc.;

e Profile photos of backhoe trenches (BHTs), units, and/or a representative sample of shovel tests
(STs), etc., demonstrating the typical profiles encountered in the PA/APE or at sites identified
within the PA/APE;

e Site photos for both newly documented and revisited archeological sites;



Photos of diagnostic and nondiagnostic artifacts, features, structures, site overviews, etc., in
accordance with the minimum requirements in the CTA Intensive Terrestrial Survey Guidelines
(2020); or

Scales and north arrows should be used when depicting excavation units, artifacts or features;
and

Testing and data recovery reports should include additional photographs documenting the stages
of excavation and findings (beyond the minimal documentation standards for survey level
reports).

In alignment with the ACHP 2023 Burial policy, the SAA and SEAC publication policies,
photographs of burials, human remains, sacred sites, and funerary objects should not be included
in CRM reports without providing documentation of ethical consultation with descendant
communities. lllustrations will be accepted.

2) Tables

Tables presented should include:

Results of investigations, such as auger test BHT/ST/unit logs;

Artifact inventories, when appropriate, should (at minimum) include quantity, basic typology,
provenience, and chronology (when possible) of materials observed;

When there has been a large number of previous investigations, it is also often beneficial to use
tables to summarize results of background research, such as previous investigations, previously
documented archeological sites, and other relevant background data, though these tables are not
always required; and

When more than one site was investigated, a table summarizing eligibility recommendations for
all sites should be included.

3) Charts and Graphs

These elements are not necessary for all report types but should be used for graphic representation of
data when appropriate (i.e., testing and data recovery reports). When used in multiple sections, a best
practice should include standardizing color schemes and symbols throughout the report.

4) Maps

At a minimum, all reports should contain the following maps:

Project vicinity map, indicating the location of the project at an appropriate scale (such as city or
county level). An inset of the PA/APE location within Texas is helpful but not required;

PA/APE map(s) on a topographic basemap, preferably a 7.5-Minute map;

Results map(s) on topographic and/or aerial basemap;

Sketch map of each site from current project. Sketch map elements (symbols, fill, shading, etc.)
should be easy to differentiate in both color and black-and-white versions of the map; and
Relevant historical topographic and/or aerial maps with the PA/APE and/or documented site(s).
If no base map is used, include relevant features such as topography.

Legends should only include symbols visible within the extent of the displayed map frame; and

In keeping with current CTA Intensive Terrestrial Survey Guidelines (2020), a map illustrating
locations of relevant site/PA/APE photographs used in the main body of the report is to be
included in the report. This can occur in the site map or as a separate figure.



Specific map elements are required and include:

North arrow;

Scale with metric units in increments relevant to the data being presented (i.e., 10 m increments
instead of 7.45 m increments). Secondary scale with English units is optional and should be at
equitable relative scale;

Consistent symbology should be used across maps within a report;

For site maps, the following should be included: topography, disturbances, vegetation, expected
project impacts; and

Any basemap used should be identified in the figure or figure caption.

The following suggestions are recommended as map design best practices:

Some projects may require additional maps to clearly depict the PA/APE and work completed;
To clearly depict the entire PA/APE at a legible scale. Large area or long linear PA/APEs may
require the PA/APE to be broken up over a series of multiple maps (a map book or map series).
These connecting maps should contain an index to indicate how multiple maps paste together;
Carefully consider the appropriate basemap to use. Although aerial photograph basemaps often
provide valuable information and are recommended as supplemental information, consider that
for some maps, such as site sketches, a basemap may detract from the intended purpose of the
map and no basemap may be more appropriate to display the data; and

Maps should conform to standard cartographic conventions. For this and other best practices, see
Brewer, Cynthia A. 2016. Designing Better Maps: A Guide for GIS Users. 2™ ed. Esri Press,
Redlands, California.

D. ELIGIBILITY AND EFFECT EVALUATION NOMENCLATURE

Reports for archeological investigations present investigative findings in compliance with applicable
federal and/or state laws. The following provides suggested nomenclature:

Federal: A historic property is a precontact or historical district, site, building, structure, or object
included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA 36 CFR 800.16(i)(1)). This includes artifacts, records, and
material culture related to such a property or resource. For projects conducted under Section 106
of the NHPA, all archeological sites and historic-age buildings and/or structures in the APE should
be evaluated for eligibility for nomination to the NRHP;

State: Archeological sites, buildings, structures, shipwrecks, and objects of historical,
architectural, and archeological value may be designated as State Antiquities Landmarks (SALs)
and eligible for official designation and protection under the ACT. Archeological sites and historic-
age structures recorded for compliance with the ACT should be evaluated for BOTH NRHP
eligibility and for designation as a SAL (13 TAC §26.16(a)(1)(C).

Eligibility status is recommended by the PI, but the final determination of eligibility is made by the
appropriate regulating agency/agencies:



e Fligible: The resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP under one or more of the four criteria as
defined in Section 106 of the NHPA, and/or eligible for designation as a SAL under one or more of
the five criteria as defined in the TAC.

e |neligible: The resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP under any of the four criteria defined
in Section 106 of the NHPA, and/or eligible for designation as a SAL under any of the five criteria
as defined in the TAC.

e Ineligible within ROW/PA/APE: The portion of the resource situated within a project Right-of-Way
(ROW)/PA/APE is not a contributing element to the broader NRHP/SAL eligibility of the resource
as a whole. This category is only appropriate for resources that are not fully physically
investigated/delineated due to being partially situated outside a project ROW/PA/APE or outside
of lands that are accessible to the surveyor. Site components outside the ROW/PA/APE are
considered undetermined.

e Undetermined: There is insufficient information to determine whether the resource is eligible or
ineligible. The information deficiency should be explained, and recommendations made as to how
to collect the needed data to make an eligibility determination. All sites must be evaluated for
eligibility status with concurrence from relevant regulatory agencies before impacts can occur;
otherwise, undetermined sites must be avoided.

Effects recommendations must be provided by the Pl. Final determinations are made by the
appropriate regulating agency/agencies:

e No historic properties affected: No historic properties are present within the PA/APE, or there are
historic properties present but the project will have no effect on them. The Pl should recommend
a finding of No historic properties affected.

e Adverse effect: Should be recommended when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly,
any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP;
or for designation as a SAL.

® No adverse effect: Should be recommended for sites that are eligible for listing in the NRHP or
designation as an SAL, but the project or undertaking will not directly or indirectly alter the
characteristics of the resource that qualify it for listing in the NRHP or for designation as a SAL.

Il. REPORT SECTIONS

Reports are made up of three basic components: Front Matter, Body, and Back Matter. Some Front Matter
content for archeological reports in Texas is required by 13 TAC §26.16, while other content derives from
an expectation to have basic, yet critical, information presented in a consistent way.

The Front Matter is extremely important in conveying to the reader the project purpose, location, funding
sources, regulatory nexus, who conducted the work, when it was accomplished, how and why the
investigation was completed, what was discovered/determined, where the collection is curated, and what
was recommended for the project. This is also where the reader can find the layout of the report content
including the tables, figures, and appendices.

The Body of the report comprises the bulk of report content. It should include at a minimum an
introduction, methods, results, discussion, and conclusion. It should include relevant context including
but not limited to environmental and cultural background information as well as additional relevant pre-
field research. In the methods, there should be an outline of the research design and methodologies for



the full investigation that reflect adherence to at least the minimum CTA standards. Results should clearly
demonstrate the data that was collected from field investigations. In the discussion, include any analysis
that was conducted with the collected materials, data, or additional archival research should be included
and a synthesis of interpretations of that data. Then finally, the conclusion should include a summary of
the Body and final recommendations.

