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ABSTRACT 

This thesis is based on research conducted at the National Park Service (NPS) Western 

Archeological and Conservation Center (WACC) for the purpose of making 

determinations regarding funerary objects according to the guidelines required by the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA Public Law 101-

601). The analysis is intended to show that only a nominal amount of artifacts stored at 

WACC are actually subject to NAGPRA guidelines regarding funerary objects and 

perhaps more importantly that the curation procedures and conditions surrounding the 

acquisition of these objects has negatively impacted their research value. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this thesis is to prove that the number of funerary objects stored 

at the case study repository subject to the Native American Graves Protection and 

Repatriation Act (NAGPRA Law 101-601, see Appendix 8.1 ) is relatively small, and also 

that much of the research value of the artifacts has already been lost or compromised 

because of collection methodologies, the National Park Service's emphasis on ruins 

stabilization and the autonomous control given individual parks (Evans et a!. 1994:9). 

These findings appear to contrast with initial concerns raised by museum officials, 

anthropologists, historians and others interested in the field of preservation and research 

archeology (Morell 1994). Many in these fields have expressed concems that NAGPRA 

Law would have significantly negative effects on the quantity and quality of materials 

currently held in public repositories as well as impede continued field research (Meighan 

1994; Arizona Daily Star [/1D5] 22 October 1996; 1). This study will not attempt to 

address the overall effect of NAGPRA Law on the field of prehistoric research, nor will it 

attempt to shed light regarding the future effects of the repatriation movement. Rather it 

will convey the findings of a single research team making NAGPRA Law determinations 

regarding one aspect of that law—funerary objects—at a single archival/repository 

institution. 

This thesis is based on research conducted at the Western Archeological and 

Conservation Center (WACC) of the National Park Service (NPS) during the summer and 

fall of 1995. The project was funded by the National Park Service which contracted the 

research team through the University of Arizona. The research team was headed by 

Arizona State Museum (ASM) Archeologist, Gwinn Vivian. The purpose of the project 

was to make determinations regarding funerary objects found during excavations on 

National Park lands subject to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 



8 

Act (NAGPRA) in compliance with the November 19,1995 deadline for completion of 

such studies by public museums and archival facilities. 

WACC is the central repository for the National Park Service in the North 

American Southwest. Because of redistricting currently underway (1995-96), the exact 

geographic as well as administrative boundaries of WACC are somewhat in flux (Figure 

7.2). Despite the broad geographical area which the WACC holdings represent, the 

archives and repository at WACC do not have jurisdiction over the materials they hold 

(with the exception of a small number of artifacts recovered at the site of the WACC 

building in preparation for its construction). Instead, it is the parks at which the materials 

were originally accessioned that have control over the holdings at WACC. 

While it is not atypical of government agencies to have various subservient entities, 

it is a significant mitigating factor in the interpretation of the following thesis. For 

example, while no associated or unassociated flinerar objects were determined to exist in 

the collections for Bandelier National Monument, a list of artifacts to be returned for 

reburial and/or repatriation arrived fi'om the Park itself (Appendix 8.3). This list came in 

conjunction with the research (determination of fianerary objects), but it was later 

discovered that the artifacts represented items of "cultural patrimony" [Appendix 1]. (The 

exact disposition of these items was unclear, though apparently they were reburied 

[Monica Nabors, personal communication 1996]). Yet this incident is significant as an 

example of the autonomous nature of individual parks as well as a potential harbinger of 

how NAGPRA Law will be executed (ADS 22 October 1996:1). 
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Ambiguity in Legal Language 

"NAGPRA is an odd little beast. It is like a bat. It is furry, but also has 
wings." (Vicenti 1995:24) 

The ambiguity in the law stems from several factors. One commonly raised by legal 

pundits is the use of cultural affiliation as legal "standing", which when applied to suits 

requires "the plaintiffs have suffered an injury in fact, which is an invasion of a legally 

protected interest that is concrete and actual or imminent rather than conjectural or 

hypothetical" (Bray and Grant 1994:156). The open-endedness of the law, which 

according to some analysts interprets the application of cultural affiliation "regardless of 

age or antiquity" (ACPAC Newsletter October 1995:1), has caused critics to question its 

viability. For example, the Antique Tribal Art Dealers Association Inc., issued a 

memorandum stating, "The language of the bill is too broad, non-specific and ill-defined" 

(Reid et al. 1990:2). Regarding the ambiguity of the 'legal standing' of cultural affiliation. 

Bray and Grant (1994:156) raise the issue saying. 

If the concept of culture has no fixed boundaries, the relationship of 
cultural affiliation may at some point be ruled too vague or too tenuous to 
satisfy the constitutional requirements of standing. [And may] represent an 
unconstitutional expansion of standing as applied to specific facts. 

An example of the difficulty of determining cultural affiliation occurred when the 

Larsen Bay Alaska Villagers claimed human remains excavated at the Kodiak Island Uyak 

burial site and curated at the Smithsonian Museum (Bray and Grant 1994). The burial site 

had a long history that according to archeological evidence predated the arrival of the 

Larsen Bay Villagers (Clark 1994:139). Nevertheless, it was clear that the villagers had 

buried human remains at the old site and that earlier excavations done by Ales Hrdlicka for 

the Smithsonian Institution had uncovered historical as well as contemporary remains of 
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the Larsen Bay people (Pullar, 1994:21). As a result of the clear evidence of cultural 

affiliation, and as a show of good faith, the Smithsonian capitulated to the demands of the 

Larsen Bay Villagers and returned all human remains from that site, (approximately 5% of 

the Smithsonian collection of excavated human remains), as well as 144 burial items (Bray 

and Grant 1994). However, according to Platzman "the ability of the Larsen Bay Villagers 

to make the required showing [would have been] questionable" had the case gone to court 

(Bray and Grant 1994:157). 

Bray and Grant (1994:155) express a sentiment held by others in the archeological 

community (Morell 1994; Meighan 1994) when they write. 

While anthropologists have been instrumental in fostering the notion of 
cultures as discrete and timeless entities, it must be recognized that the 
complexity and contingency of human social relations render the 
delineation of such groups, on a practical level, almost entirely arbitrary. 

Another case often cited in the controversy surrounding the viability of cultural 

affiliation as a legal standing occurred in Idaho where a 10,000 year old skeleton was 

reburied in compliance with Idaho State law. In terms of anthropological designations it is 

impossible to associate cultures of that antiquity with contemporary ones, mainly because 

anthropology recognizes no cultures of that duration (Morell 1994; ADS 22 October 

1996:1). The Shoshone-Bannock, the contemporary culture to whom the skeletal remains 

were returned, claimed that the remains were "our ancestor, and hers is not just a 

decomposed body; she is alive" (Morell 1994:21). 

This again leads to an interesting paradox: the use of an anthropological concept as 

a basis for laws meant to help American Indians determine their own cultural history (Bray 

and Grant 1994). Bray and Grant argue that "such a reliance on anthropology was 

probably not what Congress intended when it drafted the legislation" (1994:157). Nor, 
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according to the same article, was this how Indian people saw the reburial process being 

conducted (Bray and Grant 1994). 

For example. Vine Deloria, an American Indian author and history professor at 

the University of Colorado, has called the "land bridge" theory of American Indian 

migration to the Americia's, "scientific folklore" {ADS 10 October 1996:8). Deloria has 

also called the theory of evolution unfounded scientific dogma. The land bridge theory, as 

well as the theory of evolution, are universally accepted theories by archeologists and the 

American scientific community in general. Most American Indian cultures have creation 

myths (this should not be construed to imply that most American Indians subscribe to 

"creationism"). This collision of beliefs, science vs creationism, is a part of the dichotomy 

of NAGPRA law which may need clarification if the basic premises of the respective 

cultural values are to be upheld. 

Adding to the complexity of interpretations regarding legal criteria, is the diverse 

variety of cultural values held by aboriginal peoples. For example, the Zuni Council, when 

considering the return of human remains found on Pueblo Lands and their reburial, 

decided they "would serve no usefiil purpose" (Becker et al. 1991). The Zuni council did 

not accept the anthropological determination of cultural affiliation citing several important 

aspects of their own cultural belief system regarding the disposition of the dead including, 

the relevance of knowing the clan affiliation of the dead; not knowing the circumstances of 

their death; how could they (the human remains) be returned to the village after being sent 

away?; as well as how could they be certain that these were their ancestors? Ultimately the 

Zuni opted to retain legal control of the human remains while leaving them in the custody 

of the Museum of New Mexico (Becker et al. 1991). 

When human remains were found at a salvage site near Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 

Indian protesters stopped the excavation and made claim to the human remains. Despite 
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the antiquity of the bones (three thousand years old) the court awarded custody to the 

Indians who were residents of Milwaukee. "The city Indians drove with the cartons of 

bones to a northern Wisconsin reservation, where the community refused to allow 

interment because the dead were not likely to have been members of that reservation's 

tribe" (Kehoe 1981:556). The "city Indians" were offended by the apparent disinterment of 

ancestors and responded with political idealism; while the tribe itself responded to what 

they perceived as a pragmatic reality; these couldn't be our ancestors. This again 

underscores the variety of belief systems within the American Indian community; the 

meanings that repatriation may have for different factions within that community; as well 

as the ambiguity inherent in the term "cultural affiliation", especially when used as legal 

standing. 

Sacred Objects and Cultural Patrimony 

While the research on which this thesis is based addresses only funerary objects, it 

nevertheless cannot be separated from the broader issues covered by NAGPRA Law, 

including human remains [burials]; sacred objects important to the performance of 

religious/ceremonial rituals; and items of cuhural patrimony "which shall mean an object 

having ongoing historical, traditional, or cultural importance central to the Native 

American group or culture itself (NAGPRA Law 101-601 :Sec.2,#3-D). The American 

Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, which set the tone for NAGPRA Law, states that 

"laws and policies often deny American Indians access to sacred sites required in their 

religions, including cemeteries" and "at times prohibit the use and possession of sacred 

objects necessary to the exercise of religious rites and ceremonies" (Hatjo 1996:3). With 

this as the criteria for NAGPRA Law, and considering the variety of items found in 

burials, it is evident that funerary objects have the potential of falling within the parameters 

of any and all categories covered by NAGPRA Law. Whereas all known funerary objects 



13 

will be subject to repatriation, certain items fall into ambiguous categories because of 

inexact determinations regarding burials. These categories of objects could still be subject 

to repatriation under the statutes regarding ceremonial/sacred objects as well as those of 

cultural patrimony. 

Issues regarding the return of sacred objects and objects of cultural patrimony face 

the same basic criteria as those of human remains and funerary objects: that of cultural 

affiliation. Clearly identified items used in sacred ceremonies or those considered religious 

objects historically linked to contemporary tribal customs usually find little legal resistance 

from public museums to repatriation. For example. Wampum belts that had clearly been 

the property of the Iroquois nation and had been held in trust for "safekeeping" by the 

state of New York, were returned to the Onandaga after a formal request for their 

repatriation by the tribal council (Carroll 1988; Fenton 1989). But as with human 

remains, the legal affiliation of contemporary groups to prehistoric ones is more often than 

not vague in terms of archeological evidence. 

