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AGENDA 
 

PUBLIC LANDS POLICY COORDINATING OFFICE 
2021 ANNUAL CONSULTANTS MEETING 

Thursday, February 18, 2021 
9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 

Registration: https://tinyurl.com/plpco2021  
 
 

 Welcome (9:00 a.m.) 
 

 Professionalism in Cultural Resources Consulting Award 
 

 Individual Agency Presentations 
o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Erin Hess and Jason Gipson) 
o Bureau of Land Management (Nate Thomas et al.) 
o School & Institutional Trust Lands Administration (Joel Boomgarden) 

 

 Break (~ 10:15 – 10:25 a.m.) 
 

 Individual Agency Presentations, Continued 
o Utah Department of Transportation (Liz Robinson) 
o Watershed Restoration Initiative (Arie Leeflang) 
o Utah Division of State History (Chris Merritt et al.) 
o PLPCO (Jason Wolf) 

 

 Panel Discussion 
o Section 1. Summary of Consultants’ responses to agencies’ questions (see pp. 2-21) 
o Section 2. Question-by-question answers to consultants’ questions (see pp. 21-29) 

 

 Break (~11:35–11:45 a.m.) 
 

 Panel Discussion, Continued 
 

 Closing Comments (~ 1:00+ p.m.) 
 

https://tinyurl.com/plpco2021
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SECTION 1. AGENCY QUESTIONS FOR CONSULTANTS 

1. HOW HAS COVID-19 IMPACTED YOUR ABILITY AS A CONSULTANT TO COMPLETE WORK? SPECIFICALLY, HOW HAVE 

THINGS CHANGED FROM PRE-COVID PROCEDURES? IS IT HARDER TO ACCESS INFORMATION REPOSITORIES, SUCH AS 

ARCHIVES AND LOCAL HISTORICAL SOCIETY RECORDS? ARE THERE DELAYS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION? HAS FIELD 

WORK BEEN IMPACTED? WHAT WORK-AROUNDS HAVE YOU FOUND EFFECTIVE? IS THERE ANYTHING THE AGENCIES CAN 

DO TO HELP WITH REPORT SUBMISSION? SUMMARY BY SUZY ESKENAZI. 

 

 The biggest changes I've noticed have been with field logistics which means added costs and 

unpredictable schedules. To reduce exposure additional trucks are required for fieldwork which adds costs 

(mileage) not factored into pre-COVID budgets (particularly on-call rates which were created years ago). 

Crew sizes have been reduced as well to limit exposure which means meeting deadlines has been tight at 

times. There is also the inevitable pauses in fieldwork due to potential crew exposure, awaiting test results, 

etc. These require crew to leave the field until cleared to return which affects both cost and schedule. 

Agencies can be more flexible with regards to schedule and expect costs will be a little higher for the near 

future. They should also require companies to list the precautions and added costs of implementing a safe 

working environment in their proposals, then factor those into the equation for choosing the contractor. 

Companies are forced to bid at the pre-COVID rates and eat the extra costs of maintaining a safe working 

environment OR bid appropriately and run the risk of losing the bid to companies which are not following 

public health guidelines at the expense of the field crew members' health. 

 

 Fortunately, as a CR writer and a parent, the major impact to my work has been juggling personal and work 

schedules from home. I do not perform fieldwork and have good remote access to most resources, so my 

work location changed more than my work practices. 

 

 Conducting historic research is unquestionably much more difficult. I think the acceptance of electronic 

drafts is one of the best outcomes of the pandemic for our business! Fieldwork, specifically non-local travel-

based fieldwork, was greatly impacted/complicated. Even with mitigation measures in place, we had 2 

travel-based COVID transmissions to our staff. With so many people working from home, some things are 

slower and some are faster (highly dependent on the individual). SOme folks have far fewer distractions 

and are MORE responsive now! 

 

 From a field perspective, COVID-19 created some unique challenges last year. The main risk/obstacle that 

we were faced with was traveling to and from the project area. As a crew lead, I spoke with our entire field 

staff about COVID concerns and the general consensus was that we all felt much safer while camping for 

the session, as opposed to staying in a hotel. We were able to eliminate most of the risks associated with 

the pandemic by camping for the 8-day session. 

 

 We haven't been affected too much, knock on wood. SHPO is still doing as good as ever with records 

searches, and we haven't had any issues with report submissions. The main thing is that we've had to 

implement more safety procedures on projects. For example, more vehicles so that we can reduce the 

number of people traveling together in the field. Also, COVID scares have become a regular occurrence in 

the field. We are very fortunate that we have not yet had anyone test positive, but we regularly have to pull 

people out of the field to get tested because they develop cold-like symptoms or think they've been 
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exposed. All of these things increase our costs. We'd appreciate it if agencies would recognize this in the 

coming year and be ok with somewhat higher costs per acre on projects we do for them. 

 

 Fortunately, we have been able to complete projects, but they have been slowed. Numbers of people 

available, social distancing requiring more vehicles, and challenging remote access are hurdles that require 

some flexibility that should be considered by agencies with periods of performance are threatened (or being 

scoped). 

 

 Actually, accessing information has not been difficult. I have found that I have spent more time searching to 

find online access for research purposes and have been rewarded finding more historical and other 

resources than I have in the past, mainly because I didn't have the time then to pursue such resources. 

 

 We have continued to conduct fieldwork, but now more vehicles are taken into the field so that fewer 

people are in each one. Plus COVID-19 protocols have been established (masks on at all times when in the 

vehicles if there are other people with you, wipe down common surfaces with disinfectant wipes, ample 

available hand sanitizer, etc.). I even conducted an excavation where I required people to wear masks if 

closer than 10 feet. 

 

 Most of our permanent staff are now working from home instead of the office, which makes communication 

and coordination slower. Tribal consultation now requires all communications to be redundant (original 

certified mail with tracking plus email a copy of the same documents).  

 

 Yes, performing on-site archival research has become more difficult, if not impossible at times.  

 

 No delays for me; carried out summer field work as planned except some of the crew didn't wish to join us 

because of the Covid. 

 

 SHPO office has been able to respond very quickly to requests and answer questions despite the 

pandemic. 

 

 Fieldwork has been more difficult because no matter the safety procedures in place, someone inevitably 

has to leave a large project to get a COVID test due to exposure before the session started. That then 

means the rest of their crew has to leave to get tested, which impacts budget and schedule. An agency 

having an understanding of schedule unpredictability due to COVID and remaining open and flexible to 

minor deadline changes would help greatly. 

 

 COVID has affected research for our company more than fieldwork. We are small, so fieldwork has 

generally proceeded as normal with a few PPE changes like face masks in vehicle. Our biggest challenge 

with schedules has been if there is archival research involved, but archives, agencies, and SHPO have 

been very helpful in still getting us the data we need in a relatively quick timeframe. I think everyone is 

doing their best and it has not been hugely disruptive. 

 

 Covid has not had much of an impact on our office work. We have all adjusted to zoom and remote work. 

Fieldwork was not impacted. We just have to be creative with our logistical issues. 
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 I've been unable to visit libraries/repositories/archives to gather data needed for prefield research and site 

documentation. For historic properties that has really affected NRHP evaluations and justifications. Some 

clients have decided to postpone CRIs and construction monitoring has been a challenge -- archeos in 

masks and bulldozer operators without masks to hide their big grins. 

 

 There are both positive and negative consequences of Covid-19 relating to our ability to complete work. 

The positives have been greater use of digital submission of materials, and agencies providing data 

digitally to consultants in lieu of office visits. In-person meetings are great, but often can be handled via a 

call or email or zoom, and that has become more accepted. 

 

 The negatives have been costs and planning. Some staff have declined to work in counties that have been 

in the red zone for Covid-19. This has meant smaller pools to draw from and scrambling a bit to offset loss 

of crew. We are putting one person per vehicle, so costs have increased -- i.e. a crew of three would have 

been in one truck, now it is three trucks. Camping projects have not had group meals, as protocols are for 

everyone to handle their own meals. So, like vehicles, we have camps with everyone having their own field 

kitchens. Working in masks and adding more hand sanitizer is slightly inconvenient but not really a big deal. 

 

 Some of the positives have offset the negatives in terms of costs. But overall, there has been more logistics 

in 2020 than in 2019 due to the pandemic. 

 

 To keep our employees safe we have started restricting the number of people per vehicle. This has had a 

lot of extra expense to projects that are normally tight budgeted to begin with. And we have to be aware of 

crew personnel mixing so we have tried to keep crew size smaller and get less help from offices from other 

states. This has helped our crews quarantine together, but has limited our ability to get large projects done 

quickly. We have enjoyed the increase presence of online sources and people willing to help work with us. 

Utah is ahead of other states since we have Sego and our BLM offices work well with the SHPO (as 

opposed to Nevada). SHPO is awesome. They have been super on top of it and have been open to 

suggestions and have been reviewing reports efficiently. 

 

 Other than delayed communications, we have not experienced difficulties in completing work as a 

consultant. If anything, our workload has continued to increase (especially in the telecom industry). 