The Back Matter comprises the supporting information presented in the text, such as references cited,
appendices, and a glossary, the latter of which is usually reserved for more complex reports requiring
definitions for the reader. The Back Matter represents the area to place supporting information and
documentation of what was presented in the Body of the document. Without the materials presented in
the Front and Back Matter sections, a report is incomplete. These sections prepare the reader for what
will be presented in the Body as well as provide guidance to the source materials and supporting data of
the Body.

In short, a well-prepared report streamlines the review process, is a record for curatorial purposes, and
serves as a reference for future researchers. Although the bulk of the sections that follow pertain to
terrestrial archeological reports, additional content for reports produced for underwater investigations is
addressed in Section D.

A. FRONT MATTER

The Front Matter introduces the report and should consist of the following elements, some of which are
required by the rules presented in 13 TAC §26.16. A Title Page, Abstract, and Table of Contents are always
required. A Management Summary is commonly used by both federal and non-state agencies who are
looking for a concise summation of the project and the nature of the resources documented for
management purposes. Coordination with the lead agency is recommended regarding their particular
Management Summary guidance. Similarly, a List of Acronyms is not always necessary in a report and will
depend upon the complexity of the report and usage of specialized terms. Front Matter elements are
presented below.

1) Title Page

Project Name;

County or Counties;

Principal Investigator and Investigative Firm;

Date of Publication (Month/Year);

Texas Antiquities Permit Number;

Lead agency and lead federal agency project or permit number, if applicable;

Report Author(s) (if prohibited by formatting, please include in text; authors shall include those
subconsultants who also wrote portions of the report);

Indicate Draft or Final; and

e Some state agencies may require additional graphics and/or details and should be consulted prior
to report submission.

2) Abstract



3)

Project name;

Project sponsor, contracting party, landowner, and investigative firm;

Regulatory trigger(s) & Texas Antiquities Permit number (if applicable);

Nature of investigation (survey, data recovery, archival research, etc.);

Project location;

Project size, which should always be presented in three dimensions to indicate both areal size and
depth below surface. Total acreage of the PA/APE must always be included, and length and width
should be included for linear projects. If survey efforts did not include the entire PA/APE, the
acreage actually investigated should also be included,;

Principal Investigator and field supervisor;

Project fieldwork date range (start and finish) — a general date range is sufficient as long as the
specific field dates are presented in the body or the report;

Quantification of field efforts (e.g., number of auger tests/BHTs/STs/units);

Description of findings: a description of all recorded and/or revisited isolated finds, sites, historical
above-ground resources, and observed disturbance(s). All sites, new or revisited, should include
trinomials and descriptions of the work performed;

Recommendations should be made for each documented/revisited site and/or resource
including: NRHP eligibility and SAL designation (as applicable with reference to applicable criteria),
recommendations for protection/avoidance/minimization of impacts, additional work (testing or
data recovery), discussion of project effect on historic resources;

Discussion of artifact collection strategy; and

Name and location of the repository where the collection will be submitted for final curation. For
ACT projects, the repository must be approved through the THC Curatorial Facility Certification
Program; and

Name of federal and/or state agency if different from the project sponsor.

Management Summary (if applicable)

Project sponsor;

Landowner;

Project location and size of PA/APE;

Quantify which portion of the PA/APE was investigated (e.g., number of acres in PA/APE vs
number of acres surveyed, depth of investigations vs. projected impacts);

Purpose of the sponsor in funding the investigation;

Investigating firm or institution;

Personnel employed in the investigation and their respective roles;

Texas Antiquities Permit number and/or other applicable permit numbers;

Quantification of level of effort (i.e., number of auger tests/BHTs/STs/units etc.);

Project field dates (start and finish) — please use specific days and not just month/year;
Resources recorded/revisited and the nature of those identified resources;

NRHP or SAL eligibility recommendations for identified resources, if warranted;
Recommendations for further investigation, if any; Name and location of the repository to which
the collection was submitted for final curation. For ACT projects, the repository must be approved
through the THC Curatorial Facility Certification Program; and

Name of federal and/or state agency if different from the project sponsor.
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4) Acknowledgements (if applicable)

5) Table of Contents

6) List of Tables

7) List of Figures

8) List of Appendices

9) List of Acronyms/Abbreviations (if applicable)

B. REPORT BODY

1) Introduction

The abstract and/or management summary and the introduction will contain similar elements to a certain
extent, in that much of the information presented in the former should also appear in the latter. However,
the introduction should be directed to a different audience. The introduction should address not only the
sponsor and relevant agencies, but also a more general readership, including other researchers. Its
function is not to abstract information of a specialized nature, but to provide a more generalized
orientation to and summary of the purpose and content of the report.

The following information should be included in the introduction:

Summary of the archeological investigation(s):

A brief summary statement describing the type of investigation, for example: reconnaissance
survey, intensive survey (with shovel testing and/or deep prospection), eligibility testing, data
recovery, etc.;

Fieldwork date range and project length — specify the dates between which each phase of the
project occurred;

Quantification of field efforts (e.g., number of auger tests/BHTs/STs/units);

Total number of sites investigated or newly-recorded; and

Identity of fieldwork, analysis, and report staff and other personnel directly responsible for the
data collection, analysis, and report preparation.

The nature of the proposed construction work, including:

Summarize the proposed work, (e.g., natural gas pipeline, lignite coal mine, roadway construction,
oyster reef, beach nourishment project, etc.);

Description of the proposed project, including its location and boundaries (PA/APE). Vertical
depths of the proposed ground disturbing impacts, or estimates thereof, should also be included.
Include acreage for the total PA/APE and the acreage surveyed as well as length and width for
linear projects;

Definition of the proposed PA/APE for archeological resources and, if appropriate, non-
archeological historical resources (i.e., direct vs. indirect vs. visual, as appropriate) and projected

8



impacts of the proposed activities including the horizontal and vertical impacts of the sponsor’s
proposed activity on the study area. This description needs to include staging areas, utilities,
vessel anchorage areas, etc.; and

e Map of project location with the PA/APE clearly marked.

Identities of the proposed project’s partners including:
e Lead public agency or entity (federal and/or state) triggering compliance with federal or state
laws;
Project sponsor (who is paying for the construction project);
Contracting party(ies);
Investigating cultural resource management firm;
Landowner (i.e., whether the property is under private ownership, or the name of the federal,
state, or political subdivision); and
e Other public funding sources and/or public stakeholders.

Regulatory framework (when applicable):

e Federal/state/dual jurisdiction — list lead federal, state and any applicable municipal reviewing
agencies. Include references to appropriate regulations (e.g., compliance with the ACT and
associated regulations [13 TAC 26, 28], or Section 106 of the NHPA and associated regulations [36
CFR 800], specifying the trigger for each statute (e.g., federal funding, federal permit, federal or
state land ownership or control);

® The purpose of the sponsor in initiating the investigation, (i.e., to identify any archeological
resources within the PA/APE, evaluate the eligibility of those resources for inclusion in the NRHP
and designation as a SAL, and make recommendations for management of such resources by
avoidance, preservation, or further investigation; and

e Indicate which specific federal and/or state practices or standards guided the fieldwork and
reporting. If the project diverged from these recognized practices or standards, the report should
include the dates of the coordination letters with reviewing agencies where this methodology was
approved. If unanticipated onsite field conditions result in divergence from federal or state
standards, the submitted scope of work for the permit application, or a previously approved
alternative field methodology plan, the report must include a detailed description and justification
as to how the revised effort was equal to or sufficient towards meeting regulatory compliance.
Acceptance or rejection of any divergence from pre-field coordination or accepted federal/state
standards is within the purview of the THC/SHPO.