Instances of contemporary American Indian groups whose oral traditions 

correspond to archeological evidence, do exist. A good example of this is the case of the 

Hopi and the Sinagua. Stanislawski, in his doctoral dissertation (1963), points to Hopi 

clan legends that recount travel to the Sinagua pueblos at the site of the Wupatki ruins 

(Hartman and Wolf 1977). The Hopi clan legend recounted in "Truth of a Hopi" tells the 

story of the Kana-a Kachinas fi'om Sunset Crater (Nequatewa and Colton 1947). The 

story is about the journey of a young Kachina man who comes to Mishongnovi to marry a 

Hopi woman. After facing numerous trials and tribulations with the young man's family 

[at Sunset Crater], the man and woman return to Mishongnovi and marry. The marriage 

brings good fortune to the Hopi until bad elements at Hopi break up the union and a 

drought ensues. In the end the Kana-a Kachinas have pity on the Hopi and return with 
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great bounty which causes the people to ask them to stay and not return to their homes at 

Sunset Crater (Nequatewa and Colton 1947). 

Obviously this story could be interpreted in a number of ways and might have 

different meanings depending on its chronological placement. The historical accuracy of 

oral traditions in general has been questioned by certain trends observed in linguistic 

evidence (Teague 1993). Nevertheless, whatever the interpretation may be, it is indicative 

of Hopi relationships in the geographic area around Wupatki. Since the anthropological 

record indicates that the Sunset Crater area was entirely vacated by the 1300's it is 

reasonable to assume that Hopi legend originated previous to that migration. The 

anthropological record also indicates that during the time of migration out of Wupatki, the 

Hopi began to experience changes consistent with a southern influence, changes similar to 

those seen earlier at Sunset Crater (Stanislawski 1963). Hopi pottery found at Wupatki, as 

well as later occupation there (Wupatki) by the Hopi, also suggest a close tie to that area, 

though the exact nature of that relationship is not clearly established in the archeological 

record (Hartman and Wolf 1977). 

In as much as NAGPRA Law allows for the use of oral traditions as evidence of 

cultural affiliation [NAGPRA Law, Sec. 7, #4], it seems clear that the Hopi have legitimate 

legal claim to at least some items of cultural patrimony and/or sacred objects from the 

Wupatki area. However, even this seemingly clear evidence points out flaws in the use of 

archeological evidence as well as oral history to determine cultural affiliation. For 

example, neither source answers the question of whether a cognitive sense of group 

identity' existed. Were these groups (Wupatki Sinagua and Black Mesa Hopi) simply 

engaged in normal trade relations? Were the apparent clan ties close enough to form a 

pan-cultural identity? Did movement firom Wupatki to Black Mesa imply cultural unity or 
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simply safe haven as with the Hopi and Tewa? Even the additional evidence of oral history 

sheds little light on the viability of the term "cultural afiUiation". 

Arguments Against Repatriation 

Some of the arguments used by factions opposed to repatriation have ah^eady been 

pointed out in this introduction—vague and ambiguous lawr, and the lack of evidence 

linking contemporary cultures to prehistoric ones. Other arguments including the research 

value of the human remains and artifacts, the cost of implementing NAGPRA guidelines, 

and the possible compromise of the public trust vested in public museums and archives 

have also been raised (Reid et a!. 1990). The most vigorously argued point is the potential 

research value of human remains (Buikstra 1981; Smith 1980). 

Physical anthropologists have argued that the results from studying human 

remains, including Amerindian, have created the forensic standards for identifying disaster 

victims and identifying skeletonized remains from wars. Other contributions include 

identifying genetic relationships of prehistoric peoples; demography; health and disease; 

social structure; and burial customs. With the acceleration in human genetics studies, 

research may soon yield even more important information (Buikstra 1981; Smith 1980). 

Because of information regarding genetics and disease specific to American Indians, it has 

been suggested by researchers that it is 'those who wish to rebury the remains' that have 

the most to lose (Willey 1981.26; Meighan 1994). 

One argument raised against the restricting of archeological excavations is that the 

pot hunters are now getting to the pristine sites first (Dunkel 1992). The 1989 estimates 

by archeologists in the Southwest indicate that 90% of the sites surveyed have already 

been disturbed {Newsweek 1989:54). The sophisticated technology used by the pot 

hunters, including helicopters, satellite maps, bulldozers and backhoes indicate that what 

was once mostly localized cottage-industry has become big business (Newsweek 1989:54). 
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In this same vein, the Antique Tribal Art Dealers Association (ATADA) issued an analysis 

of NAGPRA Law in which they argue that Section 3(b) of NAGPRA "would virtually 

guarantee an end to legitimate archeological activity on federal lands, leaving these 

archeological sites to looters" {ATADA 1990:3). 

The issue of the cost of implementing the NAGPRA guidelines is raised by 

numerous institutions and critics. The ATADA (Reid ei <?/. 1990;3) quoted the American 

Association of Museums as giving a conservative estimate for completing the mandated 

inventories of museums at "60 million" dollars. Yet, despite a legislative mandate, the 

Museum of New Mexico was turned down by the Senate Finance Committee when they 

requested $170,000 to meet the costs of NAGPRA determinations (Dellaflora 1995). 

Numerous examples exist regarding the funding (or lack thereof) for NAGPRA 

determinations (Erickson 1993). Despite the lack of adequate funding, the mandate is 

being backed by the threat of $5,000 per infraction (failure to meet the November 16,1995 

deadline) and $100 a day fine until the determinations are completed (Dellaflora 1995). 

Arguments in Favor of Repatriation 

The simplest and perhaps most compelling argument raised by proponents of 

repatriation is the issue of respect and equal treatment of Native American culture(s) 

(Price 1991:15; Haijo 1994). By and large, this aspect of the repatriation issue is not itself 

questioned. Where proponents and those against repatriation differ is the extent to which 

it should reach (Meighan 1994; Price 1991). In this regard, and in the wake of the 

Smithsonian's decision to return thousands of human remains to American Indian groups, 

Robert Adams, Secretary of the Smithsonian writes, "Everyone would acknowledge that 

when you face a collision between human rights and scientific study, then scientific values 

have to take second place" (Molotsky 1989:21). 
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Evidence from the "Indian Crania Study" {Smithsonian, Anthropological Archives) 

indicates that "some 4,500 crania, half of them obtained from the Army in 1898 and 1904, 

now comprise one-fourth of the Smithsonian's National Museum of Natural History 

collection of Native human remains" (Haijo 1996:4). These particular human remains were 

"harvested", often only hours old, as part of a study by the Army Medical Museum and 

The Smithsonian, from battle sites, massacres, prisons, schools and burial grounds (Haijo 

1996). The typical process was to decapitate the head, remove the brain and weigh it 

before sending the skull to the Army Museum. 

Haijo (1996:4) also cites evidence which suggests that subjects were murdered 

solely to obtain their skulls (the incident cited referred to the beheading of Apache Chief 

Mangas Colorado "Red Sleeves"). Haijo (1996:3) continues by saying. 

The major policy achievement and the hardest-fought battle in the 
development of the repatriation laws has been the humanization of Native 
PeopIes~the legal recognition that we, too, have the human right to get 
buried and stay buried, to recover our people and property from those who 
want to own them, to worship in the manner and with the objects of our 
choosing. 

The compelling nature of the arguments for the repatriation of human remains has 

lead to broad-based support not only within the Native American communities but also 

among archeologists, curators, politicians and the general public (Price 1991; 

McManamon 1995). Disputes occur largely on the basis of how far to carry the notion of 

cultural affiliation and thus repatriation. Does this mandate extend to historically provable 

family and/or tribal lineage? Or might it extend to 10,000 year old skeletons? 
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Compromises and Cooperation in the Repatriation of Human Remains 

Despite the often compelling arguments for an across-the-boards return and 

reburial of Native American human remains, numerous cases of compromise and 

cooperation exist between researchers and tribes. One such example of exists between the 

Omaha tribe and the University of Nebraska. The Omaha made a valid claim to (93) 

human remains excavated in the 1930s. In an agreement with the University they allowed 

Dr. Karl J. Reinhard, under the auspices of Omaha tribal member and Anthropologist 

Dennis W. Hastings, to continue studying the human remains and cemeteries for nine 

months. Regarding this seemingly dichotomous situation Hasting said: 

I naturally support the aspirations of my people for the repatriation of 
remains...but as an anthropologist, I also realized that more might be lost 
than gained for the tribe if the bones were reburied before they were 
adequately studied. (N.V. Times: Science {NYT\, 25 October 1990) 

Another example of cooperation is the case of the Pima and Maricopa tribes 

(which share the Gila River Arizona reservation lands), the Pinal County Highway 

Department and Arizona State University. When a road was being widened through 

Reservation land, the Pinal County Highway Department requested Arizona State 

University archeologists to survey the area for archeological sites. Several sites were 

discovered and the highway was routed around four of them. It was discovered that one of 

the sites, a Hohokam village, was eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The 

university drew up a plan to excavate and the tribal council created their own plan for 

steering the project. The Tribes retained control of the artifacts and human remains and 

the University was allowed to do non-destructive analysis of the remains for three months 

(Ravesloot 1995:39). 

Cooperation has extended to the realm of museums and preservation as well. The 

Arizona State Museum (ASM) has had a program called the Tribal Museum Technical 
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Assistance Program since 1989. The program was created in response to a general 

national trend toward cooperation between tnbes and museums—a precedent set during 

the late 1930s by John Collier, head of the BIA (Kehoe 1981). The guiding philosophy of 

the ASM program "has been that museums have a responsibility to assist tribal groups 

before, during, and after repatriation" (Vivian and Norcini 1991:52). 

Tribal groups have also hired archeologists to excavate ancestral villages. The 

Makah (northwestern Washington), as well as several British Columbia tribes, did so in 

order "to extend back the history of their people" (Kehoe 1981:556). The excavated 

materials typically become part of tribal museums which usually include historical 

materials as well as contemporary crafts (Vivian and Norcini 1991). Yet, just as a diverse 

variety of cultures are found among American Indians, so are there a diverse variety of 

facilities set up by tribes. As outlined in the ASM program "an array of institutions 

including cultural centers, ecomuseums, research and educational centers, and tribal 

museums" can be found on reservations (Vivian and Norcini 1991:60). What they share in 

common is a cooperative relationship with established institutions within the field of 

anthropology. 