 

 Our company is small and hasn't felt too strong of an impact. Mainly, adjusting to sending deliverables via 

email or OneDrive since more agency folks are working at home these days. 

 

 Our biggest COVID-19 vector is travel: long-distances in a small space. Our work around is to use more 

vehicles with commensurate field costs and crowding. For both research and report submission, online 

access is a huge saving. 

 

 Due to social distancing practices budgets for fieldwork became even more difficult than usual - the cost 

from the increased number of vehicles needed to transport folk, the purchase and upkeep of sanitation kits, 

and the extra time required for cleaning cut into already limited funds. We attempted to keep field crews in 

'pods' so that the possible exposure to covid was decreased, and had the majority of crews camping most 

of the season to limit exposure due to hotel stays. 
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 In general, no. My ability to complete my projects has not been dramatically impacted by Covid-19, with 

only minor impacts. We have had to create field work work-arounds (to keep proper distances, etc.), but as 

for obtaining information or accessing archives/repositories - no, there have been no significant impacts to 

my projects. 

 

 Records reviews are more difficult when we have to do in-person searches, or need staff to do searches at 

the repository itself. We have experienced delays at those locations of up to a month in getting information. 

We have experienced similar delays for things such as fieldwork authorizations, permit modifications, and 

other things that need an ink signature from a supervisor. There have been no or fewer Covid-related 

delays with online repositories. 

 

 Fieldwork has been impacted by COVID responses related to physical distancing, primarily in terms of field 

mobilization, secondarily in field settings such as excavation units or trenches where cooperation is 

required. Many agencies and consultants alike began requiring one person per vehicle, and there just 

weren’t enough off-road capable vehicles available, especially during fire season, when rental agencies 

throughout the west indicated that the Forest Service had rented all the pick-ups. We have switched to 3-

foot backhoe buckets for trenching to make it possible for one person to pass another without touching, and 

to increase air-flow in the trench (and hopefully promote removal of droplets).  

 

 Lab work has really suffered, as it is unsafe for employees to spend hours in a row together. I was 

diagnosed with Covid, for instance, after spending a few hours over three days supervising junior staff 

conducting lithic analysis. Everyone was masked. For environmental samples being sent to labs, there 

hasn’t been a problem, unless we need to physically deliver a sample, then there is usually some delay in 

arranging for someone to meet us at the lab.    

 

2. FOR CONSULTANT-OWNERS. WHAT CHALLENGES DO YOU FACE AS SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS THAT AGENCIES MAY NOT 

UNDERSTAND OR APPRECIATE. IS THERE ANYTHING AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES CAN DO TO LIGHTEN OR HELP BEAR SOME 

OF THESE BURDENS? SUMMARY BY SONIA HUTMACHER-CUNNINGHAM. 

 

 Here are a few: 1) time--scope jobs according to site sensitivity and size of survey, not boilerplate 

schedules that are not viable; 2) low bidders--do some simple math when evaluating proposals that the 

costs offered can be accomplished by human beings in the time allotted; 3) requirements--reconsider the 

50-yr rule, which is getting more ridiculous by the day, slowing projects down as agency timelines shrink 

and will be the death of our whole industry from its lack of value to the spirit of the law (public good); 4) site 

sensitivity--use this along with acreage in scoping to enhance agency evaluation of survey bids to be, 

accomplishable, proportionate, and cost-justified; 5) Isolates--reduce the burden of recordation on these 

(any "significant" isolate can be called a site). 

 

 Nope. 

 

 Cash flow has slowed, potential volunteers and/or field personnel may not want to ride-share but each 

driver wants mileage. Extra vehicles may not be in project budgets. Agencies usually cannot cover the 

additional expense of that. 
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 The challenge for all small business owners is always costs. Most projects are awarded to low 

bid/technically acceptable. The costs of working safely are being absorbed by businesses that are already 

pressed to be that low bid in a competitive environment. Having Covid-19 protocols in place is an additional 

cost under the category of safety, but not sure that extra cost is being factored in. It is more than hand 

sanitizer and masks -- it is the logistics and management aspect of providing a safe work environment for 

staff. That translates to another 5-10% of costs. 

 

 Everyone is affected on almost every way. Our employees outdoor jobs are far more complicated (due to 

restrictions). Everyone (clients, agencies, staff, owners) have been antsy and anxious and I think we need 

to allow each other to find the new normal and be forgiving. PPP loans saved us.  

 

 T&M monthly billing! Or if milestones are an agency requirement, encourage agency staff to have more 

milestones for small percentages of project budgets so that small businesses are not having to carry extra 

debt longer. 

 

3. WHAT ARE YOUR PRIMARY CHALLENGES TO COMPLETING PROJECTS SUCCESSFULLY? ARE THESE CHALLENGES INTERNAL 

OR EXTERNAL TO YOUR COMPANY, DO THEY INVOLVE AGENCY RELATED WORK AND/OR UNEXPECTED FACTORS LIKE 

PANDEMICS OR WILDFIRES? SUMMARY BY SONIA HUTMACHER-CUNNINGHAM, WITH FOLLOW-UP BY MIKE CANNON AND 

STEVE SWANSON. 

 

 A perennial challenge is keeping high-quality field personnel with bottom of the barrel rates that contracting 

officers typically lean towards when awarding contracts. These are issues faced by every company I have 

worked for throughout the west including Utah. Lower rates get the contract; those companies pay low 

hourly wages; high-quality archaeologists pass on low wages; companies have to rely on inexperienced 

temps and/or recoup the expense elsewhere through cutting corners, sometimes at the expense of the 

archaeology. One way to fix this is to determine an industry standard rate for field crew (subject to change 

over time and by region) and require firms to state they will pay their employees no less than these rates. 

Projects through federal funds are already subjected to this, so incorporating minimum wages into other 

projects (state-funded) should also occur. However, even on federal projects, I know prevailing wages are 

not always implemented by all companies. There should be periodic audits to determine if a company is 

paying the proper wages and per diem rates. 

 

 Success comes from good employees doing the jobs they are qualified to do; there have been no 

challenges beyond external (pandemic and wildfires) this (last) year. Initially we had some FWA-type 

complications, but I think that is figured out for the most part. Hiring/permitting has become an enormous 

challenge (good people are staying put and barely qualified folks are getting caught up in school challenges 

due to COVID). 

 

 There are inherent risks associated with conducting a field survey/investigation. Many of these challenges 

are external: weather, wildfires, pandemics, etc. One issue that can be improved, with more research and 

information, is access to the project area. There have been numerous times when we were unable to reach 

the survey area because of locked gates, private parcels restricting access, or otherwise inaccessible 

roads. These issues cause delays to our work schedule and can be detrimental to the success of a project 

relative to the proposed budget. 
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 External factors = weather, pandemics, agency archaeologists asking for out of scope work, lack of timely 

review by the agency which can put contractors in a bind with the agency contracting officer or that can put 

our clients in a bind. The only thing new on this list compared to every year in the past is the pandemic. The 

main internal factor is that it is continually difficult to find enough good staff to do the work. New graduates 

coming from local universities are across the board not prepared for CRM work. We have to rely on finding 

those few people who are motivated enough to learn on the job that we can train them ourselves. 

 

 Poorly written scopes and poorly evaluated bids. These are wholly on the agencies. Use acreage and site 

sensitivity to get honest cost proposals and be able to compare them fairly with a calculator. 

 

 In Utah our primary challenge to successful completion of a project is often the agency (usually BLM) 

field/district office archaeologist. We've given up on the BLM ever again having a fairly standard approach 

to NRHP eligibility that is consistently applied across the state or even within the agency from office to 

office. To some degree, we are willing to "customize" eligibility statements to cater to the personal 

preferences of each field office arch. However, they often don't really know what they want, only what they 

don't want. We have project kick-off meetings where we ask them to provide explicit, detailed written 

examples of exactly what they expect, particularly in regards to to NRHP eligibility discussions and wording. 

This information should be provided to the consultant, but usually is not, and when it is, it is usually in the 

form of vague verbal instructions. Several times within the last few years we've submitted reports where the 

archaeologist had zero issues with the documentation and the quality of the inventory fieldwork, but 

he/she/it/they spent inordinate amounts of reviewing effort to rip apart the eligibility discussions. However, 

when directly asked to provide examples of what they would find acceptable, they cannot. We do the best 

we can to "read their mind" and send in the revised documents only be asked to yet another round of 

changes. Doing more than one round of revisions should not be required if the agency archaeologist cannot 

provide sufficient information and direction so that we can provide them with their desired product the first 

time. 

 

 As far as the pandemic...Many staff are working from home, but most do not have all the same resources 

available at the office (printers, postage meter, etc.). This requires staff to schedule an office visit to 

perform the tasks that require in-person or physical presence. It is more cumbersome, less efficient, and 

slower. Also, government points-of-contact working from home have sometimes been difficult to contact 

and responses from. Lengthening the periods of performance on projects would be the most help in 

rectifying many of these issues. 