Curation:
® The repository of the records and artifacts deriving from the project (i.e., where the collection will
be curated). When applicable, this should also briefly discuss discard requests or other curation
specific correspondence relevant to the project. Relevant documents and/or correspondences
should be included as an appendix to the report.

2) Environmental Background

The purpose of the Environmental Background chapter or section is to contextualize the PA/APE regarding
its natural setting, both past and present. This chapter should provide a summary of regional and locally
specific data including recent sources (i.e., all references should not be 50+ years old). The information
presented in the environmental background should directly relate to anthropogenic use of the PA/APE,
both past and present. Discuss paleoenvironmental data (where available) and how these conditions may
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have affected potential site types and distributions within the PA/APE, natural resources available to site
inhabitants, site formation processes, and site preservation. Describe present environmental conditions,
how they differ from past conditions, and if the present environment affected the selection of field
methods and preservation of cultural deposits. An effective Environmental Background should be
included in reports, regardless of positive or negative archeological findings; however, the level of detail
and depth of research should be appropriate to the project. To this end, Environmental Background
sections should include the following, though it is recognized some information may not be available or
applicable to every project:

e Topography- elevations across the PA/APE and specific landforms found in or near the PA/APE.
Topography should be discussed in terms of how it may have affected settlement patterns or
other human behaviors;

e Hydrology- natural or artificial streams, springs, or bodies of water found within or near the
PA/APE, and how they may have changed over time;

e Soils/Geology- mapped soil units throughout the PA/APE and their potential to contain or affect
buried cultural deposits. Underlying geology of a PA/APE may be relevant as it affects overlying
soil types or lithic resource outcrops;

e C(Climate data (e.g., annual rainfall and temperature) as it relates to current conditions as relevant
to site preservation, implemented survey methods, land use, etc. Paleoenvironmental data, when
applicable, should be discussed here;

e Flora and Fauna- plants and animals that would have been available to past inhabitants of a
PA/APE. Note if this has changed significantly over time; and

e Land use history- known previous uses of land within the PA/APE and how this relates to the
likelihood of finding specific site types or intact cultural deposits.

3) Cultural Background

The Cultural Background comprises a summary of a region’s cultural history with an emphasis on
precontact and historical settlement and activity in the specific PA/APE. The length of the cultural and
historical background content should be commensurate with the scale, complexity, and results of the
project. An effective Cultural Background chapter or section should be included in reports, regardless of
positive or negative results, and will accomplish several objectives relative to the level of investigation:

e Contextualize the reported archeological work with a cohesive narrative that employs the
material and written records as well as oral traditions where available;

® Present contextual evidence towards potential identification of discovered sites and
unanticipated discoveries;

e Provide the context by which to evaluate cultural resources for eligibility for listing in the NRHP
and/or as a SAL;

e Establish that the Pl is sufficiently knowledgeable about regional and local culture history; and

e Facilitate education of the client on the importance of cultural history.

The Cultural Background should incorporate verifiable sources that are collectively up-to-date and
relevant to the information presented (i.e., the majority of sources should not be 50+ years old). It should
be tailored towards documented broad periods of occupation within and around the PA/APE. The Cultural
Background should describe each major archeological period and subperiod of history (e.g., precontact,
historical) but must be tailored to emphasize those periods or subperiods that are relevant to the PA/APE.
It is important to include all major periods of history in case of unexpected discoveries; however, site-
specific reports need only include contextual historical backgrounds relevant to that associated time
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period, unless other material culture is discovered that warrants a broader discussion. It is important to
employ only verifiable sources of information for the Cultural Background. Verifiable sources are
produced by individuals or organizations knowledgeable in the subject at hand.

Appropriate sources of information for the Cultural Background include:

e Pertinent gray literature — survey, testing, and data recovery reports, site forms, etc.;

e Published regional archeological syntheses/regional histories — academic press publications,
agency or tribal publications, peer-reviewed journals, etc.;
Reputable tribal histories — those produced by a tribe or in consultation with a tribe;
Primary sources — newspapers, deeds, photographs, etc.; and
Sources on ethnobhistorical and historical contact or descendent communities.
The Cultural Background must cite sources appropriately, including when paraphrasing. Authors
should not paste lengthy (more than one paragraph) quotations in lieu of writing a Cultural
Background or large sections therein.

4) Pre-Field Research

Animportant step in any successful cultural resource investigation is a review of relevant databases, maps,
and other sources to:

e Determine the presence/absence of previously documented cultural resources or significant
remote-sensing targets (as defined in 13 TAC §28.2) within and immediately adjacent to the
PA/APE;

e Determine whether any part of the PA/APE has been previously assessed for cultural resources in
accordance with current standards;

e Determine if the physiography and hydrology of the PA/APE is indicative of areas that are typical
of prior human habitation or utilization;

e Determine if past land-use has degraded the potential for the PA/APE to contain buried, stratified,
and intact cultural deposits;

e Allow for predictions regarding site types and distributions within a PA/APE; and

e Determine the overall probability/potential for the PA/APE to contain undocumented cultural
resources based on the criteria above.

Pre-field research is often conducted during the development of project scopes or permit application
process and is included in the report as background influencing the research design and methodology.
The research should be conducted during the project planning process to allow for the early identification
of potentially significant cultural resources within the PA/APE and to allow for maximum flexibility in the
project design if avoidance of cultural resources may be necessary.

What to Include
To provide the reader a clear and concise picture of the background of a PA/APE, the Pre-Field Research
chapter or section of a report should:

e Use an appropriate review radius/perimeter around a PA/APE to identify relevant cultural

resources or prior investigations within or immediately adjacent to the PA/APE. A greater or lesser
distance may be used as appropriate on a project-by-project basis;
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e Include a review of relevant databases and historical maps as well as other forms of information
that were utilized, such as landowner/informant interviews, consultation with Native American
tribes, as appropriate, etc.;

e Provide the results of the research in a clear and concise summary format which may be
supplemented by a table, if relevant. The summary should include the name and/or trinomial of
the noted cultural resources, a brief description of each including depth of cultural deposition if
known, the determined or recommended NRHP/SAL eligibility status of each, the
distance/direction of each resource from the PA/APE, and whether the project has a potential to
directly affect each resource;

® Provide a map of documented cultural resources and previous investigations within the review
radius/perimeter. Maps, photos, and/or tables that illustrate or provide site locational data
should state in the caption that site location information is not for public release or display;

e Discuss the results of previous cultural resources investigations within the PA/APE and whether
they were conducted in accordance with current standards; to the extent and depths appropriate
for the current project impacts; and

e Present an opinion regarding the assessed potential for undocumented cultural resources within
the PA/APE.

Database Review

The Database Review is necessary to determine the location of documented cultural resources as well as
prior cultural resources investigations within the PA/APE. Recommended sources include but are not
limited to:

e Electronic sources of maps and site forms (e.g., THC's Archeological and Historic Sites Atlases,
National Park Service’s NRHP website, Texas Freedom Colonies Atlas); see the CTA website for
specific examples compiled as a supplement to the report guidelines;

e Sufficient effort should be demonstrated to check non-electronic sources of site information (e.g.,
THC county files); and

® In-person visits to the site files and site location maps contained at the Texas Archeological
Research Laboratory (TARL) and the THC.