Final Note to Introduction 

While the thrust of this research will focus on a single element of NAGPRA Law, 

determinations regarding funerary objects, clearly the issues surrounding repatriation, go 

well beyond this element. For example, the process of repatriation is creating a new 

relationship between the academic community and Native Americans (McManomon 1995; 

Evans et al. 1994). Moreover, it is stimulating renewed interest in American Indian culture 

both within that community and without (Worl 1995). Some have likened the repatriation 

movement to earlier revivalist movements and say it will serve as a catalyst for renewed 

self-esteem for Native Peoples (Haijo 1996; Price 1991; Vincenti 1995:24). The 
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repatriation movement has also benefited the museum field, not only with an influx of 

money creating new jobs (so far temporary), but has also allowed for a detailed review of 

collections as well as consultation with tribes as to the fianction of previously undefined 

materials (Worl 1995; Teague, personal communication 1995). And despite some valid 

concern on the part of the archeological community, particularly with regard to reburial of 

valuable materials which may fall prey to pot hunters or otherwise be fiinneled into the 

black market, as well as concerns regarding the loss of valuable research materials, the 

repatriation efifort is moving forward with an overall spirit of cooperation (Naranjo 

1995:16; Worl 1995). 
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PRESENT STUDY 

Research Methodology 

The following analysis represents research conducted at the Western Archeological 

and Conservation Center (WACC) of the National Park Service (Tucson, Arizona) 

between May and November of 1995. The purpose of the research was to determine 

which artifacts held in the WACC repository were subject to NAGPRA Public Law 101-

601 (Appendix 1), Section 2, #3, which refers to "associated" and "unassociated" funerary 

objects. The NPS facilities represented in this study include the following; Aztec Ruins 

National Monument; Bandelier National Monument; Bandelier National 

Monument/Rainbow House; Canyon de Chelly National Monument; Canyon de Chelly 

National Monument/Antelope House; El Morro National Monument; Gila Cliff Dwellings 

National Monument; Hubbell Trading Post National Historic Site; Navajo National 

Monument; Pecos Mission Project, Pecos National Historic Park; Pratt Cave: Guadalupe 

Mountains National Park; Salinas Pueblo Missions National Monument; Walnut Canyon 

National Monument; and Wupatki National Monument (Dildine et al. 1995). 

WACC has holdings for at least eleven other NPS facilities (Casa Grande NM; 

Death Valley NP; Fort Bowie NHP; Saguaro NP; Great Basin NP; Montezuma Castle 

NM; Organ Pipe NM; Petrified Forest NP; Tonto NM; Tumacacori NHP; and Tuzigoot 

NM) as well as its own collection. However, the NAGPRA determinations for these 

faculties were made by NPS staff and will not be addressed in this study, except when 

reference to the overall collection volume are made. At the same time that the research 

headed by Dr. Gwinn Vivian was being done (funerary objects identification), a research 

team under the direction of Dr. Walter Birkby, Arizona State Museum (ASM) Physical 

Anthropologist, was making NAGPRA determinations with regard to human remains held 

at WACC. Dr. Birkby's research is not a part of this study, except inasmuch as 



22 

consultation regarding human remains was used to determine the status of funerary 

objects. 

The basic methodological approach for making NAGPRA determinations in the 

NPS NAGPRA Reports (Dildine et al. 1995) was to first access the WACC Automated 

Data Processing (ADP) list of items held in the repository. This preliminary step gave the 

research team a list of items accessioned at WACC fi^om individual parks and also 

indicated, in some cases, which objects were or may have been burial related (see 

Appendix #2 for explanation of code fields). At the same time, documentation generated 

from the excavation of sites was obtained through the archives. Additional information 

was obtained from original catalog cards and bag labels stored in the WACC Repository. 

Other resources included The Southwestern National Monument Monthly Report and 

Monthly Supplements; accession summary lists; photographs (held in the archives, but not 

necessarily with the field documents) as well as consultation with the osteologists. 

The research methodology, used to support my thesis, will be to emphasize 

problems noted during the research process which have affected the quality of 

archaeological information as well as to present data showing the relative paucity of 

funerary objects held at WACC. Problems such as nonexistent or ambiguous provenience 

information; missing or nonexistent supporting documentation such as photographs, grid 

maps, site maps; lost or unavailable reports and field notes, were commonly encountered 

(Dildine et al. 1995; Evans et al. 1994:9). Because of the volume of material to be 

covered, the accessions and NPS facilities which I did the research for will receive more 

detailed analysis than those reports by the other members of the research team. Most of 

the research was conducted as a group effort and no preference was given to specific 

aspects of research nor to specific parks or monuments. Therefore, no intentional skewing 
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of the data is evident, and I am confident that the summaries in this report represent an 

accurate and unbiased appraisal of the overall collections held at WACC. 

Research Circumstances 

To further the understanding of results herein, it seems pertinent to note some of 

the unique circumstances under which this research effort labored. As noted in the 

introduction, the archives and repository administrators at WACC do not have control 

over the holdings there; that jurisdiction is held by the individual parks that use WACC as 

a central repository and archive. This is significant for several reasons. First, each park 

assigns accession numbers to materials from a project. When these materials are received 

at WACC an additional accession number is assigned under which the park's accession 

number falls or in the case of multiple accessions received at the same time, several park 

accessions may fall under one WACC accession number. To flirther confuse the research 

process, a single park accession doesn't necessarily come under the same WACC 

accession number, as the parks do not always send the entire accession at one time. The 

largest number of the park accessions held at WACC are small accessions with little or no 

supporting documentation ("junk accessions"), usually materials received as gifts or 

gathered by park visitors. 

Another factor affecting the research process was also alluded to in the 

introduction, the ongoing changes of both the geographic and administrative boundaries of 

the National Park Service. Due to efforts to "down-size" government bureaucracies, the 

administrative areas are changing and this affects which parks will use WACC as a 

repository. Exactly how this impacted the administration of our research project is unclear. 

However, it was a partial reason given to the research team as to why the NPS 

representative responsible for coordinating the NAGPRA project was headquartered in the 

Santa Fe, New Mexico office of the National Park Service. It was also one of the reasons 
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given when supporting documentation was unavailable from individual parks. Suffice it to 

say we had virtually no contact with the National Park Service representative overseeing 

the project, nor was there any readily available line of communication to that person. 

Fortunately the staff of WACC assisted the research eflfort. And despite some lengthy 

delays, attributable at least in part to the circumstance listed above, the research team was 

able to locate what supporting documentation was still available; in some cases 

considerable, in others non-existent. 

Some information resources were not readily accessible (Evans et al. 1994:9). For 

example, the registrar's database at WACC contained information not available through 

the system-wide ADP file. The research team discovered this only after we were weeks 

into the research project. Other information, relevant to the research and available only in 

the curator's files, was not cataloged in a way that would lead one logically to that 

resource. In addition, because of the reaccessioning of park collections into WACC and a 

concomitant set of accession numbers, as well as the fact that many collections had not 

been either inventoried of cataloged properly, it was often difficult for the archives 

personnel to locate pertinent documents and photo collections—information that often 

proved to be lost or otherwise unavailable. 

While the thrust of this study will be to show that according to the "letter of the 

law" the quantity of fiinerary objects subject to NAGPRA guidelines (at WACC) is small 

and also that due to inadequate documentation and/or curation by the parks, much of the 

research value of these objects has been lost, these findmgs should not be construed to 

represent archeological collections in general. This study examines a facility that is unique 

in its holdings; most of the excavation projects conducted for the National Park Service 

were done as preliminary work in advance of the main objective: stabilization of 
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archeological mins. Thus, the resuhs of this research cannot be considered indicative of 

NAGPRA determinations made at other public museums and archival facilities. 

The following research summaries will proceed in the order of NPS facilities listed 

at the beginning of this section (Dildine et al. 1995). The NPS facility heading will be 

followed by a summary of "problems" which might effect the research value of objects 

within that collection. Following each summary is a total of cataloged materials subject to 

NAGPRA guidelines. At the end of this section is a table listing the total number of 

associated, unassociated, and missing funerary objects from this study as well as the 

percentage of items they represent in the WACC Repository holdings. In addition, the 

total number of human remains from burials (not all human remains listed in the WACC 

data base are considered burial related) for each facility has been included as this may be 

indicative of the overall 'integrity' of the collection, as well as be relevant to the number of 

burial related items found. 
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RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Aztec Ruins National Monument 

Of the fourteen park accessions addressed in this report, seven had indeterminate 

proveniences; five others had human remains but no objects with them, leaving two 

accessions in relatively complete order. The most serious impediment to research was a 

lack of primary source documentation. Only one accession had field notes with it. While 

there may have been field notes originally, perhaps even still held by the individual park 

(Aztec), requests for such documentation proved unproductive. It was almost the rule 

rather than the exception that available materials were incomplete and or inaccurate. None 

of the accessions fi'om this park contained all of the items originally excavated. The 

excavation reports were invariably incomplete and fi'om what verifiable information was 

available they seemed by and large inaccurate. 

Examples of this occur in Park Accession AZRU 16, which represents an 

excavation conducted by Johnwill Paris (1934). For instance, it was determined that a 

mummy (AZRU 1765) was not part of this accession as Paris makes no mention of it in 

his—often confiising-report. Nor did he work in the room (203) where the mummy was 

found. It was fiarther determined that the mummy had arrived separate fi'om the rest of 

Accession 16—with Accessions 15 and I. 

This kind of error was by no means an isolated case, numerous inaccuracies were 

discovered in this accession alone. Por example, no catalog numbers were listed in Paris' 

report for human remains. This omission required an almost Holmesian investigation to 

solve the link between human remains and the known burial artifacts. Portunately there 

were photographs which showed several of the artifacts with human remains—though not 

with the corresponding burials listed in the report. The photographs also helped in 

discovering a human skeleton not cited in the report. Provenience information, if available. 
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was invariably scant (trash mound; SE refuse mound; etc.) and more often than not, 

inaccurate. 

Park Accession AZRU 3 (WACC Accessions 123 and 168) provide another 

example of the kind of documentation found for Aztec Ruins NM: 

One inhumation from this accession (AZRU 326) is stored at WACC. The 
[human] remains and associated objects (a mug and bowl; types unknown), 
which previously shared the same catalog number, were found in a 
cardboard box in a basement at Aztec Ruins National Monument in 1989. 
This was initially a gift from Sherman Howe in 1953 and its specific 
provenience is unknown. The human remains have been located at WACC 
but the ceramics have not been located" (Dildine et al. 1995;3). 

Park Accession AZRU 22 (WACC Accession 166), representing Thomas Onstott's 

1953 excavation, lists three funerary objects stored at WACC. Neither the human remains 

nor documentation could be found at WACC. One of the objects (AZRU 523) had 

ambiguous provenience and could not be linked with a specific burial. 

An examination of Park Accession AZRU 41 (WACC Accession 182), from 

Richard Gordon Vivian's 1953 excavation, indicated that three artifacts from burial #1 are 

missing. Not only is mention made of these objects in Vivian's report (1959), but two 

photographs show the missing items. Three other burials (9, 11 and 12) had funerary 

objects listed in Vivian's report which were not found in the WACC data base. 

Park Accession AZRU 1 (WACC Accessions 123 and 168) from Earl Morris 

(1928) while he work for the American Museum of Natural History (1919-1928), had 

numerous burial objects. However, the whereabouts of the human remains is not known. 

At the time of the report no word had arrived from the AMNH as to their location. 

These examples give a reasonable cross-section of the research circumstances 

found in the Aztec Ruins collection. They show that of those materials much has been 
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compromised both materially as well as with regard to provenience information. Perhaps 

just as telling is the tally of funerary objects: 

Associated Funerary Objects 20 items 

Unassociated Funerary Objects— 78 items 

Missing Funerary Objects 25 items 

Human Remains/Burial 30 individuals 



29 

Bandelier National Monument 

The three accessions containing burial remains which this report addresses 

produced no actual funerary items held at WACC subject to NAGPRA guidelines. The 

report was generated quickly in response to a transfer of materials from the WACC 

repository to Bandelier National Monument. It was conjectured that the Bandelier list of 

patrimony [Appendix 8.3] items to be transferred was going to be reburied according to 

NAGPRA guidelines for funerary objects. It was never made clear to the research team 

what the disposition of these materials was and when we did finally get a message to the 

project coordinator for the NPS (by E-mail) the reply was short and the message was in 

essence There are things you don't know about going on; just do your job'. By this it was 

assumed that the materials on the list [Appendix 8.3] were patrimony items. At the same 

time the research team experienced first hand the autonomous nature of the individual 

park's control over the WACC holdings. Despite the fact that no associated nor 

unassociated funerary objects were found in connection with this report, it (Bandelier 

report) remains significant to the object of my thesis inasmuch as the documentation was 

either sparse, inaccurate or missing and in general the collection was disorganized. 