 

 Only the lack of water in the back country where we work. 

 

 We occasionally have issues with agencies not getting comments back within their normal timeframes and I 

do thinks this has partly been due to COVID and agency folks having to work from home with not enough 

government IT/computed network support. 

 

 Budgets. It seems as though projects are still being awarded to the lowest bidders, even when RFPs come 

out stating otherwise. If we want to keep people employed, we take these jobs and eat some of these 

costs, but we have started to think harder about the kind of work we want to chase. The DWR contract 

should also be reformatted so that it better reflects actual costs of projects. A per acre rate is sometimes 
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too risky and it causes us to pass on work. Would love to have a contract that allows for additional funds 

depending on site density. 

 

 The pandemic is the unusual factor. We deal with it as best we can and I'm not sure agencies are doing 

any better. 

 

 The pandemic is one more external challenge to add to the list for completing projects successfully. The 

agencies have been great to work with and have supported making things work in 2020. 

 

 Our challenges are something all companies face. 1.) Survey pace per day: The updated BLM guidelines 

have a low acre per person per day given the amount of money they want/accept on their projects. 2.) 

Changing guidelines half way through the year has been difficult to incorporate into our procedures. 3.) 

Why do we have to write out integrity statements for sites that are not significant? 4.) Weather. Utah can be 

difficult with freezing or wet springs, over 100 degrees in the summer, wildfires/smoke from other states. 

 

 Staffing. Finding field directors with the ability to write and analyze data is difficult in Utah. We're not sure if 

this is an issue with our education system or the result of continued use of staff at a lower level and not 

providing them with the opportunities for advancement in our field. 

 

 The biggest primary challenge is broken communication that comes out of pandemics, wildfires, or staff 

changes. It is hard to make deadlines without consistency. 

 

 Time and budget. The 2020 field season fieldwork was impacted by fires and severe storms making for last 

minute logistic changes, pushing time lines back and putting extra strain on budgets. When crew did 

become sick, whether due to covid or another illness, it was more difficult to find replacements due to the 

safety measures from the pandemic. 

 

 Our primary challenges are internal. Properly staffing field crews and making sure that we are addressing 

all Covid-19-related policies and regulations/recommendations have been the biggest issues that we've had 

to work around. 

 

 Staffing is the greatest challenge, and will continue to be an issue for a couple years. Many of our seasonal 

on-call were not interested in working, whether due to pandemic responses, fear of the corona virus, or 

preference to stay at home and collect the beefed-up unemployment benefits. We just missed an entire 

cohort of potential junior staff with the complete lack of archaeological field schools during 2020. If this is 

repeated in 2021 the problem will be exacerbated. Due to supply/demand, salaries are increasing; and 

combined with the increasing mobilization costs project budgets are going over on just about every project. 

Delays in achieving milestones and in getting invoices paid means the consultant firms have to carry 

increasing debt for longer periods. I won’t even touch a project with 50% payout at end of fieldwork and 

50% at project completion, and think long and hard about any with a milestones over 20% of budget. 
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4. WHAT INFORMATION MIGHT THE AGENCIES HAVE TO HELP CONSULTANTS IN PUTTING TOGETHER A BID? SUMMARY BY TINA 

HART. 

 

 Please provide photographs and KMZs of the project area(s), as well as a KMZ of roads and their status 

(OHV vs. 4WD vs. closed). Many of these projects have other components (outside of cultural resources) 

and therefore cross-communication within the agency prior to letting the bids could yield information 

pertinent to firms' calculation of cost and approach. Preliminary Class I data would also be helpful. 

 

 If you want bids to be about rates, you have to provide survey size and projected results. I like leaving it to 

consultants professional judgement, but I think many agencies are finding that the cheapest offer is not 

usually the best product. Agencies need to find ways to evaluate/compare bids based on more than dollars. 

 

 A complete (or mostly complete) map of the project area would be ideal to have when preparing a bid. It is 

hard to accurately estimate the project costs based solely on acreage. It is very useful for us to know how 

big the area is, what the topography of the area looks like, what the survey polygons look like, and how 

spread out the survey areas are. 

 

 If they have information about sites/resources in an area that aren't available through SHPO, please make 

this known in the RFP from the start, so we don't get put in a bind having to record way more resources 

than we budgeted for. (Yes, this happens.). 

 

 Site sensitivity assumptions, recording-level requirements.  

 

 A central online place to find what is out there to bid on rather than having to know which agency has 

projects available. Small bidding pools are nice for those on them, but not always the best for the resource. 

If everyone had access to what is available and how to gain credentials to bid, it would provide a more level 

playing field and would likely provide higher quality results, benefiting the resource, the profession and the 

public. 

 

 Clear legible maps at a useful scale. 

 

 I am bid-less.  

 

 Allow a consultant to fairly budget in COVID-related expenses for a project. Projects might cost more right 

now because of more vehicles required for social distancing, time lost for getting tested, inability to send a 

crew to the field after a holiday like Thanksgiving because people spent time with family and other crew 

members are not comfortable being in the field with people who went to social gatherings off the clock, etc. 

Bidding on projects sometimes feels like a race to the bottom, making it hard to adequately work COVID-

related costs into project bids. 

 

 Maps included in the RFP could be more precise and clear. 

 

 GIS shapefiles of the project area. This information helps consultants prepare realistic bids. In years past, 

we have often had to rely on large-scale maps that are not useful for doing up-front file searches during the 

proposal stage. 
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 Agency and client need to come to agreement on the APE before requesting bids. It isn't up to the 

archaeologist to define the APE and it isn't right for the agency to change the APE after the client and 

archaeologist have signed a contract. 

 

 If there have been recent surveys/sites documented within/near the project APE that are not yet on file with 

SHPO. The Sego database often indicates survey/site data that has not yet been received, but SHPO and 

the agencies may also not have this information, making it difficult to do our jobs. 

 

 Clarity and consistency. It is difficult to manage or budget a project when report edits do not match project 

expectations. That is, the added field/reporting expense that comes from having to map Class II areas (that 

were avoided for safety reasons) within a Class III survey. 

 

 We may not be able to staff a project as we had originally hoped. We may have to bring in staff from other 

offices because our staff gets sick, or we may have travel-related ODCs that we didn't originally anticipate 

just so that we can maintain proper safety protocols. 

 

 Provide geospatial data for project boundaries (e.g., shapefile, geodatabse, kmz) with every RFP. 

 

5. WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE IN A RFP/RFQ THAT IS NOT BEING INCLUDED? SUMMARY BY TINA HART. 

 

 I would like to see more flexibility in fee structure. Allow fees for fieldwork to be broken into a survey rate 

and a per site rate. Survey costs are more predictable and variability is minimal, however, predicting the 

number of sites within an area (particularly where limited recent surveys have taken place), is a very risky 

business. List if there will be flagging requirements for sites (none, only eligible, all). Require firms to state 

how much they will minimally be paying temporary field staff. For the near future, require COVID safety 

procedures and allow for added costs to cover these. 

 

 See above. Also, specify contractually binding timeframes for agency archaeologists to review deliverables, 

not just for us to submit them. And, allow for a cost per site pricing approach, as opposed to an overall firm 

fixed price approach that puts all of the risk in estimating site density onto the contractor. 

 

 Site sensitivity assumptions, proportionate timelines for the work involved instead of the proponent's 

schedule imposed. 

 

 GIS shapefiles of the project area. 

 

 Does pricing always have to be by acre? Why not by site documented? It would help clients and agencies if 

the CRM firm didn't bill for things they didn't do. 

 

 Site number predictions or site density estimates. Better project area maps. And listing the current 

guidelines/site forms. The CO or agency POC should read through the whole RFQ to make sure it applies 
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to their project instead of just coping and pasting sections (e.g. we shouldn't be seeing references to 

IMACS or the 2004 BLM guidelines anymore). 

 

 Project location shapefiles would be helpful. 

 

 Any background data or information that would not be accessible through normal channels. 

 

 Site count estimates = how many sites does an agency expect to see in their proposed project area. This 

would help us in confirming that we are on target with a cost estimate or if we're off and need to rethink 

things. 

 

 Provide geospatial data for project boundaries (e.g., shapefile, geodatabse, kmz) with every RFP. 

 

6. WHAT TRAINING OR RESOURCES CAN SHPO PROVIDE TO CONSULTANTS FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND/OR HISTORIC 

BUILDINGS COMPLIANCE PROJECTS? SUMMARY BY ANDY YENTSCH. 

 

 I think their existing training materials, compliance guide, etc. are pretty good. 

 

 Maybe some on-line tutorials would be helpful. 

 

 HUB training - how to use it. There is also sometimes confusion on submitting architecture reports to 

SHPO. 

 

 Since the buildings component is new to the SHPO databases, they probably need to train archaeologists 

on how to record historic buildings. Each state seems to have different needs and vocabulary, not to 

mention agencies who are as green as archaeologists when it comes to venacular architecture, 

terminology, and critical elements. 