Please note that, rather than individually plotting all site locations for large projects, digital geospatial files
of site locations for large PA/APEs such as extensive, cross-country pipelines or large seismic surveys can
be requested directly from TARL for a fee.

Historical Map and Aerial Photograph Review

It is often the case that cultural resources investigations focus on the precontact human history of an area
and neglect to account for more recent historic-era occupations or utilization. For this reason the
background research conducted for a PA/APE should include a review of historical maps, imagery, and
databases to determine the potential locations of historical resources (50+ years old) such as buildings,
bridges, dams, etc., as well as larger complexes such as plantations, farmsteads, abandoned town sites,
prisons, etc. For underwater archeological reports and reports with PA/APEs near a body of water, this
includes historical charts/maps that illustrate and compare modern and historical marine/riverine
delineations of the PA/APE.

Informant Interviews
Aside from the database and map reviews, one of the best sources for the types/locations of cultural
resources within a PA/APE often comes from the people who previously or currently occupy the property,
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have traversed its acreage over the years, and are familiar with its resources. Include current/past
landowners, occupants/tenants, and Native American tribes with direct ties to the area. While such
sources are often hard to identify, may have left the area, or are deceased, efforts to interview any
available sources should be made in order to document their insight into the PA/APE as well as to record
site data or artifacts they may have accumulated during their occupation. Use of informant interviews
should be considered a best practice and conducted in accordance with the complexity of the project.

Probability Assessment

Finally, the result of the database reviews, map reviews, and informant interviews should guide
development of a probability assessment of the PA/APE to contain undocumented cultural resources. This
assessment should lead to a summary that justifies the Methods employed (Section 5 below). The
probability assessment should be based on:

e The results of the environmental and cultural background sections or chapters;

e The locations/settings/landforms of previously recorded cultural resources within and
immediately adjacent to the PA/APE;

e The locations of any structures, features, or land modifications noted during the historical map
review;

e The results (positive or negative) of prior cultural resources investigations conducted within the
boundaries of the PA/APE;

e Potential Archeological Liability Maps (PALMs) and Hybrid Potential Archeological Liability Maps
(HPALMs) maintained by the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) for precontact
archeological site potential;

® Recognition that unknown or abandoned cemeteries may be present in the PA/APE (refer to CTA
Intensive Terrestrial Survey Guidelines [2020]);

e The soils/geomorphology within the PA/APE; and

® Prior land use and other disturbances that may have reduced the potential for identifiable and/or
significant archeological deposits within the PA/APE.

5) Research Design & Methods

The Research Design and Methods sections are critical for understanding why and how a project was
conducted. While discussed separately below, the nature and scope of a project will determine whether
this will be a single comprehensive section or distinct sections. For example, these sections can typically
be combined for a survey. However, for testing and data recovery projects where specific research
guestions are presented and multiple methods may be employed, it is often more appropriate to present
these as separate chapters.

Research Design

Per 13 TAC §26.13(d), the intent of a research design is to ensure the success of scientific objectives,
resource management decision-making, and project management. The research design and scope of work
should be developed in consultation with the appropriate agencies. It is important for researchers to
consider the nature of the resource(s), incorporate existing bodies of data and successful approaches to
similar sites, and tie the research to state-wide/regional preservation plans. 13 TAC §26.13 specifies
required elements of all research designs submitted for projects subject to the ACT.

The size and scope of a project will determine the complexity of the research design. An intensive survey
research design may simply state the objectives of the survey, how new sites will be assessed, and if any
previous resources will be revisited. However, testing and data recovery/mitigation projects should also
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present specific research questions grounded in theoretical frameworks and research perspectives.
Regardless of the scale of a project, a research design should minimally include:
e A statement of objectives and how these objectives will be achieved (i.e., methodology for
carrying out the work);
The basis of evaluation of significance/eligibility for NRHP and/or SAL;
Research perspectives/research questions (if applicable); and
Modifications to original/approved research design (if applicable).

Methods

The methods section should clearly convey how the project was conducted throughout all phases, from
pre-field research to reporting and curation. Survey standards change over time and simply citing the CTA
Intensive Terrestrial Survey Guidelines without specifying the version and describing the methods in detail
is insufficient. It is critical that the methods used be clearly defined, and the rationale for how they will
achieve the stated aims of the research design be directly addressed. Please note that investigative results
should not be discussed in the Methods section. Methodology should be presented in a logical manner,
following the progression of a project from background and pre-field research methods to the analysis
and the curation preparation methods.

e Background and pre-field research methods should identify the sources consulted. When
applicable, cite the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas for background research; site form authors
should be individually cited. Please specify the quad/years of aerials and topographic maps
consulted. The author should properly cite any on-site archival research conducted for historic-
age resources. Archival research sources should provide enough information for the reader to
relocate the documents and include, at a minimum, the archive/document location, date, and
type of document. For cemetery investigations, a summary of the history of the cemetery and
how the cemetery or graves were identified should be included in this section of the report of
investigations.

o Field methods should describe in detail the following: sampling strategies employed; transect
intervals; types of investigative units employed (i.e., auger tests, BHTs, STs, units); vertical and
horizontal dimensions of investigative units; spacing and anticipated/estimated number of
investigative units; types and measurements of levels used (e.g., 10-cm arbitrary levels or natural
levels); screening equipment and techniques; site definition used and site delineation methods
employed; artifact collection policy, including details on field documentation and analysis of
artifacts on non-collect or partial collect surveys; collection methods and strategies of any
samples for special analyses; any in-field conservation practices; and documentation methods,
including note-taking, photography, geospatial data standards, and submission of site recording
and site revisit forms. If limitations were encountered in the field that necessitated any deviation
from the intended methods, these should be generalized in the methods, and then fully described
and justified in the Results section.

e Laboratory processing methods for artifacts and special samples should detail any steps taken
that could alter the physical or chemical properties of an artifact, such as cleaning techniques for
different artifact types, drying/storage conditions, chemical treatments, labeling solutions
applied, and any conservation measures taken.

® Analysis methods should include discussion of classification schemas and relevant theoretical
frameworks, diagnostic criteria, specialized equipment used, and identification of personnel
conducting analyses. The experience of the analysis personnel should be appropriate to the
project goals and specifications in the research design. Consultants with special expertise should
be identified. For testing and data recovery projects in which geoarcheology and/or other special
analyses are conducted and presented as separate chapters, a best practice would be for these
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methods to be only summarized in the Methods section, as long as they are detailed within the
analysis chapter.

® Methods section should address artifact and records curation and should cite the CTA Guidelines
and Standards for Curation. This will include a brief statement regarding the ownership of artifacts
and documents (State, Federal, or Private project), the curation repository used and associated
repository-specific curation guidelines, whether items were curated or if there was a no-collect
policy, and any artifact disposal policies. If nothing was curated, because artifacts were returned
to the landowner, re-deposited at the site, or otherwise disposed of, this should be explicitly
stated. Records generated through artifact disposal requests (i.e., specimen inventories, photos,
analysis, relevant records, etc. for the disposed artifacts) should be included as an appendix to
the report.