Band 240 (WACC ACCS; 178), representing Thomas B. Onstott's excavation at 

Tyuonyi, Bandelier National Monument, produced two inhumations in connection with 

stabilization work. Onstott's report (NPS archives [WACC]) notes that one sherd and com 

remnants were found with one of the burials, which one was not clear. An analysis of the 

available documentation lead to the conclusion that the sherd was probably intrusive, 

while the com remnants should be considered funerary objects. Neither of the catalog 

numbers could be determined and therefore these items could not be located in the WACC 

collection. 
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Band 242 (WACC ACCS; 179), represents materials obtained from the Adams 

State College field school led by Frederick C.V. Worman (1950). A human tooth of 

undetermined provenience was the only potential funerary item found in the accession. 

The Adams State College field school is addressed in greater detail in the Bandelier 

National Monument/Rainbow House Ruin section of this paper. 

Band 310 (WACC ACCS; 204, 206) has no available documentation, no known 

provenience but does have human remains (BAND 18034). 

Summary, there were no fiinerary objects found with any of these accessions; com 

remnants from BAND 240 are considered burial items, but were not located in the WACC 

Repository. 

Missing Funerary Objects 1 

Human Remains/Burial 4 
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Bandelier National Monument/Rainbow House Ruins— 

Bandelier has two reports because of a special request made by the NPS Santa Fe 

office for the status of possible funerary objects at Rainbow House in anticipation of an 

upcoming reburial of items at that site. This initial request (Rainbow House) was followed 

shortly by a complete Bandelier assessment request according to NAGPRA guidelines (see 

previous summary), thus two separate reports were prepared. Both of these reports 

suffered from a lack of time for research (two days in each case) and a paucity of 

documentation. Nevertheless, they are accurate and complete, given the available 

documentation. 

The only accessions with burial remains listed for Rainbow House (Bandelier 

National Monument) are Band 120,121 and 122 (WACC ACCs: 173). While the report 

for this excavation was written by Louis R. Caywood (1966), Frederick Worman's Adams 

State College field school was responsible for the excavations which took place in 1948, 

1949 and 1950. The lack of field notes available from Worman (1950) not only hampered 

our research effort but also seriously compromised Caywood's report (1966). 

As in the previous Bandelier report, no funerary objects were found for Rainbow 

House Ruin in the WACC Repository. Yet the Adams State College Field school is 

notable in its quixotic contribution to the field of archeology. Perhaps its most significant 

feature lies in the nature of human endeavor. Upon returning from the 1950 expedition 

Worman was met by the new Adams State College President with the words, "I hope you 

had a good session, because it is the last one" (Caywood 1966;ms). Whereupon the 

Anthropology Department at Adams State was disbanded and Worman took a job at Los 

Alamos. 

An excerpt from a letter by Worman to Caywood (1966:ms) reveals the animosity 

evident in the sudden breakup of the department; 
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I was ordered to take no materials with me when I left Adams because they 
belonged to the college. Fortunately Dr.Newsome was out of town that 
weekend, so several students and I stole (according to Newsome) the best 
materials which I put into storage with our furniture. 

This, plus the occasional reports of students returning items over the years and a 

virtual iack of a paper trail, gives the general impression that the Adams State College 

excavations failed to produce a valuable contribution to the field of archeology. 

Summary, the accessions for holdings from this field work (Adams State) held no 

fiinerary objects stored at WACC. 
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Canyon de Chelly National Monument 

Because of the sheer volume of accessions from excavations at Canyon de Chelly, 

the research team divided the project by separating Antelope House, the largest single 

excavation, from the other excavations done at the park. My own emphasis was on 

Antelope House Ruin, thus this section will summarize only the "problems encountered" 

area of the NPS NAGPRA Reports, rather than refer to specific accessions. 

Under the "General Problems" section, the research team noted numerous smaller 

accessions which were usually surface finds from multiple sites or of unknown 

provenience. In addition, many of the earlier excavations were funded by outside 

institutions (e.g., the American Museum of Natural History, Peabody Museum, Carnegie 

Mellon University and so on). These institutions apparently would keep the collected 

material and/or the field notes/reports for the projects, having the effect of not only 

diminishing the value of the collection, but also leaving a confusing maze of disjointed 

information. Also confusing was the fact that accessions often contained materials from 

multiple sites within Canyon de Chelly. In general, a lack of field notes and final reports 

was evident throughout these accessions. 

Each major excavation presented a separate set of problems. For example Tse-Ta'a 

(CACH-00024) listed as the major problem, 

"locating objects listed in the field notes and final report for which a 
catalog number was not available. This was complicated by the fact that 
these artifacts were catalogued at the Southwest Archeological Center in 
Globe (AZ.) in 1959; therefore the bag labels no longer exist to check on 
provenience information" (Dildine et al. 1995). 

An example of a smaller "junk accession" (an informal but commonly used WACC 

designation) is Park Accession (CACH) 43. This accession, which according to the 
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researcher had only bag labels and catalog cards, is typical of the greatest volume of 

accessions listed for Canyon De Chelly. 

A sampling from the research notes regarding Charles Steen's 1966 report (NPS 

archives [WACC]) on excavations at Tse-Ta'a reads, "This is an excellent report and 

includes a separate chapter on the burials" (Dildine et al. 1995; 1-16). Despite the apparent 

clarity of this report, the researcher reported that the materials from the collection were 

received "bit by bit at the S.W. Archeological Center in Globe" over a nine year period 

(Dildine et a/. 1995;PI-I&2) 

Other research notes reveal less promising reports, 

"Still missing 6 sherds from burial 1, 1 b/w vessel from burial 10 (maybe 
2606 - has same provenience) and a b/w ladle from burial 29. Discovered 
that no bag labels exist for this accession since they were catalogued in 
Globe" (DUdinet?ra/. 1995:1-17). 

Summary. Most of the accessions in this report from Canyon de Chelly suffer 

from the above delineated problems, either in combination or as major singular obstacles 

to the research effort—the exception was Charles Steen's excavation at Tse Ta-a. 

Associated Funerary Objects 56 

Unassociated Funerary Objects 40 

Missing Funerary Objects 7 

Human Remains/Burial 48 



35 

Canyon de Chelly National Monument/Antelope House 

Burial remains from Antelope House were discovered within park accessions 

CACH-00030, CACH-00033 and CACH-00068. The majority of burial items excavated at 

Antelope House come from the Don P. Morris excavation conducted between 1970 and 

1973. This project was funded by the MPS and its stated purpose was, 

to understand better the ways in which the prehistoric population at the site 
dealt with its environment, the consequences of these actions for them and 
for the culture history of the area, and something of the nature of their 
social organization. A major field objective was stabilization, so visitors to 
the area could visit the site and vividly comprehend the Anasazi 
achievement in this scenic canyon (Morris 1986:5). 

Clearly, Morris' main objective for this project was the stabilization of the 

Antelope House Ruins. Nevertheless, a large number of burials v*nth funerary objects were 

recovered. Morris' final report contributed less to the disposition of burial items than did 

the field notes, bag labels and photographs, which in combination held the most accurate 

provenience information. An examination of the collection reveals that a number of the 

originally collected burial items were either lost or mislabeled and cannot be found in the 

WACC Repository (14 missing items). In addition, a large proportion of funerary objects 

were found to be unassociated. The most notable ones were from burial 5 which 

contained, 

"an unusually elaborate interment of a child with numerous pathologies. 
The burial is the only one known from the she with a construction cover, 
and within the limits of our very small and unreliable sample contains a 
large number of grave goods. This child was the only individual recovered 
who was buried with items of personal adornment" (Morris 1986:5). 

Despite the uniqueness of this burial, the human remains were unaccounted for at WACC. 

This single burial produced 124 cataloged items. 
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The information on which the NAGPRA determination was based for burial related 

objects from CACH-00033 (WACC ACC: 00219) was contained on a single bag label 

which read: 

Burial found by David Gorman in 1954 while digging a post hole for the 
gate at Antelope House. Cradle board, jaw bone, several other bones, 
particles of basketry and turkey feather blanket were recovered. Rest of the 
burial, including the skull, is still interred. The Post hole was filled in and a 
new one (the present one) dug about two feet in toward the cliff. 

The articles brought in were cleaned preserved and packed on 22 August 
1958 by Martin Link. (WACC archives, original bag label). 

Despite the paucity of supporting documentation, this single bag label as well as 

the presence of the above described human remains and old catalog cards made the 

adherence to NAGPRA guidelines relatively straightforward. However, the lack of other 

documentation linking these items and human remains to the broader culture complex 

make the value of this discovery somewhat questionable. 

The other park accession, CACH 00030 (WACC-00228), from this report 

represents materials recovered by Charlie Steen during salvage excavations conducted 

between 1949 and 1951. The entirety of documentation found in support of NAGPRA 

guidelines consists of a quote from WACC Accession file which states; "Navajo burial 

from Antelope House. NPS (Archeologist Steen). Salvage excavation 858. Not burial, but 

grave goods from burial". Twelve (12) unassociated funerary items were discovered using 

this scant information, all apparently clothing apparel. 

Summary . Of the 262 unassociated funerary objects found at Antelope House, 

249 were from the NPS excavations conducted by Don Morris (six (6) from nearby 

Cottonwood Canyon Cliff Dwelling site). The practice of lending human remains for study 

has been a long standing one for the NPS. However, at the time of this NAGPRA report. 
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all human remains on loan had been recalled in compliance with NAGPRA guidelines. The 

lack of human remains (probably due to rodent activity) as pointed out in Steen's 

discovery of a Navajo burial with grave goods only, accounts for a small portion of the 

unassociated funerary items, exact numbers are hard to come by because of the lack of 

documentation. However, most of the missing human remains have been lost since 

originally being accessioned. The example of the missing human remains from the 

elaborate Burial 5 of Don Morris' project seems notable, especially considering the large 

number of items found with that burial and the potential information which could be 

derived when associated with those particular human remains. 

Unassociated Funerary Objects 268 

Associated Funerary Objects 165 

Missing Funerary Objects 14 

Human Remains/Burial 48* 

*TotaI for all of Canyon De Chelly 
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El Morro National Monument 

A summary of the problems encountered during the research include a lack of 

complete field notes; incomplete final site report which only addressed stabilization work 

(Shiner and Richert 1961, NPS archives [WACC]); a lack of definite provenience 

information as well as data fi"om such sources as field notes and old catalog cards which 

often did not match. 

Summary. Twenty-four (24) cataloged items were determined to be associated 

funerary objects; one (1) item was determined to be unassociated. 