 

 1.) How can we help you? I would love to hear from the agencies if there are ways to have projects not tied 

to an undertaking-can they give us suggestions for grant work? Are there projects they are keen on but 

can't get funding, and CRM companies could find out a way to get the work done (through private projects, 

grants, research, volunteering, other)? What else can we do to help them with their limited resources? 2.) 

what do you want us to discuss for adverse effect? 

 

 Maybe some training on how to conduct historic research or how to document these types of sites? Or 

send out examples of what level of documentation is expected. 

 

 Few companies have the resources to employee both archaeological and architectural field crews, so 

recognizing that most folks wear multiple hats and not creating artificial divides between the archaeological 

and architectural databases. 
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 Provide links on the SHPO website with information that's essential to the process. The latest links with 

information about historic artifacts has been fantastic and super helpful, so more information like that would 

be great! 

 

 Section 106 training for junior staff and training in tribal consultation for firms that lack an ethnographer. 

 

7. DESPITE PROGRESS IN MAKING STANDARDS AND EXPECTATIONS MORE CONSISTENT AND UNIFORM, WE KNOW THAT 

AGENCY ARCHAEOLOGISTS SOMETIMES WANT DIFFERENT THINGS AND THAT THIS CAN BE A HEADACHE FOR A 

CONSULTANT. HOW DO YOU TRACK WHAT WE, AS AGENCIES, NEED IN A REPORT AND A SITE FORM, AND HOW CAN WE 

HELP? SUMMARY BY ANDY YENTSCH. 

 

 It is mostly institutional knowledge gathered from working with particular individuals and agencies. If any 

peculiar requirements exist, please include in RFP (i.e., flagging, GPS points at each transect, etc.). 

 

 We have an institutional spreadsheet that we use to track idiosyncrasies that may have been discovered in 

the comments process to apply to future projects. 

 

 Having one consolidated list of guidelines would be immensely helpful. For that matter, providing an always 

available list of agency archaeologists in the state is great! 

 

 We track this just by keeping in our heads a list of the quirks of every individual agency archaeologist. It 

takes time to learn these, and the first project we do with a new person often doesn't go well. To help, now 

that the BLM guidelines are out, please just have everyone in the field offices stick to those. Or if a field 

office archaeologist is going to ask for more than what the guidelines require, please make this clear in the 

RFP from the start (or don't require it). 

 

 I prefer to go over their heads and integrate a state-level archaeologist into the email thread. Worse is that I 

just do what I think is right and deal with the comments. What surprises me, and no doubt others, is the 

freedom with which some agency archaeologists think they can interpret rules and regulations. This is not 

how any business works, so the lack of a unified ethos comes as an affront at times.  

 

 Having a uniform decision on what should and should not be included in an integrity assessment of a site 

would be great. Some agency archaeologists want every aspect of integrity fully assessed for every site 

regardless of eligibility, some only want that done for eligible sites, and some only want aspects of integrity 

that are intact assessed. There was supposedly a uniform decision made on integrity assessments last 

year, but individual agency archaeologists continue to want things done their own way regardless of that 

decision. 

 

 We have just learned what the agencies we commonly work for are looking for. We also rely heavily on the 

standards and expectations spelled out in the contracts and scopes of work on a project by project basis 

and on kick-off meeting discussions. I think agencies could do a better job of reviewing RFPs and SOW 

before they are sent out - many are boiler-plated and sometimes have old information or information 

pertaining to an entirely different project still imbedded. 
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 We have an internal spreadsheet where we keep track of particular agency archaeologist's 

requests/wants/needs. It gets a little cumbersome otherwise when every BLM Field Office seems to have 

something else they prefer. It would be great if all the Field Offices could communicate with one another 

about their expectations so that we know the 8110 manual is the only thing we have to worry about when 

submitting a project. 

 

 I do feel that some agency archs are still being too nit-picky and getting into the weeds on grammatical 

issues and other things that do not serve the overall purpose of the project. 

 

 If the agency requires the UASF then that's what they get. If they also require their own form, then that has 

to be part of the contract specs and is charged out accordingly. Don't ask for it after the fact. Stop fussing 

about isolates. Content of reports should be specified in the contract so there aren't any "oh, didn't I 

mention that?" last minute demands. 

 

 We have had some issues with the BLM and SHPO seeing things differently when it comes to interpretation 

of NRHP eligibility. We end up going in circles responding to BLM, then again to SHPO comments. If the 

BLM and SHPO would come together on this we could streamline the process. 

 

 I'm glad you realize that. Every single archaeologist we have worked with requires something different, has 

a different level of review, and expects different outcomes. We track personal preferences in a large excel 

that all of our PM add to after interacting with individuals, but it is difficult to keep up-to-date because some 

agency people have a tendency to move around. The agencies can help relieve this useless pressure by 

having site form review trainings for their archaeologists. They should discuss how to review a site form, 

what type of comments are appropriate, and how they should relay their comments to the consultant 

tactfully. These trainings should be held annually at least. 

 

 We have a Word standards document that contains comments indicating changes for specific agencies. 

 

 I keep a log of each BLM field office and the specifics of each archaeologist. 

 

 We don't typically track report "wants" because of the high rate of agency turnover. Instead, we submit a 

good draft and hold our breath to see who wants what changes. Most of the changes we see have little to 

do with NRHP content/disagreements. The bulk of our reediting time is actually spent proving that our IFs 

are actual IFs: even those that by Utah standards wouldn't need reporting and won't be eligible. 

 

 It would help if clear expectations for what is required to be included are given in the RFP/RFQ or at the 

kick-off meeting. 

 

 We have a spreadsheet here in the office and we list out the agency/contact, and then what their personal 

preference is for a report and/or site form. Monthly or quarterly meetings to go over what you're looking for 

and if anything changes, the entire agency group could be informed, all at the same time. 
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8. MANY AGENCIES CONTINUE TO SEE A LOT OF UNALTERED CUT-AND-PASTED ELIGIBILITY RECOMMENDATIONS EVEN WHEN 

INFORMATION GIVEN IN THE SITE DESCRIPTION HIGHLIGHTS AN APPARENT INCONSISTENCY OR RAISES OTHER QUESTIONS. 

IS THIS AN ISSUE OF EDITORIAL PROCESS? DO YOU NOT WANT TO MESS WITH LANGUAGE THAT HAS “WORKED” IN THE 

PAST? IS THERE SOMETHING AGENCIES CAN DO HELP? SUMMARY BY MIKE CANNON.  

 

 I think the driving factor in this is low rates and tight schedules. Most budgets are spent in the field and by 

the time the process gets to the report writing and QAQC steps, budgets are largely gone or limited and/or 

schedules are crunched from unforeseen circumstances and inflexible deadlines. A high quality product 

requires more money. If agencies only go for the lowest bid they should expect a continuation in "cut-and-

pasted" type language in reports. There are just too many variables to predict an adequate budget and in 

the end things inadvertently fall through the cracks. I agree that more focus should be given to the eligibility 

statements (which are arguably the most important part of the process and the only reason we have jobs). 

But there is a trade off: more money, flexible deadlines, and/or a decrease in focus of other aspects of the 

process (i.e., do IFs really need photos, do we really need to discuss vegetation ad nauseam, are physical 

setting sections of reports or repetitive cultural contexts necessary, etc.). Streamlined reports are good. 

Consider discussing only the applicable cultural contexts and moving it to the end of the report with 

summary, recommendations, and eligibilities. There is no point in discussing all the possible resources ever 

encountered in the state/region at the beginning of a report to only to have 5 unassociated historic can 

dumps and a couple Archaic lithic scatters. Also consider employing the categorically ineligible site type. 

 

 As a writer, both suggested reasons can be at issue. Using uniform language across multiple sites can 

increase the consistency of our recommendations and reduce the time needed to produce these 

recommendations. However, the recommendations must always be tailored to accurately reflect the unique 

details of a particular site. Inconsistencies can come from rushing through write-ups in order to meet 

production deadlines, or from a lack of experience and comprehension on the part of writers. 

 

 I have also worked with agencies on large projects who want to be very careful about the phrasing used in 

eligibility recommendations for legal reasons. This led to a perception that there was a short list of 

acceptable ways to express recommendations, and the churning out of large numbers of site 

recommendations that followed a very strict "formula." Avoiding this kind of micro-managing by agencies 

could prevent over-use of cut-and-paste. 

 

 I think this reflects time=money and not a choice based on what has been successful. Contractors are 

competing for work (private and agency-based) and when projects continue to go cheaper and cheaper, 

you will see more and more of this. We do not do much agency work in Utah because agencies are 

awarding contracts at alarmingly low levels and we are not willing to do "copy and paste" level work (so we 

stopped trying). If you are tired of seeing it, start holding contractors accountable AND stop awarded 

contracts for pennies on the dollar (you are training them to work to the level you are willing to pay for). 