6) Results of Investigations

Results should reference pertinent environmental and historical background information as appropriate
to interpreting the results of the field investigations. The format of presentation is an editorial decision,
but, for positive findings reports, the basic unit of provenience should be the individual site or
architectural feature (newly recorded or revisited).? Details regarding separate standing structures or
features that occur within an archeological site boundary need to be independently detailed within that
site boundary, as well as information regarding subsurface or surface investigations of the site and/or
cultural materials of the site documented.

Survey
The results for archeological surveys should present a project overview that includes:

e A statement of objectives, field observations of the land-use description and setting, the total
mileage/acreage surveyed, the limitations to survey (interferences, land access restrictions), and
survey completion status;

e A summary of the work completed, the methods employed and associated quantities of
investigative units (i.e., number of STs, BHTs, units, etc.), and an explanation for
changes/modifications to methods;

e A statement describing federal/state jurisdiction, private land ownership with reference to
subsurface investigation units;

® An interpretative narrative summary of the PA/APE including soil profiles, a description of
encountered disturbances affecting archeological probability assessments, the average depth of
ST/BHT termination and reason(s) for termination, and a statement of compliance with
federal/state standards;

e Survey results map(s), overview photographs of survey area(s), ST/BHT descriptions in tabular
format (in the report body, or an appendix), and other supporting documentation as warranted;
and

e Site descriptions that provide a summary of the site forms and site revisit forms submitted to TARL
along with the dates the forms were submitted.

There are several elements of site discussion that are crucial for reporting survey results:

2 Standing structures should be assessed for archeological significance, but significance regarding Architectural
Historical criteria of eligibility should be assessed by an appropriate Secretary of Interior qualified architectural
historian.
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Work Performed: Describe the site delineation efforts (both horizontal and vertical) and, when
applicable, the collection/documentation strategy (specify collection vs. observation strategy),
and staff roles. If the site was not delineated outside the PA/APE, explicitly state this and specify
the direction(s) of any potential unevaluated deposits. In cases of cemetery investigations, include
a statement of potential for graves outside the PA/APE, such as African American graves outside
of, or near, a white family cemetery on a property where enslaved African Americans formerly
lived. In cases of historical sites, include archival research, landowner or other informant
interviews, and other relevant research that was conducted to aid in the evaluation of the site
(see CTA Guidelines for Historic Cemeteries and Unmarked Historic Graves, THC's Guidance for
Studying Late 19th-Century and Early 20th-Century Sites, and others as appropriate
(https://counciloftexasarcheologists.org/Standards-and-Guidelines);

Site and Site Area Descriptions: Include the trinomial, whether it is a revisit or newly recorded,
the site type (specify cultural components), its temporal/cultural affiliation, and its location within
the PA/APE and broader setting. Discuss site size, site components, the topographic and
environmental setting, and the condition and depth of cultural deposits. Describe each
structure/feature and its respective diagnostic characteristics. Such analysis should include
individual site sketch/GIS maps, site overview photographs, artifact/structure photographs, and
synthesis of ST/BHT data within site contexts. Photographs of the site are required and should
include photos of the site setting, artifacts, structures, etc., and should create a representative
visualization of the various site components and site area.

Analysis of Material Culture: Include a tabular synthesis of artifact assemblages collected or
observed, a discussion of temporal/cultural affiliation of diagnostic collections, and horizontal and
vertical distribution of artifacts. This could be presented as a table or a narrative synthesis
depending on the scale of the collection;

Research Value/NRHP/SAL Criteria Evaluation: If the full extent of site was not investigated (i.e.,
the site was only investigated within the PA/APE), provide an eligibility recommendation for the
portion of the site within the PA/APE. See Section I(D) for recommended terminology. If a site is
a previously recorded resource, provide a brief overview of the previous investigations specific to
the site, its condition and NRHP/SAL eligibility status, and recommendations for further work; and
Previous and/or Anticipated Impacts: If the site is to be avoided or protected from project
impacts, please detail how that will be accomplished.

Testing & Data Recovery/Mitigation

The results section of testing and data recovery/mitigation reports should provide a detailed synthesis of
new data collected. The format should mirror that of the approved research design, demonstrating how
the testing/mitigation program applied specific investigatory techniques to procure necessary data that
would address relevant research questions. The general guidelines relevant to provenience and
descriptive detail presented in the preceding report-class outlines also apply here. Additionally, the intra-
site provenience of artifacts, features, or associated materials should be provided in the greatest detail
possible to clearly demonstrate horizontal or vertical patterning. Emphasis should be placed on gaining as
complete an understanding of each site or structure as possible. All previous data, including efforts by
previous investigations (professional or non-professional), should be considered.

Other required elements:

Data tables for collected materials (legible format);
Photographs of site elements, deposits, units, artifacts, etc.;
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e Overview of methods/types of special samples/techniques applied;

e Appropriately scaled maps showing topography, limits of site, locations of all investigations; and

e Detailed plans and profiles for documented features, plan view showing locations of features with
reference numbers within site contexts and associated descriptions.

7) Analysis & Discussion (Testing & Data Recovery)

The scope of the project and nature of the data collected will typically dictate whether the analysis and
discussion of results should be presented in a single section or multiple chapters, whether analysis should
be broken up into multiple chapters, and whether analyses performed by subconsultants should be
incorporated in the main body of the report or provided as appendices. For a small testing project with
low artifact yield, it may be sufficient to combine all the artifact analyses into a single chapter. However,
a large data recovery project with multiple specialized analyses to address complex research questions
may require several chapters. As a general guideline, if a combined single section would require more
than two or three levels of subheadings, consider presenting the analyses and/or discussion in separate
chapters.

Analysis

Testing and data recovery/mitigation projects, and occasionally other projects as well, typically entail the
detailed analysis of artifacts and special samples and may also require geoarcheological or other
specialized data analysis. Results from archival research conducted on historical sites would also fall in
this category. The results of these analyses should be presented in a coherent fashion prior to
interpretation and synthesis of the site in the Discussion section. Any artifacts or analyses mentioned in
the research design should be directly addressed, even if that particular line of inquiry proved fruitless.

While it is appropriate to provide test results as appendices (radiocarbon dating, INAA, lipid analysis, OSL,
etc.), detailed analyses conducted by subconsultants should be incorporated into the body of the report,
when possible, particularly if they were conducted to address key research questions. For example,
ceramic analysis should be presented in the body of the report, while the tables containing the sherd-by-
sherd data and results of radiocarbon dating organic residue found on the sherds should be presented as
an appendix. All artifact analysis results not included in the body of a report should be provided as an
appendix (see section IIC for more guidelines on appendices). Examples of this include, but are not limited
to:
® Archival research for historical sites (see THC’s Guidance for Studying Late 19th-Century and Early
20th-Century Sites for requirements). Note for survey projects, this information is usually more
appropriately presented in the site results;
® Artifact analysis; and
® Specialized studies & analyses (geoarcheology, macrobotanical, ceramic, etc.).

Discussion

The discussion section should synthesize the results of the background research, field investigations, and
analyses to provide interpretation of the site and address the research questions outlined in the research
design. All research questions presented in the Research Design should be directly addressed in the
Discussion. If the data obtained were insufficient to fully address the question, that should be clearly
explained.
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For testing projects, the recovered data should be synthesized on both an intrasite and intersite level of
analysis. The improved evaluations of the significance of the site made possible by testing should be
discussed, and the overall effectiveness of the testing program should be assessed.

For data recovery and mitigation, the results of investigative studies and explanation of avoidance/protection
should each be separately synthesized and assessed. The two should then be correlated to provide an
evaluation of the effectiveness of the overall strategy. A synthesis and interpretation of the investigative
studies should address both their resource management effectiveness and their research-oriented
conclusions and include intrasite and intersite level of analysis.