Associated Funerary Objects 24 

Unassociated Funerary Objects 1 

Human Remains/Burial 9 
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Gila Cliff Dwellings National Monument 

The accession files for this park had not been processed at the time of the research 

project, which added to the normally laborious task of locating notes and reports. In 

addition, the original notes for Vivian's 1963 excavations. Park Accession GICL-00004 

(WACC ACC; 000479) were missing, replaced by only a photocopied excerpt. Don 

Morris' excavation notes. Park Accession GICL-00298 (WACC-000481), were for the 

most part sketchy. Bag labels and notes gave only vague provenience information. An 

example of the problems encountered by the researcher is as follows; 

"The lack of complete notes. . .also hindered the research on the other burial 
(GICL 48) found at the site. Only sketchy information existed on this 
disturbed burial. Anderson...even indicates that the field records and 
cataloguing were not thorough or reliable. Many proveniences have been 
"obscured or confused". This made it impossible to determine if there were 
any artifacts associated with this burial" (Dildine et al. 1995:9). 

Summary. Seventeen (17) objects were determined to be associated (or likely 

associated). 

Associated Funerary Objects 17 

Human Remains/Burial 6 
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Hubbeil Trading Post National Historic Site 

A summary of the "problems" section of the report reveals that Park Accession 

HUTR-00023 (WACC Accs; 000848 and 000888) was originally curated at Arizona State 

University (ASU). When the accession was transferred to WACC, the field notes and 

reports were not included (they are still thought to be at the Hubbeil Historic Site). Nor 

were there catalog cards or original bag labels. As the researcher (Dildine etal. 1995:6) 

put it. 

The available documentation found at WACC was a museum 
correspondence file dated 1962 through 1993 which contained some 
information on the location of the material before its curation at WACC. 

The available data included sketches of a burial, photographs and a preliminary 

report. 

Summary-. Eleven (11) items were determined to be associated fianerary objects. 

Associated Funerary Objects 11 

Human Remains/Burial 1 
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Navajo National Monument 

Two park accessions, NAVA-00076 (WACC-00719) and NAVA-00290 (WACC-

00719) from Navajo National Monument, were determined to have been burials with 

funerary objects. The only available resources for making NAGPRA determination for 

items listed under NAVA-00076 were original catalog cards and bag labels. No 

provenience information was available on the catalog card or bag labels. The source of 

these burial items and human remains is unknown. 

Items listed under NAVA-00290 were found in a cut bank in Keet Seel Canyon by 

park staff members Robert Euler & Larry Powers in the summer of 1963. There were no 

available notes and no mention of human remains was indicated in the accession record or 

card catalog. 

Summary: Four (4) associated funerary items; Two (2) unassociated funerary 

items. 

Associated Funerary Objects 4 

Unassociated Funerary Objects 2 

Human Remains/Burial 6 
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Pecos Mission, Project Pecos National Historic Park 

The problems encountered are stated as follows; 

Compiling the reports on PECO-79, 80 and 87 was difficult because of the 
lack of a final project report (apparently none was written) and the paucity 
of the field notes, records and/or photographs that would link specific 
catalogued human remains with funerary objects. Further confusion arose 
with the assigning of different accession numbers to interconnected burial 
data. 

Bag labels that may have provided more detailed information about 
provenience and archeological excavation process were apparently 
discarded in Globe after the items were catalogued in 1970. Both Pinkley 
and Hayes made minimal field notes, particularly when skeletal remains 
were the subject; and, as noted above, the burial forms and the information 
on them are minimal (Dildine et al. 1995:5). 

Summary: Approximately thirty-six (36) associated funerary objects were found at 

this site. 

Associated Funerary Objects 36 

Human Remains/Burial 50 
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Pratt Cave: Guadalupe Mountains National Park 

The unique problem making determinations regarding funerary objects at Pratt 

Cave was that the human remains were cremated. Compounding this problem was the 

disruption by rodent activity which had scattered associated objects among various levels 

and areas. The lack of documentation, limited research time and the 200+ park accessions 

with virtually no accession information were also noted as research problems. The addition 

of catalog cards from Carlsbad Caverns NM with the original report necessitated a time 

consuming process of cross-referencing the Guadalupe Mountains NP (GUMO) accession 

catalog numbers (to distinguish them from Carlsbad), which were assigned when the 

collection was reclassified at WACC (Dildine et al. 1995:6). 

Summary. Five (5) associated funerary items were recorded in this report. 

Associated Funerary Objects 5 

Human Remains/Burial 2 



44 

Salinas Pueblo Missions National Monument 

There are two accessions from Salinas Pueblo that were determined to have burials 

with funerary objects currently held at WACC. The first accession, SAPU-00005 (WACC-

000332) represents a gift by the R.E.Allen/Washington and Jefferson College Expedition. 

This excavation was lead by Joseph H. Toulouse Jr., park custodian and Robert L. 

Stephenson. This 1941 excavation/field school ended after only one season due to the 

onset of World War II. The field notes and other records are not stored at the WACC 

archives. The only documentation available for this NAGPRA determination was the 

accession record correspondence and excavation report (Toulouse 1960) neither of which 

contained much information. Only three (3) items were burial-related and they were 

unassociated funerary objects as no human remains were donated. 

The other accession from Salinas Pueblo, SAPU-00037 (WACC Accs: 000097, 

000446 and 000515) corresponds to excavations supervised by Park Service 

Archaeologist Alden Hayes. When the research for this NAGPRA report began, the initial 

concern was the fact that most of the accessions from the Salinas Pueblo Missions had not 

been processed. Fortunately, the park accession which contained the majority of the 

burials (SAPU-00037), over five hundred (500), Aac/been processed. 

Nevertheless, there were problems with information from the burial forms not 

corresponding to the original field specimen lists. In addition, a number of items listed on 

the original field specimen form were simply lost. The WACC Automated Data Processing 

(ADP) contained objects not on the original burial forms. While the documentation was 

relatively detailed and accurate, confusion often arose from the fact that the artifacts and 

documentation were received at three different times (1968, 1986 and 1987) and thus 

were assigned three different WACC accession numbers (WACC 00097, 00446 and 

00515). 
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Summary-. Because of the detail and apparent accuracy of Hayes' documentation, 

which included burial forms and field specimen lists, this was a relatively easy report to 

compile. Hayes' well documented reporting made the reality of missing items rather 

apparent—including a notable 233 human remains missing fi-om the original excavation. 

Unassociated Funerary objects 193 

Associated Funerary objects 262 

Missing Funerary objects 144 

Human Remains/Burial 202 
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Walnut Canyon National Monument 

The "Problems Encountered in the Research" section from Walnut Canyon follows 

much the same pattern seen in the other reports, including a lack of field notes and lack of 

burial descriptions. The project listed under Park Accessions (WACA) 96, 104, 111, 112, 

131 (WACC Accs: 113, 133, 541, 542), was a joint venture between Northern Arizona 

University (NAU) and the National Park Service. The NAGPRA research team speculated 

that the field notes might be housed at NAU or the Museum of Northern Arizona. 

Whatever the case, they were not at WACC. Fortunately, a final report (Norman H. 

Richie, unpublished ms. NPS archives [WACC] 1970) was located at WACC which 

proved useful for making the determinations according to NAGPRA guidelines. 

Summary. Ninety-three (93) associated funerary objects were found using Richie's 

final report. 

Associated Funerary Objects 93 

Human Remains/Burial 18 
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Wupatki National Monument 

Under the "Problems and Reconimendations" section of this NAGPRA study, the 

researchers reported a "lack of any final excavation report (only a rough draft exists), poor 

photo documentation and provenience information; incomplete or incorrect information on 

the database and within other records and incomplete catalog records concerning potential 

funerary objects" (Dildine et al. 1995:5). Also noted were differences in the number of 

human remains reported by Richert (1952) and the osteologists working under the 

direction of Dr. Walter Birkby. 

Summary. The funerary objects were: 27 associated funerary objects. 

Associated Funerary Objects 27 

Human Remains/Burial 12 
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SUMIVIARY OF FINDINGS 

The data show that of the 93,070 artifacts from NFS facilities addressed in this 

report, less than 2% of the total amount are subject to repatriation according to 

NAGPRA guidelines regarding funerary objects (Table I). In addition, the WACC 

Automated Data Processing file (ADP) indicates that the total amount of cataloged 

archeological materials (re: Native American) held in the repository is 147,322. The 

difference (54,252 cataloged artifacts) between this study (Dildine et al. 1995) and the 

total repository holdings for archeological materials at WACC represents the cataloged 

items which NPS staff determined the repatriation status of (1,517 of these cataloged 

items are human remains). As of October 31, 1996, the WACC database for all 

archeological material lists 771 total associated funerary objects ("A" code field); 613 

unassociated fiinerary objects ("U" code field); 818 burial related items (the "B" code 

field); and 685 ceremonial items ("C" code field) [for code field definitions see Appendix 

2], The "A" and "U" code are entered into the database when objects have been 

determined to be subject to repatriation according to NAGPRA Law. The "B" code is a 

designation for objects that might possibly have a connection to burials. This is the code 

field (B) that is revised in the wake of NAGPRA review, though fi-equently it was 

discovered that items without a "B" code were also subject to repatriation. Perhaps just as 

often it was determined that objects with the "B" designation were not burial related. In 

other words, the "B" code was an initial determination ofpossible burial association and 

was not relied on when making final NAGPRA assessments. 

The "C" code is not a designation which this NAGPRA study dealt with, it 

designates ceremonial items (Appendix 2). Nevertheless, if the "C" code follows the 

general pattern of the "B" codes (as observed in this study), there should not be a large 

statistical change in the total number of artifacts subject to NAGPRA guidelines under this 
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category. If that is the case, then the total number of artifacts subject to repatriation under 

NAGPRA guidelines {not including items of cultural patrimony) would still represent less 

that 2% of the total WACC Repository collection. 

It should be noted again that the category of cultural patrimony can be very 

broadly interpreted and could ultimately afiFect a wide spectrum of cataloged items. Also, 

as in the case of the Bandelier, NM reburial list [Appendix 8.3], these determinations are 

negotiated on an individual park basis and therefore caimot be predicted or statistically 

anticipated by findings at WACC. In fact, the reality is that all categories of repatriation 

are likely to broaden as the movement gains momentum (Price 1991; [ADS], 22 October 

1996; 1). Nevertheless, as per initial legal determinations on which NAGPRA guidelines 

are based regarding fiinerary objects, this research found that the number of artifacts 

subject to repatriation was relatively low. Even with the addition of the Bandelier 

Repatriation list [Appendix 8.3], which had approximately 271 objects, less than 3% of the 

Bandelier NM collection is subject to repatriation and subsequent reburial. 

The issue of the quality of original field work as well as collection integrity has 

also been addressed in this research. Given the archeological value placed on in situ 

information, it is apparent that the collections reviewed in this report fall far below that 

benchmark (Dunkel 1992; Evans et al. 1994:9). As pointed out earlier, none of the 

accessions reviewed were without significant compromising factors to the quality of the 

collections therein. Most lacked key records, such as accurate provenience information; 

complete or informative field documentation; photographs; final reports; burial lists; or 

catalogued items. Other compromising factors were the curation practices of the 

individual parks, which included the breakup of collections through loans to other 

institutions; partial, discontinuous storage at WACC; the dividing of excavated materials 

with sponsoring institutions; loss of materials, documentation and relevant 
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correspondence. Because the issue of the effects of repatriation on the quality of museum 

collections is so often raised by researchers, it seems relevant to examine these earlier 

compromising factors. It is important not only to gain perspective on the realities of the 

research value of collections, but also to learn from past deficiencies in collection and 

curation practices. 