 

 See comment above about the lack of training for people coming into CRM. Eligibility evaluations are 

completely alien to new and even many mid-level CRM staff, and as agencies have asked for more detail in 

evaluations (to include detailed evaluations of integrity) they become even harder for our staff to write. As a 

result, they just rely a lot on copy and paste. What the agencies can do to help is provide training for 

consultant staff on what they want to see in evaluations - either directly themselves, or by working with local 

universities. Training for their own staff in this would also help. It is the agencies who are under a legal 
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obligation per Section 106 to make determinations of eligibility, and they should take some ownership of 

making sure that everyone knows what they need for this. 

 

 Yes, that is editorial, and I consider that to be on the consultant. You should expect better. But keep in mind 

the systemic pressure with which unreasonable project timelines, poor scoping, low-bid acceptance, and 

inconsistent interpretations of significance and integrity among field offices lend to the problem. 

 

 I think that agencies need to provide more guidance in this respect. Don't just say "don't cut and paste", 

provide more examples and encouragement for consultants to be more creative and think more about the 

process. If such overtures are not adhered to, talk to the consultant who has not complied and ask for 

revisions. If they do not provide it, they should then be made to pay a price, like not being allowed to bid on 

the next project. I would not recommend removing them from all future projects, perhaps just from one or 

two to give them notice of their poor quality work. 

 

 Agencies must do due diligence in reviewing Draft submissions of reports. Some agencies are quick to 

rubber stamp Drafts without actually reading the site descriptions.  

 

 I know our company has been working to get away from this and we now have a more rigourous process 

and go through each step in an eligibility evaluation including actually analyzing the integrity of each 

resource against all 7 aspects. I think sometimes it gets frustrating if you have a bunch of very small lithic 

scatters with no diagnostics to go through the process on each site. 

 

 For a project that has 50 small lithic scatters with no depth, it doesn't make sense to re-write the NRHP 

recommendations for every site. We are often constrained by small budgets and we do the best we can to 

work within those parameters. We don't see a reason to fix what isn't broken. Obviously some critical 

thinking needs to come into play on the consultants' part also. 

 

 Cut-and-paste is an avenue to concluding a contract quickly (and save money). It isn't often the right way, 

however, and agencies should continue to raise the issue with consultants. Some phrases are 

standardized, like our grammatically boring "the site is/is not recommended as eligible" but others things, 

like integrity and criteria descriptions should be custom fit to the site. 

 

 When you record numerous similar sites, this can be unavoidable. Often times it is the language that has 

worked in the past, and very specific requests from agencies for NRHP eligibility recommendation 

statement. This is also to maintain consistency. 

 

 True it does make it easier for us to recycle language that has worked in the past. And there are some 

parts that don't/shouldn't change. If we could eliminate everything that is "common knowledge" (such as 

defining how something is significant) that would help. We are afraid to take out some of that language 

because we don't want reviewers to question it. Can the agencies give us more example eligibility 

statements that are simple, clear, and concise? 

 

 It's likely a little of both. If we are not careful, when we create a new site form, we sometimes forget to 

correct previous data (editorial issue). Once concern with revising eligibility statements and providing more 

details is that it would require additional research, analysis, and documentation, costing more money. In 
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CRM, we answer to our clients (and the agencies), so finding a balance can be difficult, thus many firms 

are likely to stick with what has worked in the past. 

 

 I think this is an internal consultant editorial process that consultants need to fix. 

 

 This comes from time constraints and streamlined writing- instead of writing the same language 100+ times 

it is more efficient to copy/paste. If an agency would accept a list of sites all in the same situation with the 

same eligibility being presented instead of individually this would cut down on such errors, for example all 

late historic artifact scatters were summarized in a single paragraph with one eligibility statement. 

 

 I would argue yes to both questions. Perhaps a consultant is moving too fast or isn't thinking as clearly 

about an individual project as they should. That may be harder to do. I'm not sure how an agency could get 

around this, other than mention something in the project kick-off meetings with the consultant. 

 

 This is sometimes an issue of firms using junior staff to write site descriptions, and those staff have not had 

Section 106 training. On the other hand, I have had employees with years or experience and Section 106 

training that still make copy-paste errors in those sections. 

 

9. LOOKING AHEAD, WHAT ARE YOUR THOUGHTS ABOUT NEW OPPORTUNITIES FOR MITIGATION, INCLUDING IDEAS ABOUT 

SHARING YOUR RESEARCH IN A VIRTUAL ENVIRONMENT? SUMMARY BY MATT LANDT. 

 

 I think alternative forms of mitigation (i.e., not just excavating or putting up a kiosk) are an excellent way to 

move forward and utilize modern technology to reach a wider audience. Focusing mitigation efforts to 

public outreach is not only moving the gray literature into the open but directly adds to the sustainability of 

our industry. We want people to know more about our collective history so they are informed, invested, and 

encouraged to continue advocating for the preservation of cultural resources. 

 

 We must reach out to the public in different ways. We need to publish (electronically or otherwise) products 

that are consumable to more than just ourselves. The public wants interactive learning and we need to 

meet that need. 

 

 We definitely need to be doing this. SHPO is now doing a lot more public involvement with their PAN and 

new site steward coordinator. Perhaps they could become an outlet for sharing mitigation results digitally, 

as opposed to paper reports that just sit on a shelf that nobody ever sees. 

 

 I applaud these creative ideas. Mitigation by way of collections research should also be considered. Where 

subsurface sensitivity is key, digging is always needed, but even this can be minimized and dovetailed with 

more engaging (to the public) mitigation options. 

 

 Educational outreach, particularly given the Zoom teaching world, is a great opportunity for virtual 

mitigation. I want to see agencies, universities, and consultants put together presentations for elementary, 

middle, and high school level students in order to get kids and their families engaged in archaeology and 

historic preservation. These presentations can be virtual for the time being, but could easily transition into 

ready-to-go presentations in the classroom when circumstances allow us to visit classes in-person again. 
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 I think sharing is usually a good thing in a discipline. 

 

 Most contracts preclude data sharing without prior written authorization by the agency. Since they manage 

the sites that makes sense. However, not sharing info about sites also impedes NRHP evaluations and 

may generate limits on mitigation strategies. Don't know about virtual venues since turning loose of data 

about site location and content violates our confidentiality agreements with Utah and the agencies. 

 

 This is a necessary move to make information more available. It is pushing archaeology to be more 

relevant and speak to an audience beyond the small group of cultural resource specialists that are often the 

only people getting the information. 

 

 I think we haven't even started to really get into digital options. I am excited to see what my company and 

other companies start to put together. I think these are exciting times for getting the people involved and 

educating the public. 

 

 I think it would be a wonderful tool if we could create virtual fly-overs of sites that could be somehow tagged 

to the site in the GIS data. This would be beneficial for analysis of sites that may be impacted by a project 

(this could show pre-construction, active-construction, and post-construction comparisons to show any 

impacts/changes to the site), as well as allowing for agencies, consulting parties, and Tribal members to 

visit sites that they would otherwise not be able to visit (especially with COVID-19 concerns and closures). 

 

 Sounds awesome, and a good/easy way for the public to engage with archaeology and history. 

 

 I think we all need to continue to focus on archaeological fundamentals (e.g., geomorphology or cultural 

histories ) and how to present that with new technology. I think we sometimes find ways to use new 

technologies first and forget that it needs to answer research questions. 

 

 I really like the idea of providing the results of our research available to other agencies/consultants in a 

virtual/electronic environment. 

 

 I think this is the way many of our conferences may be heading towards. The challenge is to get the public 

aware of and engaged in our virtual opportunities. 

 

10. HOW CAN AGENCIES MAKE YOUR JOB AS THE CONSULTANT EASIER? SUMMARY BY STEVE SWANSON. 

 

 I know the contracting officers often times get the final say, but please advocate strongly for 

qualifications/performance over cost. 

 

 BLM-State. 

 

 The majority of problems that I have encountered in the past have been due to a lack of information. If we 

have complete and accurate maps, complete class I data, as well as consistency among the agencies, then 

we are equipped to conduct high-quality work and deliver sound reports. 
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 See all of the above. Be more consistent across offices in following guidelines. Review deliverables in a 

timely manner. Move away from purely FFP contracts, which inevitably result in a disservice to the 

archaeological record. 

 

 Recognize what it takes to do right by the resource, perhaps be eliminating outmoded and burdensome 

requirements. 

 

 Have consistent standards and expectations within a given agency. We should not be expected to read the 

mind of each agency archaeologist and delve into their personal preferences. 

 

 Basically, the agencies - especially BLM - should hire people that want to be here. Why bother hiring 

people from New Hampshire or Florida or whatever who will stay for 1 year and then move on. Hire people 

who want to stay and work here with the cultural resources we have here in Utah. Hiring people with 

interests and ties here will make the process consistent and there won't be such a high turn-over rate. 

 

 Perhaps a better working relationship with law enforcement. 

 

 Look at the quality of a proposal rather than soliciting race-to-the-bottom proposals. If a bid seems too good 

to be true in terms of price, it probably is. Accepting those bids means everyone suffers in the end, as the 

consultant loses money, the agency archaeologist is frustrated with the quality of work, and the project as a 

whole gets delayed. 