8) Summary & Recommendations

The summary and recommendations section of the report serves to concisely reiterate pertinent
information discussed in detail in the analysis, discussion, and results sections. It presents
recommendations for project clearance or further investigations justified by the gathering and
interpretation of the archeological evidence. For ease of the reader, a summary table may be included as
appropriate.

Required information in the summary and recommendations section:

e Summarize work conducted (e.g., how many STs/BHTs/units and/or cubic meters of soil were
excavated, number of artifacts collected/analyzed, etc.). For a survey aiming to examine a larger
area for resource predictability and management, this would include a discussion of the character,
density, and distribution of cultural resources in the study area. For NRHP testing or data recovery,
a summary of the site interpretation should be included;

e Provide trinomials of sites revisited and recorded and indicate general site type for each (e.g.,
historical farmstead versus precontact campsite, etc.);

e For Section 106 and ACT-permitted projects, present NRHP eligibility recommendations for each
identified site;

For ACT-permitted projects, specify SAL recommendations for each identified site;
Indicate which of the sites, if any, would be adversely affected by the proposed work or explicitly
recommend a finding of no historic properties will be affected;

e Provide recommendations for resource avoidance, protection, minimization of impacts, or further
investigations, as necessary;

e Include a statement suggesting what the project sponsor should do if unanticipated discoveries
are made during construction; and

e Provisions for the discovery of human remains.

C. BACK MATTER
The back matter of the report should consist of:
1) References Cited (Alphabetical by author’s last name or organization name)

2) Appendices (as appropriate)

e Maps or project area figures that illustrate site and cemetery locations if not included in main
body of the report (versions of these figures for public release should be restricted and pulling
appendices for redaction are often easier);
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e ST/BHT/auger tables, if not presented in report text; appropriate presentation area may be
dependent upon scale of results:
0 Should be organized by site STs, then general survey STs
0 Should include soil type and Munsell colors documented by stratigraphic levels and
depths, total shovel test depth, reason for termination, and artifacts encountered.
e Submitted Site Form and Site Revisit Form data from TexSite should be included either as an
appendix to the report, or submitted as a separate file at the time of Draft Report submission;
e Artifact catalogs and analysis tables;
® For some complex projects, it may be useful to provide final agency concurrence in the final report
as well as any relevant agency correspondence;
® Any other documents relevant for the project history and regulatory communications; and
When appropriate, proposed avoidance measures for each site with a signed letter of
commitment from the project sponsor.

3) Glossary (when appropriate)

D. ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES FOR UNDERWATER INVESTIGATION REPORTS

Reports submitted for underwater archeological investigations have unique additional considerations due
to the underwater environment itself and the nature of the data collection and interpretation of remote-
sensing data that constitutes a majority of the underwater investigations. Additional content is necessary
for understanding the context of the historical and geophysical environment and the remote-sensing data.
Each relevant section that requires additional content is discussed below.

1) Abstract

In addition to listing any recorded archeological sites within the PA/APE, the abstract needs to include all
remote-sensing anomalies recommended for avoidance using the assigned anomaly numbers.

2) Introduction

Delineate the specific roles for each team member including participation in the on-site field
survey/investigation (and their individual specific responsibilities), collection of remote-sensing data,
processing of data, interpretation of data, and reporting roles such as author, editor, and production of
GIS/CAD images, when applicable.

When discussing applicable federal and state statutes and rules, make sure to include the sections of the
TAC that address underwater archeology. This includes chapter 13 TAC 28 and sections of 13 TAC 26.

A 50-m or 150-m added survey margin around the PA/APE is required as an element in the design of the
remote-sensing project area (13 TAC §28.6). Please illustrate both the PA/APE and added survey margin
in the PA/APE figure to demonstrate this area was considered and included in the archeological
investigation.

3) Environmental Setting

For underwater reports produced for Texas Antiquities Permits, this section should discuss, to the extent
possible, the relevant riverbank or shoreline changes occurring over time. Often this includes historical
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charts/maps that illustrate and compare modern and historical marine/riverine delineations of the
PA/APE. Major components of this section should include:

e Historical shoreline changes;

e Water depths of the survey area and if this has changed, including erosion or accretion of
landforms;

e Sediment type and sedimentation rate (if known) should be included as it relates to the
underwater environment and its potential for the preservation of archeological resources; and

e lLand-use History. For submerged PA/APEs, a summary of modern and historical navigational
improvements in or near a PA/APE is crucial to understanding the potential adverse or beneficial
impacts on historic underwater properties in the PA/APE. This section should include, but not be
limited to, a discussion of improvements such as channel dredging, jetty construction, shoreline
armoring, shoreline stabilization projects, and creation of borrow or spoil areas. These activities
should be discussed in relation to their potential to impact underwater historic properties directly
or indirectly.

4) Background/Pre-Field Research

Reports for underwater remote-sensing investigations have two major added components for this section
that assist in better understanding the potential for archeological sites within the proposed PA/APE.

Previously Recorded Remote-Sensing Targets

Discuss recorded remote-sensing targets discovered by previous underwater archeological surveys that
have intersected or lie within or adjacent to the PA/APE. The authors need to review not just the center
point of the targets but also the avoidance buffers that extend 50 m or 150 m from the perimeter of the
anomaly’s acoustic target and/or magnetic signature, as per state requirements in 13 TAC §28.2 and
§28.9. The avoidance boundary must be maintained if it lies within the PA/APE, even if the target itself is
outside the PA/APE. Removing or renegotiating avoidance areas must be coordinated through the THC.

Reported Shipwrecks in the Proposed PA/APE

In addition to the discussion of recorded archeological sites and previously discovered remote-sensing
targets, this section of the report should contain a discussion of reported shipwrecks in the PA/APE. There
are three main sources for these Texas data, although others may also be consulted.

THC Archeological Sites Atlas: The Atlas contains the shipwreck database created and maintained by the
THC’s Marine Archeology Program (MAP). Use of the database is restricted to archeological professionals
approved during the Atlas registration process to have access to sensitive archeological data. This
shipwreck database contains more than 1,900 reported historical shipwrecks in Texas state waters as
derived from U.S. Coast Guard records, newspapers, memoirs, archival research, coastal charts, and other
primary and secondary sources. This is the most extensive database available for reported Texas
shipwreck losses. Only a small portion are recorded archeological sites. When using the MAP database’s
shipwreck layer in Atlas please consider:

e |If areported shipwreck has been discovered and verified, its trinomial is included as a field in the
shipwreck’s information window. Recorded archeological sites that do not yet have assigned
trinomials will have the abbreviation “TBA (to be announced)”;

e Fordiscussing shipwrecks near the PA/APE use 1 mile instead of 1 km as the search radius;

e Review the positional accuracy of the reported shipwreck. If it says “exact” and also includes a
trinomial or “TBA” in its data, then it is a recorded archeological site. Most reported shipwrecks
have positional accuracies of 0.25 miles or greater (sometimes 10+ miles). Make sure the
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positional accuracy of shipwrecks outside of the PA/APEs is considered, in case less specific
positions place them potentially within the PA/APE.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Automated Wreck and Obstruction
Information System (AWOIS): The AWOIS database has two separate components and includes
shipwrecks and obstructions recorded and listed on navigation charts. These vessels can be much older
than their charted date; for example, some Civil War-era Texas wrecks first appeared on modern charts,
providing the impression they are twentieth-century wrecks. AWOIS records have not been updated since
2016, so the most current information is presented in NOAA’s online electronic navigation charts (ENC)—
often these are a duplication of AWIOS data.