Explanation of Tables 

Table 1 shows the statistical results from this study (Dildine etal. 1995). In order 

to help understand the meaning of these data several issues should be taken into 

consideration. First of all, the WACC holdings are primarily "archeological", (80% fall 

under this category), and all of these materials are subject to review under NAGPRA Law. 

This study addresses approximately 64% of those archeological holdings; the other 36% 

represents NAGPRA determinations made by NPS staff (approximately 35%) and human 

remains (approximately 1%). Table 1 lists the total of artifacts from each separate NPS 

facility in this study. It also indicates associated and unassociated funerary objects. 

Also included in the Table 1 are "missing funerary objects". These objects are, in 

nearly every case, ones which are listed in the original documentation but could not be 

found in the WACC Repository; were not cataloged in the ADP file and in fact were never 

accessioned at WACC. (In rare cases these missing objects had been cataloged but could 

not be found in the repository. However, this was so seldom the case it is statistically 

irrelevant and barely warrants mention except to note that accessioned items do 

occasionally get lost. These missing items are relevant because they may be stored at 

another facility and are subject to repatriation if found. The fact that they are not 

physically held at WACC has bearing on the statistical results of this study. For example, if 

the total percentage of objects subject to NAGPRA Law in this study is reduced by the 

number of "missing fimerary objects", objects which in fact are not at WACC but are 
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listed in archival documentation, then the total percentage of funerary objects subject to 

repatriation is 1.38% rather than the 1.57% listed in Table 1. 

As an interesting aside, the quantity of archeological materials, those considered 

human artifacts, is probably less than half of the 1.38% figure for funerary objects given 

above. Many of the items cataloged in relationship to burials are organic materials not 

intentionally placed there as part of the burial rites, but useful in making archeological 

determination. These "fill" items include rodent feces, unworked rock and unworked fiber. 

Other common items which may or may not have been intentionally part of the burial rites 

include, pollen (sample), com, turkey feces, cactus plant, squash rind, pine cone, bark and 

so on—items not worked by humans. These categories of materials account for the largest 

portion of funerary objects subject to repatriation found in this study. This is not to 

discount the value of these materials, indeed many of them are considered archeologically 

significant. However, it does raise again the issue of cultural affiliation—how can 

unworked materials be identified with a given culture? And, for example, are mice feces to 

be considered grave goods, especially considering they probably occur in burials as a 

result of scavenging for human remains? 

Because human remains are relevant to the determination of burials and thus to 

the objectives of this study, they have been listed with the individual NPS facility 

summaries in the preceding section. They have not been included in Table 1 as they have 

no statistical bearing on the data related to this particular aspect of the research (funerary 

objects). What is notable, with regard to this thesis, is the fact that so many human 

remains are unaccounted for or lost: 233 from Salinas Pueblo MM alone. Because the 

NAGPRA Report which this research is based on was not per se concerned with human 

remains, data regarding the status of those remains was interpreted only with regard to 

documentation relating to funerary objects. In the case of Salinas Pueblos NM, burial 
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forms listed artifacts and human remains together and thus it was evident when human 

remains were missing. In most other cases the lack of documentation made it diflScult to 

ascertain the status of apparently missing human remains; were they never disinterred? 

were the human remains missing from the burial because of deterioration, rodent activity 

or grave robbers? Because of the difiBculty of making these determinations and the reality 

of the report's objectives (funerary objects), no hard data were found regarding the overall 

number or status of missing human remains. However, the NPS has recalled all known 

human remains subject to its jurisdiction at WACC from the various cooperating 

institutions. These data have been updated in the WACC Automated Data Processing file 

and are available for review. 

The burials and human remains data related to this study are listed by individual 

NPS facility in Table 2. Also included is an overall list of WACC human remains holdings. 

Under the heading "All Human Remains" are two sub-categories, "catalog records" and 

"actual number of bones". This is the case because some catalog numbers represent more 

than one bone. Human remains from burials fall within the overall category of "All Human 

Remains"; thus a separate category for "Human Remains: Burials Only" has been 

included. This category is also divided into the sub-headings, "catalog records" and "actual 

number of individuals", for the same reason as noted above; one catalog number may 

represent more than one burial. 

It should be noted that while a single bone or bone fragment may have its own 

catalog number, it is also the case that an entire skeleton, containing many bones, will 

receive only one catalog number. This observation is not made to point out the inherent 

inequity of cataloging procedures, which are in fact designed to insure the integrity of 

discrete categories of provenience, but rather to point out that the total number of human 

remains by volume carmot be extrapolated from catalog record numbers alone. 



TABLE 1; NPS NAGPRA Reports data 

Name of Site # Artifacts # Associated # Unassoclated # Missing # Objects subject 
in ADP file Funerary Objects Funerary Objects Funerary Objects to NAGPRA 

Aztec Ruins NM 10363 20 78 25 123 
Bandelier NM 7841 0 0 2 2 
Bandelier NM / Rainbow House N/A 0 0 0 0 
Canyon de Chelly NM 48994 56 40 7 103 
Canyon de Chelly NM / Antelope H N/A 294 195 0 489 
El Morro NM 1547 24 1 0 25 
Gila Cliff Dwellings NM 2686 17 9 0 26 
Hubbell Trading Post NHS 1323 11 0 0 11 
Navajo NM 3197 4 2 0 6 
Pecos Mission Project, Pecos NHP 1928 36 0 0 36 
Pratt Cave: Guadalupe Mtns NP 687 5 0 0 5 
Salinas Pueblo Missions NM 9359 268 193 144 605 
Walnut Canyon NM 1529 0 0 0 0 
Wupatki NM 3616 27 0 0 27 
Total objects by category 93070 762 518 178 1458 
Percentage of total objects N/A 0.82% 0.56% 0.19% 1.57% 

Summarized from Western Archaeological Conservation Center (WACC) NAGPRA Guidelines Project 1995 



TABLE 2 ; NPS NAGPRA Reports data (November 1995) 

Park All Human Remains actual item count Burials Only actual burial count 
cataloged records cataloged records 

BAND 11 12 4 4 
CACH 154 163 48 57 
SAPU 427 513 176 202 
WUPA 25 26 11 12 
GUMO 22 22 2 2 
ELMO 16 16 9 9 
HUTR 2 2 1 1 
NAVA 25 25 6 6 
AZRU 103 391 30 41 
GICL 43 43 6 6 
PECO 63 72 41 50 
WACA 28 37 13 18 
Total 919 1322 347 408 

WACC all 1517 1944 668 741 

Summarized from Westem Archeological Conservation Center (WACC) Automated Data Processing File, December 2,1996 
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CONCLUSION 

As stated in the introduction to this paper, there is broad support for the 

repatriation of American Indian burial remains and ceremonial items, especially such items 

as can be historically linked to contemporary cultures and people (Price 1991). The main 

resistance to the repatriation movement comes from those concerned with the loss of 

prehistoric artifacts and himian remains (Meighan 1994). They argue that these items 

cannot be clearly linked to contemporary cultures and peoples—at least not by western 

archeological standards (Bray and Grant 1994). 

The purpose of this case study has been to communicate my own experience in 

making NAGPRA Law determinations regarding the disposition of funerary objects. The 

results of this research show that the actual volume of materials in this category (burial 

items) subject to possible repatriation claims is relatively small when compared to the 

overall volume of holdings at WACC. This does not cover all objects subject to NAGPRA 

guidelines, nor can it be considered predictive of what will happen as individual parks 

negotiate with tribes for the repatriation of, for instance, items of cultural patrimony 

(Appendbc 8.3). 

The relative value of burial items to the understanding of prehistoric cultures is 

thought by some archeologist to be particularly significant (Meighan 1994). This factor 

has not been specifically addressed in this study. However, by illuminating a pattern of 

often inadequate field documentation, lost materials, lost documentation, inadequate or 

missing provenience information and a lack of clear association of funerary objects to 

human remains, a pattern that applied to a lesser or greater degree to every accession 

reviewed in this study, I hope to point out that the research value of these burial items has 

already been seriously compromised. When valuable in situ information is lost it is "like 

words plucked from the middle of a sentence. Impact and meaning diminish. Knowledge is 
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lost. All of a sudden they just become pretty things. They don't tell us anything" (Dunkel 

1992:36). 

The major emphasis of the National Park Service excavation projects reviewed in 

this study was the stabilization of prehistoric ruins for the purpose of public viewing and 

education (Morris 1986). Even studies done in conjunction with universities and other 

institutions were usually preliminary to the stabilization of ruins. This emphasis on 

stabilization and the reality of limited funding undoubtedly played a large role in 

compromising the quality of documentation. Also noteworthy is the age of many of the 

poorly documented studies. The science of archeology over the years has refined its 

techniques and documentation has become much more precise. The ability to retrieve 

information by less destructive means is now available and the standards for and of 

analysis have greatly expanded and improved. This evolution rises from the efforts (as well 

perhaps the ashes) of earlier archeology, which should not be negated, but rather 

appreciated for what it contributed, and learned from by its mistakes. In the words of Emil 

W. Haury (1985:4), 

As I look back on those early efforts in Forestdale Valley and compare 
what we did then with what is expected of archaeologists in the 1980's, I 
am conscious of serious omissions in field methodology. One cannot be 
held liable, however, for not having taken certain steps, made observations, 
or collected samples, the values of which had not then been suspected or 
demonstrated. The marvel is that, with the tools at hand, we extracted from 
the ground as much information as we did. 

The missing material and documentation from the archives and repository cannot 

be blamed on the Western Archeological and Conservation Center either. The curating 

problems (in my opinion) already addressed in this paper are attributable to a system of 

circumstances which often result from the autonomous nature of the individual parks-

many of which have never even cataloged their collections. This out-of-date system allows 
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the individual parks to lend materials, accept gifts, remove artifacts for display and store 

parts of collections at the WACC facility without adequate documentation. Again this has 

a long standing tradition that no single entity can be blamed for, it is simply part of a 

system wide defect. 

Acknowledging the unique factors and circumstances surrounding the archival 

materials and collection procedures at WACC neither diminishes the results of this paper 

nor implies a generalized trend among museums and archival facilities (though as noted in 

the report, several agencies participated in the breakup of collections held at WACC; the 

completeness and competence of those institutions' curation practices might also by 

association be put into question). The hoped for resuh of this research is to emphasize the 

importance of several factors regarding museums and research collections; first of all, the 

importance of accurate field documentation; secondly, the importance of maintaining 

provenience relationships and collection integrity; and finally, the reality that what is being 

"lost" to repatriation may be insignificant when compared to the negative impact of earlier 

collection and curation practices. 

The repatriation movement should not be viewed as an entirely negative one for 

museums and researchers. In fact the review process initiated by NAGPRA guidelines 

may help reorganize the entire field of research archeology toward more effective use of 

resources as well as establish new and mutually beneficial alliances with American Indian 

tribes (McManamon 1995; Teague, 1995; Worl 1995). As mentioned earlier, the 

repatriation movement could be an "employment windfall" for the anthropology field 

(Worl 1995:35). The instituting of tribal museums has given rise to consultation work as 

well as jobs in these new facilities (Vivian 1991). The implementation ofNAGPRA Law 

has required the hiring of many people trained in the field of anthropology. Anthropologist 

Rosita Worl writes, "not since the National Environmental Act of 1969...has the field of 



58 

anthropology been given such a boost" (1995:35). And, as in the case of the Gila River 

community and Arizona State University, even cooperative excavations of burial sites are 

taking place (Ravesloot 1995:39). 