 

 Clarify up front requirements and expectations. Include better information in RFPs and SOW. 

 

 Understand that we are doing the very best we can. Sometimes it feels like agencies think we are trying to 

pull a fast one and cut corners; when the reality is we are only human. Communicate with radical candor 

and kindness. 

 

 I think things are improving. 

 

 Continue to move toward digital submissions, and curate information digitally so that it is more efficiently 

shared. 

 

 The biggest thing would be to be consistent between offices. Remember we are people and professionals, 

please treat us a colleague. 

 

 Digital data. Not too many agencies still require in-person literature reviews, but those that do have been 

closed or unavailable due to COVID-19. With today's technology, all agencies should have the ability to 

manage a digital database of their records (this may take time, but it would be more efficient and cost 

effective in the long run). 

 

 Be consistent in your expectations. I think the recent back-and-forth on integrity explanations in NRHP 

justifications may be some of the copy/paste issue agencies are noticing. 
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 Recognize that we are all on the same team trying to follow Section 106 guidelines and that if the report 

you get is not what you want, it was probably exactly what another agency archaeologist wanted. 

 

 Consistency. 

 

 Be more specific at the RFP stage and let us know what exactly you are looking for. 

 

 I really like it when the agency archaeologist has time to join me in the field to discuss complex sites or 

projects. That in person, on-the-ground interaction really helps to build up trust and understanding. I also 

find great value in discussing evaluations and eligibility calls with the agency archaeologist before write-up. 

 

11. IN YOUR EXPERIENCE AS A CONSULTANT, WHICH AGENCY OR OFFICE WITHIN AN AGENCY (E.G., BLM FIELD OFFICE, 

INDIVIDUAL FOREST, UDOT REGION) EXCELS AT TEAMING WITH YOU TO GET PROJECTS DONE ON TIME, ON BUDGET, AND 

ACCORDING TO SPECIFICATIONS WITH THE FEWEST PROBLEMS OR SURPRISES? WHAT CAN OTHER AGENCIES LEARN FROM 

THE ONE YOU HAVE IDENTIFIED? SUMMARY BY KELLY MCANDREWS. 

 

 Utah DWR. I think Arie strikes a good balance between the contracting firm, land agency, and the project's 

other proponents. He has been flexible with scheduling and understands the possibility for and effects of 

unforeseen circumstances. Very responsive and open to finding a mutually beneficial solution. 

 

 BLM-State. Pragmatic solutions need to be everyone's focus; finding the balance between preservation and 

development and listening to everyone's input is important. I think Nate has the big picture in mind and 

doesn't get lost in details that don't change the outcome (the rules don't work well for every situation). 

 

 SITLA. Their survey guidelines don't require a lot of unnecessary stuff, and they review reports quickly. 

 

 I have had very positive involvement with the Richfield BLM office. 

 

 The St. George Field Office of the BLM (at least some of the more experienced personnel that have been 

there for more than a year or two). 

 

 The BLM field office & the state compliance folks. 

 

 DWR is hands down the easiest agency with which to work. Arie always tries to help the consultant if 

reasonable concerns arise during a project. He is open to creative solutions if the terrain or vegetation is 

extremely difficult and he is always interested in learning why a consultant would turn down a project so he 

can work with companies to make a project more appealing and doable within a realistic time frame. 

 

 Ashley National Forest and Price Field Office of BLM have both been easy to work with and 

accommodating to changes in fieldwork schedules, etc. The flexibility and open communication are key 

factors that have made working with these two agencies a pleasure. 
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 Vernal Field Office - Bill Reitze. His comments are direct, make sense, and he is willing to discuss at any 

point when we have questions or concerns. DOGM - Seth Button is another stellar office/person to work 

with for the same reasons. 

 

 I find UDOT the most difficult to work with. BLM, USFS, and SITLA are generally organized and willing to 

work out the inevitable difficulties. Finding, documenting, and protecting non-renewable resources is 

important work and it is good that so many archaeologists are working together toward those objectives. 

 

 BLM-Bears Ears/Monticello Field Office. Always available to discuss issues and challenges. We have a 

good review process to streamline the draft to final process. Weekly updates help to bring things up sooner 

than later so we can work through them. Also timely reviews of data submitted. 

 

 That goes up the line to contracting officers -- Jackie Stevens at BLM has my gratitude for consistently 

processing invoices in a timely manner. Super important as we are billing for costs we have already spent 

getting to billable milestones. This understanding is greatly appreciated as a consultant. 

 

 USFS Manti-La Sal. They initiated an MOA to complete a group of interrelated preservation projects off the 

ground. Great communication and regular discussions have been helpful in making progress on projects. 

 

 SITLA. The most positive aspect of our experience with SITLA is that they trust we will work in a 

professional and ethical manner, and are open to discussion about projects. Emphasis has been on 

collaboration and they are always responsive. 

 

 It’s not an office, it's one person, Bill Reitz (Vernal BLM)! He is amazing to work with. He is good at 

communicating which keeps the projects he is involved with on schedule and on budget, reasonable and 

understanding, and his report/site form edits are logical and useful (he doesn't get lost in the weeds and he 

helps you resolve the issues with suggestions or data). He treats everyone with respect and is interested in 

the archaeology. He is amazing to work with on BLM projects, but also on private projects. We always love 

it when Bill is the archaeologist we get to work with. 

 

 There are a number of agencies that have been very accommodating and wonderful to work with. Some 

that stand out are UDOT Region 3 (Danielle Schneider and Eric Hansen), DOGM (Seth Button), BLM St. 

George Field Office (Amber Van Alfen), SITLA (Kristine Curry), and the BLM Monticello Field Office (Lydia 

DeHaven), among others. In addition to being great to work with, each of these agencies has also gone 

above and beyond to help support our projects and help the other agencies understand the projects and 

help prevent unnecessary/additional work. 

 

 SITLA - they always have clear expectations, stick to the project scope/contract (no creeping), and review 

deliverables promptly. 

 

 I enjoy working with all of the agencies (BLM [state and all FOs], USFS, BOR, UDOT, SITLA) when we 

maintain open and friendly communication. My advice is to ask new agency archaeologists to be open to 

one-on-one communication with consultants since we work across the state and we are typically happy to 

provide what you need, assuming we know what it is. 
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 I've had great success with the BLM Fillmore Field Office and the Fish Lake National Forest. There was 

great communication with both teams at the early stages of the project, so they knew what was coming and 

when. That made things easier when working up against tough deadlines. 

 

SECTION 2. CONSULTANTS’ QUESTIONS TO AGENCIES 

1. WHAT QUESTIONS DO YOU HAVE ABOUT CONTRACTING WITH OUR AGENCY PARTNERS (IDIQ, RFP, RFQ, SET-ASIDE 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR CERTAIN KINDS OF BUSINESSES, SMALL-PROJECT OPPORTUNITIES, PAYMENT SCHEDULES)? 

 

 For multi-year on-calls/IDIQ, can we get increasing rates over the life of the contract? Rates for this year 

may not be sufficient in 3 year's time due to increases in cost of living, changing industry standards, 

changes in agency regulations, etc. ARIE LEEFLANG AND NATE THOMAS. 

 

  RFQs are preferred. Then the short list of firms gets to place individual project-based fees, rather than 

being tied into region-wide rates drafted with no particular project in mind. ARIE LEEFLANG. 

 

 Billing structure should be adjusted to account for timing of year contracts are let. Projects let in the late fall 

run the risk of getting delayed due to weather. Can pay schedules allow firms to bill what expenses they 

have incurred (up to 25%) for fieldwork conducted prior to winter shutdown even if all fieldwork has not 

been completed. Then firms bill for the remaining 25% (or what is left of the 50%) in the spring once 

fieldwork wraps. ARIE LEEFLANG. 

 

 Why can't all state and federal agencies working within Utah agree to provide a central website presence 

for all bidding opportunities? Of course, I understand the differences between State and Federal bidding 

processes, but has an attempt even been made? Too many places to have to remember and know about to 

be able to bid on projects. I have sometimes found out about project bids after they close. Not a good 

situation for agencies or consultants. KRIS CARAMBELAS. 

 

 Does your agency have opportunities for small contracts or contracts that aren't for standard survey-

evaluation-reporting work? And can your agency procure services without a formal contract or bid? If so, 

then how can my business get some of this work? This question is applicable to all agencies. RICHA 

WILSON AND NATE THOMAS. 

 

 DWR has been great in offering to modify payment schedules, even when they are generally paid in full 

upon completion. I appreciate the wiggle room in these contracts. ARIE LEEFLANG. 

 

 What are your thoughts on small businesses teaming with larger companies for set-asides? Shout-out to 

Leslie Gunn with the BLM. She is so great to work with and is willing to walk you through the process and 

the limitations she may have on her end. If she could give training on the ends and outs of BLM contracting 

I would definitely attend. KRIS CARAMBELAS AND NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Can additional, more project-specific information be included at the RFP stage? Information that could help 

answer questions such as: what is the potential site count? What are the options for the consultant if we go 

above that number? RICHA WILSON AND ARIE LEEFLANG. 
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2. TEAMWORK. WHAT QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS DO YOU HAVE REGARDING CONSULTANT-AGENCY INTERACTIONS? WHAT IS 

WORKING FOR YOU, AND WHERE CAN IMPROVEMENTS BE MADE? 