Texas General Land Office’s (GLO) Resource Management Code (RMC): This online database includes
codes created by the THC MAP to identify areas having a high or low probability to contain shipwrecks
(MK and MJ codes, respectively). The THC manages these data and it is hosted online by the GLO
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html|?id=559e3ee98e0f43c084ba0adb5a2177f1;
see the MK and MJ links under “Miscellaneous” in the GLO Viewer).

A full list of RMC code definitions can be found at the following link:
https://gisweb.glo.texas.gov/RMC/instructions/Revised_RMC_all_20141009.pdf

e MJ — Cultural resources may be present. These tracts lack sufficient data regarding the presence
of submerged cultural resources. An archeological remote-sensing survey, issued under a Texas
Antiquities Permit, may be required for proposed work that introduces bottom disturbing
activities such as dredging and/or creation of sediment placement areas. Consult with the Texas
Historical Commission for more information.

e MK — Avoid impacts to cultural resources. SALs or other cultural resources protected by state law
are known to be or may be located on this tract and should not be disturbed. An archeological
remote-sensing survey, issued under a Texas Antiquities Permit, may be required prior to
commencement of activities. Consult with the Texas Historical Commission for more information.

Texas Shipwreck SALs

Many Texas shipwrecks in the Atlas Shipwreck layer are designated as SALs due to a process implemented
in the 1980s. All reported pre-twentieth century shipwrecks in the THC's database were designated as
SALs regardless of whether they were recorded archeological sites. Therefore, hundreds of shipwrecks
have this protected status though they have yet to be discovered. It is common to have a SAL shipwreck
that does not also have a NRHP evaluation, because it has not been recorded through archeological
investigations. A SAL shipwreck in Texas is most frequently a reported but not a recorded site.

5) Research Design & Methods

Most underwater permits are issued for underwater remote-sensing surveys. The minimum requirements
for data collection procedures and equipment are listed in the 13 TAC §28.6. The research design for
underwater archeological surveys should describe the methods and tools including:

Survey

e Name (if applicable), size, and draft of the research vessel;
Manufacturer and models of the remote-sensing equipment;
Equipment range and resolution settings used for the survey;
Collection sample rate;
Transect line spacing;
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e Software used in the collection and processing of data; and
® Processing and analytical methods used for magnetometer, sonar, and when applicable, sub-
bottom profiler data.

Ground-Truthing
e Detailed discussion of ground-truthing techniques (probes/cores/augers) including proposed
depths and diameters. This should detail how the probe/core positions were recorded and how
the probe/core locations were selected; and
e For diving projects, include details of the dive operation including personnel, roles, total bottom
time, water depths, and visibility.

For underwater permits, conservation of artifacts is required for testing and excavation permit categories
13 TAC §26.16 (11) (13). In addition to guidance already presented in this document, keep in mind that
reports for underwater data testing and data recovery projects should address conservation and include
discussion of such methods.

6) Results

Remote-Sensing Surveys

Underwater archeological investigations are heavily dependent on the collection and interpretation of
remote-sensing data. Because the ability to interpret and present remote-sensing data in a report is
intrinsically dependent on the archeologist’s experience and training in these methods, additional
sections are to be included in the report to describe this information. Each underwater report, regardless
of positive or negative findings, must include a section describing magnetometer interpretive
methodologies historically and currently used in the discipline. This helps demonstrate the archeologist’s
familiarity with both the technology and analytical methods. This discussion is presented either in the
Research Design/Methods or Results and should be a comprehensive discussion of the cumulative
interpretative models and not just those used specifically toward the report recommendations.

Within the Results, the investigator must also include the minimum criteria used by the authors to select
the significant remote-sensing targets recommended for avoidance. This information needs to be clearly
denoted and separate from the interpretive model history. As part of this discussion, describe why specific
interpretive/analytical models were used for the current project type or location.

Specific requirements for the presentation of remote-sensing data for reports produced for Texas
Antiquities Permits are presented in 13 TAC §28.9. As added guidance, the contoured magnetometer data
and sonar mosaic for the PA/APE should be presented at a scale that can be reviewed by the THC MAP
using the criteria defined by the authors. It is recommended that the data be presented on magnetic
contour maps at no greater than 500 to 700 ft to an inch (1:6000-1:8400 scale). Sonar mosaics and
bathymetry maps can be produced at 2000 ft to an inch (1:24000) for large survey areas. Additional
considerations include:
® Do not obscure the magnetometer and sonar data with labels or icons placed over the
magnetometer contours or sonar targets;
® Ensure the Railroad Commission of Texas (RRC) oil features have been compared to the data and
accordingly label these features on the contour map(s);
e Per 13 TAC §28.9, vessel transects in the magnetometer contour maps must be included. Do not
include vessel transects on the sonar mosaic;
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e |[f sub-bottom data are included in the investigation, please ensure an adequate number of figures
are included that define paleo river channels in the sub-bottom data and overall map figures;

® Per 13 TAC §28.9(7), include a figure that shows both the planned and actual survey transects;

® As stated in 13 TAC §28.9(2), include additional large-scale figures for each recommended
magnetometer anomaly/sonar target in addition to the magnetometer map and sonar mosaic
figures. Such enlarged images should include vessel transects for the magnetometer targets;

® Asper 13 TAC §28.2(1) and §28.9(6), illustrate the avoidance buffers for recommended targets in
magnetometer contour maps and the sonar mosaics. Illustrate these buffers as circles and not
amorphic shapes. Data should be represented in this way as it is easier to understand the
avoidance buffer as a radial distance from the target center point that takes into account the
maximum extent of the magnetic target or cluster and the 50 or 150 m avoidance buffer; and

e It is preferred that magnetometer targets are labeled by their combined dipole/anomaly cluster
and not as individual anomalies within a cluster.

Target Ground-Truthing

THC survey-level underwater permits include basic, intrusive methods to identify a buried historical or
precontact site through probing/hydroprobing, coring, or limited removal of sediment overburden
through diver-controlled dredging. The presentation of results for such investigations should include a
geo-rectified image of the magnetometer anomaly, anomaly cluster, or feature with the positions of the
probes and/or cores. Probe or core results for each target should be presented as a tabular summary that
includes:

Probe/Core number;

Coordinates (WGS84 UTM preferred);
Method (probe length);

Depth of penetration; and

Material encountered/soil description.

7) Summary & Recommendations

For underwater investigations, recommendations include not only the archeological sites, but also the
remote-sensing targets that are recommended for avoidance. As with the Abstract and Results, these
need to be listed by the numbers assigned to each target by the authors. It is not necessary to recommend
the NRHP/SAL eligibility status of a buried remote-sensing anomaly only identified as a magnetometer
target, unless it has been ground-truthed and there is additional information by which to form a
hypothesis.