In this same spirit Tessie Naranjo (1995:16) writes, 

NAGPRA has brought together two completely different world views in a 
forum where people freely discuss their differences. This relationship, like 
any human relationship, is sometimes awkward, sometimes caring, and 
sometimes difficult. But it is a relationship that will continue. 

While acknowledging an overall cooperative spirit in the repatriation movement, it 

would be naive not to note examples of abuses to the intent of the law. Examples of this 

abuse have been noted earlier in this paper. The example of the Smithsonian repatriating 

all of the human remains fi-om the Uyak site to the Larsen Bay Villagers, even though 

archeological evidence clearly showed that the current residents of that area were not 

related to the earlier inhabitants, is one such case. Another is the case of the 10,000 year 

old skeletal remains repatriated to the Shoshone/Bannock tribes. The ideological conflict 

between Indian creationism and the scientific community is a distinct threat to cooperative 

spirit which has so far prevailed in the repatriation movement {ADS 22 October 1996). If 

abuses in the intent of the law begin to dominate the process, the law itself will 

undoubtedly come under scrutiny and ultimately be revised. 

Having won the right to repatriate ancestral remains, the Native American 

community must now decide how far to extend that right. The question that must be asked 

is at what point does the symbolic value of repatriation break down when balanced against 

the potential knowledge that ancestral remains and cultural materials may hold for future 

generations? Will short-sighted interests destroy a potential link to a heritage which has 

already suffered the trepidations of the European invasion? Will the original intent of the 

law—to repatriate known cultural materials and human remains of ancestral groups to 
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contemporary descendants prevail? These resources and the information they contain are 

invaluable, irreplaceable and may become an important asset for future generations of 

people, both native and non-native, who seek to preserve and understand the dynamics of 

cultural roots first set down by humans in the Western hemisphere. The disposition of such 

irreplaceable materials should be carefully considered. 
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Appendix A 

NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION 
AND REPATRIATION ACT 
PUBUCIAW 101-601 
lOlsc Congress 

An Act 

lb provide for the protecrion of Nitivc American graves, ind for other purposes. 

Be it muted by the Settate and House of Reprejentatives of the United States of 
America in Confess assembled. 

SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 
This Aa tniy be cited as the "Nati%x American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act." 

SEC 2. DEFINrnONS. 
For purposes of this Act, the term-

(1) "burial site" means any natural or prepared ph>'sical location, whether originally below, on, or 
above the surface of the earth, into which as a part of the death rite or ceremony of a culture, indi

vidual human remains are deposited. 

(2) "cultural affiliarion" means that there is a relationship of shared group identity which can be 
reasonably traced historically or prehistorically between a present day Indian tribe or Native 

Hawaiian organization and an identifiable earlier group. 

(3) "cultural items' means human remains and-

(A) "associated funerary objects" which shall mean objects that, as a part of the death rite or 
ceremony of a culture, are reasonably believed to have been placed with individual human 
remains either at the time of death or later, and both the human remains and associated tuner-
iry objects arc presently in the possession or control of a Federal agency or museum, except that 
other items exclusively made for burial purposes or to contain human remains shall be consid
ered as associated funerary objects. 

(B) "unassodated funerary objects" which shall mean objects that, as a part of the death rite 
or ceremony of a culture, are reasonably believed to have been placed with individual human 
remains either at the time of death or later, where the remains are not in the possession or con
trol of the Federal agency or museum and the objects can be idendfied by a preponderance of 
the evidence as related to specific individuals or families or to known human remains or. by a 
preponderance of the evidence, as having been removed from a specific burial site of an indi

vidual culturally affiliated with a particular Indian tribe. 

(Q "sacred objects" which shall mean specific ceremonial objects which are needed by tradi
tional Native American religious leaders for the practice of traditional Native American religions 
by their present day adherents, and 

(D) "cultural patrimony" which shall mean an object having ongoing historical, traditional, 
or cultural importance central to the Native American group or culture itself, rather than prop
erty owned by an individual Native American, and which, therefore, cannot be alienated, 
appropriated, or conveyed by any individual regardless of whether or not the individual is a 
member of the Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and such object shall have been 
considered inalienable by such Native American group at the time the object was separated from 
such group. 

Rcfrrencn tn po^airiun ot thtt Uw are prcMMini u i mar^nal note it the top ot C3«J( new Suntot paje. 
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(4) "Federal agency" means any depanment, agency, or instrumentality of the United States. Such 

term does not include the Smithsonian Institution. 

(5) "Federal lands" means any land other than tribal lands which ate controlled or owned by the 

United States, including lands selected by but not yet conveyed to Alaska Native Corporations and 

groups organized punuant to the Alaska Native Claims Setdement Act of 1971. 

(6) "Hui Malanu I Na Kupuna O Hawaii Nei" means the nonprofit. Native Hawaiian organiza
tion incorporated under the laws of the State of Hawaii by that name on April 17.1989, for the pur

pose of providing guidance and expertise in decisions dealing with Native Hawaiian cultural issues, 
particularly burial issues. 

(7) "Indian tribe" means any tribe, band, national, or other organized group or community of 

Indians, including any Alaska Native village (as defined in. or established pursuant to. the Alaska 
Native Claims Setdement Act), which is recognized as eligible (or the special progiams and services 

provided by the United States to Indians because of their status as Indians. 

(8) "museum" means any institudon or State or local goverrmient agency (including any institu
tion of higher learning) that receives Federal funds and has possession of. or control over. Native 
American cultural items. Such term does not include the Smithsonian Institution or any other 
Federal agency. 

(9) "Native American" means of. or relating to, a tribune, people, or culture that is indigenous to 
the United States. 

(10) "Native Hawaiian" means any individual who is a descendant of the aboriginal people who. 
prior to 1778. occupied and exercised sovereignty in [he area that now constitutes the State of 
Hawaii. 

(U) "Native Hawaiian organization" meam any organization which-

(A) serves and represents the interests of Native Hawaiiani. 

(B) has as a primary and stated purpose the provision of service to Native Hawaiians, and 

(Q has expertise in Native Hawaiian ASiurs. and shall include the Office of Hawaiian Affairs 

and Hui Malama I Na IGipuna O Hawai'i Neu 

(12) "Office of Hawaiian Affairs" means the Office of Hawaiian Affairs esoblished by the consri-
tution of the State of Hawaii. 

(13) "right of possession" means possession obtained with the voluntary consent of an individual 
or group that had authority of alienarion. The original acquisirion of a Native American unassod-
ared funerary object, sacred object or object to culmraJ patrimony from an Indian tribe or Narive 
Hawaiian organizauon with the voluntary consent of an individual or group with authority to alien
ate such object is deemed to give right of possession of that object, unless the phrase so defined 

104 STAT. 3050 would, as applied in section 7(c), result in a Fifth Amendment taking by the United Sates as deter
mined by the United States Claims Coun purstiant to 28 U.S.C. 1491 in which event the "right of 
possession" shall be as provided under otherwise applicable property law. The original acquisition of 
Narive American human remains and associated funerary objects which were excavated, exhumed, or 
otherwise obtained with full knowledge and consent of die next of kin or the official governing body 
of the appropriate culturally affiliated Indian tribe or Nadve Hawaiian organization is deemed to give 
right of possession to those remains. 

(14) "Secretary" means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(15) "tribal land" means-

(A) all lands within the exterior boundaries of any Indian reservation: 

(B) all dependent Indian communiries; 

(Q any lands administered for the benefit of Native Hawaiians pursuant to the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act, 1920, and section 4 of Public Law 86-3. 
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25 use 3002. SEC. 3. OWNERSHIP. 
(a) NATIVE A.MERICAN HU.\t\N RE.\ttlNS AND OBJECTS.'The ownership or control of Nitivc American 

cultural iteiiu which are excavated or discovered on Federal or tribal lands aiter the date of enactment of 

this Act shall be (with priority given in the order listed)-

(1) in the case of Native American human remains and associated funerary objects, in the lineal 

descendants of the Native American; or 

(2) in any case in which such lineal descendants cannot be ascertained, and in the case of unasso-

daced funerary objects, sacred objects, and object of cultural patrimony' 

(A) in the Indian tribe or Nauve Hawaiian organization on whose tribal land such objects or 

remains were discovered; 

Chinu. (B) in the Indian tribe or Narive Hawaiian otganizadon which has the closest cultural aifili-
arion with such remains or objects and which, upon notice, states a claim for such remains or 

objects; or 

(Q if the cultural afEIiation of the objects cannot be reasonably ascertained and if the objects 
were discovered on Federal land that is recognized by a final judgment of the Indian Claims 
Commission or the United States Court of Claims as the aboriginal land of some Indian tribe-

CD in the Indian tribe that is recognized as aboriginally occupying the area in which the 
objects were discovered, if upon nonce, such tribe states a claim for such remains or 

objects, or 

(2) if it can be shown by a preponderance of the evidence that a difFerent tribe has a 
stronger cultural relarionship with the remains or objects that the tribe or organizarion 
spedHed in paragraph (I), in the Indian tribe that has the strongest demonstrated rela
tionship, if upon notice, such tribe states a claim for such remains or objects. 

RiguUrioiu (b) L'NCIAI.MED NATI\'E A.MERICAN HUMAN RE.MAINS AND OBJECTS.-Native American cultural items not 
104 STAT. 3051 claimed under subsection (a) shall be disposed of in accordance with regulations promulgated by the 

Secretary in consulution with the review committee established under scction 8, Native American groups, 

representatives of museums and the scientific community. 

(c) INTENTIONAL EXCWATION AND RE.MOVAL OF NATIVE A.MERICAN HUMAN RE.MA1NS A.VD OBJECTS.-The 
interrutional removal from or excavation of Narive American cultural items from Federal or tribal lands 
for purposes of discovery, study, or removal of such items is permitted only if-

(1) such items are excavated or removed pursuant to a permit issued under section 4 of the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (93 Stat. 721; 16 U.S.C. 470aa et seq.) which shall 
be consistent with this Act; 

(2) such items are excavated or removed after consultation with or, in the case of tribal lands, con

sent of the appropriate (if any) Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organizarion; 

(3) the ownership and right of control of the disposition of such items shall be as provided in sub
sections (a) and (b); and 

(4) proof of consultation or consent under paragraph (2) is shown. 

(d) ISADVEBTENT DISCOVERY OF NATIVE A.MERICkN RE.MA1NS AND OBJECrS.-(l) Any person who knows, 
or has reason to know, that such person has discovered Native American cultural items on Federal or tribal 
lands after the date of enactment of this Act shall notify, in writing, the Secretary of the Department, or 
head of any other agency or instrumentality of the United States, having primary management authority 
with respect to Federal lands and the appropriate Indian tribe or Narive Hawaiian organization with 
rcspect to tribal lands, if known or readily ascertainable, and, in the case of lands that have been selected 
by an Alaska Nati\°e Corporation or group organized pursuant to the .Maska Native Qaims Settlement Act 
of 1971. the appropriate corporation or group. If the discovery occurred in connection with an activit\-, 
induding (but not limited to) corutruction, mining, logging, and agriculture, the person shall cease the 
activity in the area of the discovery, make a reasonable effort to protect the items discovered before resum
ing such activity, and provide notice under this subsection. Following the notification under this subsec
tion. and upon certification by the Secretary- of the department or the head of any agenc\' or instrumen-



66 

ality of the United States or the appropriate Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization that notitlca-

tiotj has been received, the activity may resume after 30 days of such cenification. 