 

 COMMENT. I appreciate agencies meeting virtually for kick off and providing digital copies reports/forms or 

tabular data required for literature overviews during the pandemic. I think it should continue as much as 

possible post-COVID to cut down on costs of traveling to remote field offices. KRIS CARAMBELAS. 

 

 COMMENT. For all the problems, I applaud the effort through PLPCO meetings to get feedback. KRIS 

CARAMBELAS. 

 

 Agency personnel need to be more transparent and willing to discuss issues with consultants. Agencies 

should try to work with a consultant rather than dictate to them. They will find it an easier working 

relationship and get more positive responses from their consultant. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 COMMENT. Many of the responses to last year's survey are still very applicable.  

 

 When it comes to report and document production, where can I focus my effort to better serve the needs of 

your agency and therefore my client? SETH BUTTON, ANYA KITTERMAN, AND NATE THOMAS. 

 

 There seems to be a lot of inconsistency among agencies when it comes to recommendations about 

integrity and effects. Do we need to discuss all seven aspects of integrity when we evaluate cultural 

resources? What about the ones that don't meet one of the four significance criteria? Can we get all 

agencies to agree on a requirement for this? SETH BUTTON AND NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Does your agency want or require a recommendation regarding effects? What if I don't have a lot of 

information about the undertaking to make an informed recommendation about effects? LIZ ROBINSON, 

ANYA KITTERMAN, NATE THOMAS, AND SETH BUTTON. 

 

 Is it appropriate or possible to reach out to SHPO if I have questions about a project? And what if I need a 

consultation letter? SAVANNA AGARDY. 

 

 Turnover within agencies hurts teamwork. I have worked on multiple projects in the last few years in which 

the first agency archaeologist set straightforward guidelines for the consultant. Then, that archaeologist left 

and a second agency archaeologist came in mid-project and made the consultant jump through numerous 

hoops to address endless rounds of comments which often contradicted the direction given by the initial 

agency archaeologist. Then, when the budget was drained and the consultant was ready to send in the 

penultimate draft, the second agency archaeologist would leave and a third agency archaeologist would 

come in and be ready to accept anything as final just to get it out of the way, making all the extra effort feel 

like a waste of time and money. Project guidelines during turnover need to somehow be better 

communicated or more standardized. Doing so will instill more trust between the consultant and the 

agency. NATE THOMAS. 
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 I feel that agencies could be better in general about communicating to consultants any updates on review 

times, particularly if they cannot meet the pre-arranged schedule. I think communication is the key. NATE 

THOMAS. 

 

 I would love to see the agencies thanking us for our work, rather than feeling like we are always under the 

gun and under a microscope when we are doing the best we can. It feels contentious when it doesn't have 

to be - we are all working towards the same goal. RICHA WILSON AND NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Please treat us as co-workers. A lot of the time we are working for you so help us out. We are on a team 

together. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Communication. Specifically, we can wait for several weeks to hear back from a BLM field office regarding 

comments on project deliverables. NATE THOMAS.  

 

 COMMENT. Teamwork works when we are on a team. There is no such thing as productive adversarial 

teamwork. 

 

 I'd like to know whether the NRHP recommendations I made are supported by the agency. If not, why not? 

What about SHPO's review -- if they disagree, why? Help us understand your perspectives. LAUREL 

GLIDDEN. 

 

 COMMENT. Early communication, and often works well for me. I'd like to continue that as it just makes a 

project easier to do in the long run. LIZ ROBINSON. 

 

3. DO AGENCIES PROVIDE ENOUGH INFORMATION TO CONSULTANTS TO UNDERSTAND POLICY AND STANDARDS? 

 

 56.3% Yes, 43.8% No. KRIS CARAMBELAS 

 

4. WHAT CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE REGARDING PROCESS OR PROCEDURES? 

 

 I answered the previous question yes, because the info is out there. The new BLM guidelines, for example, 

are great. The problem is inconsistency among field offices in how closely they stick to the guidelines or 

ask for extra stuff. NATE THOMAS AND/OR BLM FIELD OFFICE ARCHAEOLOGIST(S). 

 

 Consistency and revisiting of outmoded policies. OPEN TO ANY AGENCY. 

 

 Inconsistencies on what is expected for NRHP eligibility recommendations within a given agency. Being 

called out when we provide more information than is actually required on the UASF. Additional information 

often seems to be a red flag that prompts agency archaeologists to provide negative feedback. OPEN TO 

ANY AGENCY. 
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 It's nice to have an archaeologist from the Corps of Engineers join us this year, because this regulatory 

agency does things a little bit differently from Utah's land managing agencies. It's been great to have Jason 

participate in the past, and I hope he is here this year, but maybe the archaeologist can provide some 

answer in "archaeology speak"? What does the Corps want in terms of historical contexts and eligibility and 

effects recommendations? Does the Corps reach out to potentially interested parties, or is that something 

you would like us to do? ERIN HESS. 

 

 Along these same lines, and maybe from the SHPO's perspective, how far do we need to take the literature 

review process for any given project? CARLEY SMITH AND SAVANNA AGARDY. 

 

 If a previously recorded site is determined not eligible, it seems like the consultant should not have to revisit 

the site and include it in a new report. Not wasting time revisiting and re-recording sites determined not 

eligible was part of the intent of the 50 year rule, but I have never interacted with an agency archaeologist 

who was ok with a consultant not revisiting and re-recording or updating all sites within the survey area, 

regardless of eligibility. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 I am concerned about a relatively new BLM policy that prohibits researchers from sharing data in their 

possession with other, qualified researchers, and with colleagues who possess a BLM Survey and/or a 

PLPCO PI Permit and have a need for those data. This policy and practice is stifling research and 

conservation efforts in the state and is legally unjustified; BLM is arguably treating recognized professionals 

as potential ARPA violators. This BLM policy and practice came about during the Trump Administration 

years, is there any chance it will change with the arrival of the Biden Administration? Thank you. NATE 

THOMAS. 

 

 COMMENT. I am so vague on this I don't even know how to voice my concern. OPEN TO ANY AGENCY. 

 

 There have been a few times that we were informed about contracting restrictions/processes after we had 

won a project and were in a bind. (As in seeking additional funds to help cover costs for projects that had 

more sites than anticipated or unexpected environmental challenges.). LAUREL GLIDDEN. 

 

5. TO HELP AGENCIES BECOME CONSISTENT IN THE DIRECTION THEY PROVIDE CONSULTANTS, PLEASE SPECIFICALLY 

DESCRIBE WHAT INCONSISTENCIES YOU ARE SEEING BETWEEN AGENCIES AND SUBDIVISIONS WITHIN AGENCIES (E.G., 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BLM FIELD OFFICES OR UDOT REGIONS). 

 

 There is inconsistency between and within agencies with producing streamlined reports (i.e., no site 

descriptions in the body, just background and recommendations) and full (traditional) reports. There are 

also inconsistencies between and within agencies regarding the discussion of aspects of integrity. Some 

require discussion even when sites are not significant, while others only require their discussion when a site 

is considered significant. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 From the field perspective, we will conduct surveys and site investigations differently depending on the 

BLM office. Survey methodology for Travel Management Projects is one inconsistency that comes to mind. 

While project-specific requirements and personal opinions between archaeologists are inevitable, we 

greatly appreciate as much standardization as possible. OPEN TO ANY AGENCY. 
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 Without naming names, some BLM field offices require extras in reports like site maps (as opposed to 

those just being in the site forms). Some FOs are ok with using the 8100 form as a report, others require 

more full-blown reports. This makes it difficult to budget for reporting on projects. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Site eligibility as it relates to integrity. Please consider integrity more strongly as the key means by which a 

site can be considered eligible. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Too often there are huge inconsistencies between field offices, whether UDOT or BLM or USFS. In part, I 

believe that this is a result of poor training, perhaps even that cultural resource professionals are not 

treated as equally as other professions within those offices and so are not given proper opportunities to 

learn. This creates considerable frustration for consultants. We have to develop different standards within 

our offices in order to satisfy disparate interpretations of rules and regulations by different field offices. It is 

a waste of money and time and results in bad feelings and poorer results than would occur if there was 

more consistency between specialists within the agencies. RICHA WILSON. 