The THC also requires in 13 TAC §28.9(8) that these significant targets be summarized in a table. This is
often presented as a non-disclosure appendix. This table typically includes:

Target number(s);

Coordinates and coordinate system (WGS84 UTM preferred);

Gamma/nT minimum and maximum range;

Peak-to-peak amplitude and linear duration (in meters or feet) of magnetometer targets;
Recommended avoidance radius from the anomaly center point;

Identity as a monopole, dipole, or larger cluster;

Dimension and shape/description of sonar targets; and

Water depths.
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I1l. CHECKLISTS

The following checklists serve as both quick references to specific sections in the CTA report guidelines
and as helpful guides for ensuring reports include relevant information. These checklists are meant to

summarize the above information presented. Not all checklist items may be applicable to each individual
report.
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SUGGESTED SCOPE OF WORK CHECKLIST

__General Project Information
1 Project Name
1 Project Location/County (Nearest City)
[ Project Partners
1 Lead Agency
[ Sponsor
1 Contracting Party/Investigative Firm
J Landowner

__Project Area Description
1 PA/APE Map (show project components)
1 PA/APE Description
(1 Project Partners
[1 Lead Agency
[ Sponsor
[ Contracting Party/Investigative Firm
J Landowner

___Research Design & Methodologies
1 Type of Archeological Investigation
1 Statement of Objectives/Purpose
[ Field Methodologies
[ Standards Used
[J Sampling Area/Intensity
[ Transect Intervals and Est. Quantity
U Investigative unit type(s) (ST, BHT, etc.)
I Unit Dimensions/Spacing
1 Estimated Quantity
[1 Site Definition and Methodology
[ Justification for Trenching or Not
[ Marine Survey Methodologies
[ Transect Line-Spacing
1 Equipment
1 Sampling Rate

(1 Principal Investigator

1 Regulatory Framework

[J Funding/Permitting/Approval

[J Land Ownership (Federal/State/Private)
LI Applicable Regulations

(] Federal and/or State Permit Number(s)
[ Description of Project/Undertaking

O PA/APE Definition
[ Total Acreage
[ Direct/Indirect/Visual PA/APE Acreage
1 Corridor Length/Width for linear projects (metric)
[ Horizontal and Vertical Impacts (metric)
O Investigative Acreage/Depth (if differs from
PA/APE)

[ Artifacts

1 Collection Policy

O Field Documentation/Analysis

[ Field Samples

[J Documentation Methods

[ Laboratory & Analysis

[ Processing & Conservation

O Classification/Theoretical Framework
[ Diagnostic Criteria

[ Specialized Equipment

U Curation

LI Ownership

1 Repository/Artifact Disposition/Disposal
1 Reporting

1 Unanticipated Discoveries Protocol
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REPORT GUIDANCE QUICK REFERENCE
Please note italicized items are required for reporting under the Texas Administrative Code §26.16. ltems
specific to underwater reports are marked with (UW).

FRONT MATTER (CTA II[A])

__Title Page
[ Project Name
1 County or Counties
U1 Principal Investigator

L1 Investigative Firm [ Lead Agency
1 Date of Publication 1 Report Author(s)
(1 Antiquities Permit Number [ Mark as Draft or Final

___Abstract
1 Project Name
[ Location of Study

[ Project Impact Depth/Depth Investigated
1 Project Field Dates/Duration

L1 Type of Investigation (survey, etc.) (1 Description of Findings

1 Regulatory Framework 1 List of Recorded/Revisited Sites (with

(1 Project Partners (project trinomials)
sponsor/landowner) [ List of Significant Targets to be Avoided (UW)

[ Principal Investigator/Field Supervisor
1 Description of Project/Undertaking
O Project Acreage/Acreage Investigated

[J Recommendations
[ Artifact Collection Policy
O Curation Policy and Repository

__Table of Contents
__List of Tables
__List of Figures

__Management Summary (if appropriate)
___Acronyms (if appropriate)
__Acknowledgements (if appropriate)

REPORT BODY (CTA II[B], CTA II[D])

__Introduction
1 Project Name
1 Location of Study
1 Type of Investigation (survey, etc.)
[1 Regulatory Framework
(1 Project Partners (project sponsor and/or
landowner)
1 Description of Project/Undertaking
O PA/APE Definition
(1 Project Vicinity Map

___Environmental Background

1 Project Acreage/Acreage Investigated

1 Project Impact Depth/Depth Investigated
1 Project Field Dates/Duration

1 Description of Findings

1 Identity/Roles of Field Crew, Analysis and
Report Staff

1 Artifact Collection Policy
1 Curation Policy and Repository

L] Land Use History
1 Historical Shoreline Changes (UW)
1 Navigation Improvements (UW)

[ Topography

1 Hydrology

O Climate, Flora, and Fauna
1 Soils and Geology
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___Cultural Background, Precontact and Historical
[ Major cultural periods within the PA/APE 1 PA/APE specific cultural histories and periods

___Pre-Field Research

1 Sources Consulted (Databases, etc.) [ Vicinity Recorded and Reported Shipwrecks (UW)
1 Vicinity Previous Investigations [ Historical Aerial Photos, Maps, and Charts
1 Vicinity Sites and Targets [ Probability assessment for PA/APE

__Research Design & Methods

[ Type of Investigation [ Excavation Methodology

[ Statement of Purpose/Objectives [ Field Artifact Documentation and Analysis

[J Research Perspectives/Questions O Laboratory Analysis and Procedures

[ Deviation from Original Research Design O Artifact Collection Policy

[ Standards Applied [ Curation Policy and Repository

[ Survey Methodology [ Underwater Survey Methods (UW)

[ Deep Prospection Methodology [0 Magnetometer/ Sonar Data Interpretation (UW)

[ Site Definition/Delineation Methodology O Underwater Data-Processing Procedures (UW)

__Results
O Summary of Work Performed [ Maps Containing Site Locations
[ Result Logs/Tables (may be Appendix) [ Scaled Site Maps
[0 Compliance with Federal/State Standards I PA/APE Representative Photos (may be Appendix)
1 PA/APE Field Observations Summary 1 Material Cultural Description and Table(s)
[ Research Value/NRHP/SAL 0 Map of Planned/Actual Transects (UW)
[ Site Area/Units/Components/Structure [ Large Images of Recommended Targets (UW)
[ Site Investigative History I Magnetometer/Sonar Maps (UW)
1 Discovered Prior Impacts 1 Significant Magnetic Target Selection Criteria (UW)

___Analysis and Discussion (Testing & Data Recovery)
1 Archival Research 1 Address Research Questions
[ Specialized Studies (geoarcheology, macrobotanical, etc.)
[1 Material Cultural Discussion (alternative to presentation in Results)

__Summary and Recommendations
1 Summary of Investigation 1 Recommendations for Project
I NRHP and/or SAL Eligibility 1 Avoidance/protection plan, if applicable
1 Sites Adversely Affected by Proposed Work [ Unanticipated Discoveries Plan
1 Summary table of sites with eligibility recommendations

BACK MATTER (CTA II[C])

__Glossary (CTA IlI[C][1])

__References Cited (CTA II[C][1])
__Appendices (CTA II[C][2], CTA I[D][6], CTA I[D][7])
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1 Restricted Maps

1 Figures with Site Locations/Cemeteries
1 Project Areas with Discovered Sites

1 ST/BHT/Auger Tables

(1 Artifact catalogs and analysis tables

[ Supplemental photographs

__TAC REPORT SUBMITTAL (13 TAC §26.16)
1 PA Shapefile (with draft report)
1 Abstract Form (after final approved)

[1 Magnetometer Contour Maps (Positive Findings; UW)
[1 Sonar Mosaics (Positive Findings; UW)

[1 Table of Recommended Remote Sensing Targets (UW)
1 Trench Photos and profiles

[ Site Forms

[ Agency Correspondence/Concurrence (Final Report)

L] Curation Form
1 Public Report Copies (after final approved)
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