 

 The BLM does not have a standard way it wants NRHP eligibility discussions written. The vast majority of 

the historic properties we document are archaeological sites that are most often eligible (if they are eligible) 

under Criterion D. We understand needing to briefly state under what criteria a property is/is not eligible, 

and if so, what aspects of integrity the site has under that specific criterion that make it eligible. However, 

too often we have agency archaeologists that want all seven aspects of integrity discussed in detail when 

most are not applicable to the criterion/criteria under which a site might be eligible. Why are we forced to 

discuss "feeling" when it has absolutely no bearing on whether a site is eligible under Criterion D? Even 

worse, many agency archaeologists now want eligibility discussions that essentially assume that all sites 

are eligible and want the consultant to explain in detail why it isn't eligible under all four criteria with a 

discussion of all seven aspects of integrity for each criterion. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Different BLM field offices don't agree on how to write integrity statements or if integrity statements even 

need to be written at all. I know it was thought integrity statements were recently standardized, but different 

agency archaeologists still want things done their way even if it's different from everyone else's way. NATE 

THOMAS. 

 

 BLM seems to have more issues with inconsistent GIS data than other agencies. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 Word preferences in how to cite the NRB 15 in an NRHP paragraph. This varies between BLM offices and 

it doesn't have to - wordsmithing isn't necessary if the point being made is correctly written. NATE 

THOMAS. 

 

 COMMENT. I think the rules are the same among divisions of the same office, but personalities make or 

break the application. One agency person may be a lumper while another is a splitter. I'm tired of doing the 

research for a PhD wanna be. OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

 It’s mostly the level of detail/ personal preference on how we word eligibility statements. Now that the BLM 

has redefined the definition of an isolate that could also be an area of confusion. And there is a difference 

in what people expect in the body of the report. Some people still prefer site descriptions and eligibility in 

the report (although SHPO has suggested against that), and some archaeologists still want sitemaps in the 
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report. How detailed should the environmental and cultural context be? Is there a point to including that 

data if it's copy and paste? Can we just eliminate that section across all reports. No problems with some 

people at USFS (Tom and Rachelle) or UDOT (Liz), they are very easy to work with and good at 

communicating what they need. SETH BUTTON.  

 

 I could not think of any specific inconsistencies, only preferences in how we present data/information. 

OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

6. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, COMMENTS, OR PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE UTAH 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE FORM? 

 

 No. 

 

 No. 

 

 No - I think it's working well. 

 

 You mean "IMACS Light" what a waste of time that was.... OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

 Please be clear that the preferred term is "amethyst" or "sun-colored amethyst" rather than "purple" in the 

addendum covering diagnostic glass colors. Provide an integrity option of "Not applicable" or "Not 

considered," for use when a site lacks significance, to conform with guidance from the NPS bulletins. OPEN 

FOR COMMENT. 

 

 Transferring the information in the site narrative to the new Utah form is very frustrating and time 

consuming. Both available WORD and PDF versions have their issues. Text boxes often do not have 

enough space to enter all the pertinent information. "Task Specific" site type means nothing.The prehistoric 

site type choices for the Tabular data make no sense. Site condition choices of "stable" and "deteriorating" 

do not fully capture condition. Text box does not allow one to elaborate. A text box large enough to 

copy/paste entire site narrative would save the struggle of trying to fit all the information into little boxes. 

The new form did not make the process more efficient or easier than the old IMACS! OPEN FOR 

COMMENT. 

 

 I know there is no perfect way to include one, but it would be great to have a land acknowledgement on the 

UASF. OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

 It is very difficult to keep formatting from changing in the pdf - that could use work. We spend way too much 

time trying to make it look normal! Also, the site condition is too NEPA-oriented - maybe is there was still 

also something in there about what's actually going on at the site at the time of the recording... OPEN FOR 

COMMENT. 

 

 The differences in the language and meaning between the recording categories for the BLM and SHPO is 

very confusing. BLM uses First Recording, Full Re-record and Update (which I prefer). The SHPO uses 
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Revisits (no form), Update (form) and New Recording. This may not be something you can address but in 

using a database that auto-populates fields, this is very difficult to manage with projects with hundreds of 

sites and we end up having to make these lists manually. OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

 The only other issue that I have trouble with is that the excel sheet does not allow for multicomponent 

(Historic and Prehistoric) sites. We have to choose one site type and sometimes that does not reflect the 

site properly. I would suggest two fields; one for historic and one for prehistoric. I also would suggest 2 

more fields for cultural affiliation. OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

 Can we give some more thought to the Site Type categories? They seem almost too broad to be useful and 

are somewhat confusing. What I see on the ground doesn't always fit neatly into one category as defined in 

the manual. OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

 I know people want the eligibility information first to help with their review, but it makes more sense to have 

it after the site description so that you know what the site actually is. OPEN FOR COMMENT. 

 

7. FROM THE CONSULTANT'S PERSPECTIVE ARE THERE ANY REQUIREMENTS, PROCEDURES, POLICIES, OR STANDARDS THAT 

CAN BE IMPROVED OR STREAMLINED? 

 

 Consensus of whether or not to discuss integrity for ineligible sites? NATE THOMAS (AND SHPO?) 

 

 COMMENT: Just see previous comments about the need to be more consistent. 

 

 Ditch the 50-yr rule. Issue a comprehensive requirements manual, keep it updated, and have district 

archaeologists apply it consistently. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 See above answers to previous questions regarding consistent National Register eligibility discussions. 

NATE THOMAS. 

 

 I'm still unclear of all of the BLM updates. I'm sure Nate will walk us through it at the UPAC meeting, but it 

would have been nice to have a discussion about it in the summer when they rolled it out. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 This last year, there has been an increase in BLM offices not wanting us to share avoidance areas with 

clients without explicit permission from that field office. We understand this is part of our CRUP, but have 

some reservations that left to the BLM, some avoidance requirements may not be effectively communicated 

and eligible sites could be impacted. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 One BLM office allowed us to streamline isolates which made a lot of sense- late historic beer can? Note 

not record. Two flakes? Note not record. This helped with time recording in the field so that it could be 

spent on isolates and sites that would actually give informative data and not just letting the agency know 

there was another beer can tossed from a nearby two track or a flake that had been displaced downstream. 

NATE THOMAS AND SAVANNA AGARDY. 
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 COMMENT. I could not think of any at this time. I would like to say though that I have really enjoyed the 

new e106 consultation process. It's nice to be able to go to the website to see if a report has been 

submitted for review, plus the review process has been considerably shorted - which is always a bonus! 

OPEN TO COMMENT. 

 

 

8. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER QUESTIONS YOU WOULD LIKE TO ASK, OR ARE THERE QUESTIONS FROM LAST YEAR'S MEETING 

THAT WERE NOT ANSWERED TO YOUR SATISFACTION? A COMPILATION OF THE 2020 QUESTIONS WAS ATTACHED TO THE 

EMAIL. 

 

 I'd like to know how agencies are actively engaging in anti-racism in archaeology. UPAC put out a great 

statement on the importance of anti-racist work within our field and I am beyond thrilled that Deb Haaland is 

likely to be the new SOI. However, over the last year I can't say I've seen a shift in the way most agencies 

or consultants operate terms of anti-racism. What are agencies doing to engage in anti-racism and create 

sustainable diversity in archaeology? KRIS CARAMBELAS. 

 

 Please consider drafting a PA regarding categorically not eligible sites similar to that in Nevada. This will 

streamline the eligibility recommendations for about half of the sites recorded in this state and save money. 

And reassess the 50-year rule. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 All deliverables should be digital. NATE THOMAS. CAN RICHA WILSON AND ANYA KITTERMAN ALSO 

PROVIDE COMMENTS? 

 

 I didn't see much addressing of how agencies will work to identify and deal with low-ballers (which I define 

as pricing below mathematically possible performance). One possible way to deal with this is to put some 

standards in scopes about the RPA, perhaps that at least the PI will have a current RPA certification. NATE 

THOMAS. 

 

 What about SHPO's insistence on rerecording sites over ten years old? Unless there is some great change 

in site condition, eligibility, or some inaccuracy in the existing form, why bother? By this ten year rule, we all 

will be rerecording virtually all sites in Utah. If the site was well recorded by competent people the first time 

it likely is still very adequate even after 20 years. SAVANNA AGARDY. 

 

 I agree that a quarterly email from the BLM letting us know what is up in the state would be great. Then we 

can have an idea of what is happening and what people are working on. NATE THOMAS. 

 

 There were a few questions from last year's meeting directed at the Forest Service, and I'd like to reiterate 

and add to these. JEFF RUST AND RICHA WILSON. 

 

o How does the Forest Service permit process work? Does the Forest Service have an annual blanket 

cultural resource permit like the BLM and PLPCO, or does it issue permits on a case-by-case basis? 

 

o What professional qualifications do our field directors/project managers need in order to be listed on a 

Forest Service cultural resource permit? 
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o Are all of the Forest Service cultural resource data in the Utah SHPO database or do we still need to do 

file searches at individual Forest Service offices? If file searches are required, how do we do them 

during this COVID-19 pandemic? 

 

o How many Forests are in Utah and where are the main offices with cultural resources/heritage staff? 

Where can we find contact information for Forest Service archaeologists and cultural resource 

specialists? 

 

o Should we be using the Utah Archaeological Site Form on Forest Service lands or does the Forest 

Service have their own site forms? 

 

 Most of last years' comments in the .pdf are still apropos. OPEN FOR DISCUSSION. 