(2) The disposition of and control over any cultural items excavated or removed under this subsection 

shall be determined as provided for in this section. 

(3) If the Secretary of the Interior consents, the responsibilities (in whole or in part) under paragraphs 
(I) and (2) of the Secretary of any department (other than the Department of the Interior) or the head of 

any other agency or instrumentality may be delegated to the Secretary with respect to any land managed 

by such other Seoetaiy or agency head. 

(e) RELINQUISHMENT.-Nothing in this section shall prevent the governing body of an Indian tribe or 

Native Hawaiian organization from expressly relinquishing control over any Native American human 

remains, or tide to or control over any funerary object, or sacred object. 

104 STAT. 3052 SEC. 4. ILLEGAL TRAFHCKING. 

(a) ILLEGAL TOAfnaaNG.-Chapter 53 of utle 18, United States Code, is amended by adding at die end 

thereof the following new secrion: 

"§ 1170. Illegal Tra£Scking in Native American Human Remains and Cultuial Items 

"(a) Whoever knowingly sells, purchases, uses for profit, or transports for sale or profit, the human 
remains of a Native American without the right of possession to those remains as provided in the Narive 
American Graves Protccrion and Repatriarion Act shall be fmed in accordance with this tide, or impris
oned not more tiian 12 months, or both, and in the case of a second or subsequent violarion, be fined in 

accordance with this tide, or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

'(b) Whoever knowingly sells, purchases, uses for profit, or traiuports for sale or profit any Narive 
American cultural items obtained in violation of the Native American Grave Protection and Repatriarion 
Act shall be fined in accordance with this tide, imprisoned not more than one year, or both, and in the 
case of a second or subsequent violation, be fined in accordance with this tide, imprisoned not more than 

5 years, or both.". 

(b) table of contents.-The table of contents for chapter 53 of ride 18, United States Code, is amended 

by adding at the end thereof the following new item: 

"1170. Illegal Trafficking in Native American Human Remaiiu and Cultural Items.". 

.Museums. SEC. 5. INVENTORY FOR HUMAN REMAINS AND ASSOCLVTED 
25 use 3003 FUNERARY OBJECTS. 

(a) [S GENERAL.-Each Federal agency and each museum which has possession or control over holdings 
or collections of Native American human remains and assodared funerary objects shall compile an inven* 
tory of such items and, to the extent possible based on information possessed by such museum or Federal 
agency, identify the geographical and cultural afHliation of such item. 

(b) R£QL'IREM£NTS.-(1) The inventories and identifications required under subsection (a) shall be-

(A) completed in consultation with tribal government and Native Hawaiian organization 

ofHdals and traditional religious leaders; 

(B) completed by not later than the date that is 5 years after the date of enactment of this Aa, and 

(Q made available both during the time they are being conduaed and afterward to a review com> 

mittee established under section 8. 

(2) Upon request by an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization which receives or should have 
received nodce, a museum or Federal agency shall supply additional a\'ailable documentation to supplement 
the information required by subsection (a) of this section. The term "documentadon" means a summary of 
existing museum or Federal agenc\' records, including inventories or catalogues, relevant studies, or other 
peninent data for the limited purpose of determining the geographical origin, cultural afHliation. and basic 
facts surrounding acquisition and accession of Nati^'e American human remains and associated funerary 
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104 STAT. 3053 

Fedeni 
Register 
publication. 

objecis subject to this seaion. Such term does not mean, and this Act shall not be construed to be an autho
rization for. the initiation of new sdentific studies for such remains and assocuted funerary objects or other 

means of acquiring or preserving additional scientific information from such remains or objects. 

(c) EXTENSIOiS OF TIME FOR INVENTORY.-Any museum which has made a good &ith effort to carry out 

an inventory and identification under this section, but which has been unable to complete the process, 
may appeal to the Secretary for an extension of the time requirements set forth in subsection (b)(1)(B). 

The Secretary may extend such time requirements for any such museum upon a finding of good faith 

effort. An indication of good faith sfiall include the development of a plan to carry out the inventory and 

identification process. 

(d) NOTIFlCATION.-d) If the cultural affiliation of any particular Native American human remaiiu or 

associated funerary objects is determined pursuant to this section, the Federal agency or museum con
cerned shall, not later than 6 months after the completion of the inventory, notify the afTened Indian 

tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations. 

(2) The notice required by paragraph (I) shall include infomiation' 
(A) which identifies each Native American human remains or associated funerary objects and the 

circumstances surrounding its acquisidon; 
(B) which lists the human remains or associated funerary objects that are clearly identifiable as to 

tribal origin; and 
(Q which lists the Native American human remains and associated funerary objects that are not 

clearly identifiable as being culturally affiliated with that Indian tribe or Nadve Hawaiian organiza
tion, but which, given the totality of circumstances surrounding acquisition of the remains or objects, 
are determined by a reasonable belief to be remains or objects culturally affiliated with the Indian 

tribe or Native Hawaiian organization. 

(3) A copy of each notice provided under paragraph (1) shall be sent to the Secretary who shall publish 

each norice in the Federal Register. 

(e) INVENTORY.-For the purposes of this secrion, the term 'inventory" meaiu a simple itemized list that 

summarizes the informadon called for by this secrion. 

25 use 3004. 

MuKums 

104 STAT. 3054 

15 use 3005. 

SEC 6. SUMMARY FOR UNASSOCIATED FUNERARY OBJECTS, SACRED 
OBJECTS, AND CULTURAL PATRIMONY. 

(a) IN GENESAL-Each Federal agency or museum which has possession or control over holdings or col
lections of Native American unassociated fiinerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony 
shall provide a written summary of such objects based upon available informarion held by such agency or 
museum. The summary shall describe the scope of the coUecnon, kinds of objects, included, reference to 
geographical locauon, means and period of acquisition and cultural affiliation, where readily ascertainable. 

(b) R£QUIR£.MENTS.-(L) The summary required under subsection (a) shall be-

(A) in lieu of an object-by-object inventory; 
(B) followed by consultarion with tribal government and Native Ha%«-aiian organization officials 

and traditional religious leaders; and 
(Q completed by not later than the date that is 3 years after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) Upon request, Indian Tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations shall have access to records, cata
logues, relevant studies or other perunent data for the limited purposes of determining the geographic ori
gin, cultural affiliation, and basic facts surrounding acquisidon and accession of Native American objects 
subject to this seaion. Such information shall be provided in a reasonable manner to be agreed upon by 
all parties. 

SEC 7. REPATRUmON. 
(a) REPATRUTION OF NATTVE AMERICAN HUMAN' R£.M.\INS AND OBJECTS POSSESSED OR CONTROLLED BV 

FEDER.\L ACENQES AND MUSEUMS.-{I) If. pursuant to section 5. the cultural affiliation of Native American 
human remains and associated funerary objects with a panicular Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organi-
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zation is csablished. chen the Federal agency or miueum. upon che request, of a known lineal descendant 
of the Native American or of the tribe or organization and pursuant to subsections (b) and (e) of this sec

tion. shall expeditiously return such remains and associated funerary objects. 

(2) If, pursuant to section 6. the cultural affiliation with a particular Indian tribe or Mative Hawaiian 
organization is shown with respect to unassodated funerary objects, sacred objects or objects of cultural 

patrimony, then the Federal agency or museum, upon the request of the Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization and pursuant to subsections (b), (c) and (e) of this section, shall expedinously return such 
objects. 

(3) The return of cultural items covered by this Act shall be in consultation with the requesting lineal 
descendant or tribe or organization to determine the place and manner of delivery of such items. 

(4) Where cultural affiliation of Native American human remains and funerary objects has not been 

established in an inventory prepared purstunt to section 5. or the summary pursuant to section 6, or 
where Native American human remairjs and funerary objects are not included upon any such inventory, 
then, upon request and pursuant to subsections (b) and (e) and in the case of urussodated funerary 
objects, subsection (c). such Native American human remains and funerary objects shall be expeditiously 

returned where the requesting Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization can show cultural affilbtion 
by a preponderance of the evidence based upon geographical, kinship, biological, archaeological, anthro
pological. linguistic, folkloric. oral traditional, historical, or other relevant infbnrution or expert opinion. 

(5) Upon request and pursuant to subsections (b). (c) and (e) sacred objects and objects of cultural pat
rimony shall be expeditiously returned where-

(A) the requesting patty is the direct lineal descendant of an individual who owned the sacred 
object; 

(B) the requesting Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization can show that the object was 

owned or controlled by the tribe or organization; or 

(Q the requesting Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization can show that the sacred object 
was owned or controlled by a member thereof, provided that in the case where a sacred object was 

104 STAT. 3055 owned by a member thereof, there are no identifiable lineal descendants of said member or the lin
eal descendants, upon notice, have &iled to make a claim for the object under this Act. 

(b) saENTlFlC STVJDV.-lf the lineal descendant. Indian tribe, or Native Hawaiian organization requests 
the return of culturally affiliated Nauve American cultural items, the Federal agency or museum shall 
expeditiously return such items unless such items are indispensable for completion of a specific scientific 
study, the outcome of which would be of major benefit to the United States. Such items shall be returned 
by no later than 90 days after the date on which the sdentific study is completed. 

(c) STANDARD OF R£PATRJATION'.-If a known lineal descendant or an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization requests the return of Native American unassodated funerary objects, sacred objects or 
objects of cultural patrimony pursuant to this Act and presents evidence which, if standing alone before 
the introduction of evidence to the contrary, would support a finding that the Federal agency or museum 
did not have the right of possession, then such agency or museum shall return such objects unless it can 
overcome such Inference and prove that it has a right of possession to the objects. 

(d) SH.yUNG OF INFORMATIO.S BY FEDERAL ACENOES AND MUSEUMS.-Any Federal agency or museum 
shall share what information it does possess regarding the object in question with the known lineal descen
dant. Indian tribe, or Native Hawaiian organization to assist In making a daim under this section. 

(e) COMPETENT CtAIMS.-Where there are multiple requests for repatriation of any cultural item and. 
after complying with the requirements of this Act. the Federal agency or museum cannot dearly deter
mine which requesting party Is the most appropriate claimant, the agency or museum may retain such 
item until the requesting parties agree upon its disposition or the dispute is otherwise resolved pursuant 
to the provisions of this .Act or by a court of competent jurisdicrion. 

(f) ML'SEL'.M OBUGATIOM.-Any museum which repatriates any item in good &ith pursuant to this Act 
shall not be liable for claims by an aggrieved part}' or for claims of breach of fiduciary dut}', public trust, 
or violations of state law that are inconsistent with the provisions of this Act. 
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25 use 3006. SEC 8. REVIEW COMMITTEE 

(a) ESTABUSHMENT.-Wiihin 120 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall estab

lish a comminec to monitor and review the implementation of the inventory and identification process 

and repatriation activities required under sections 5, 6 and 7. 

(b) ME.MBERSHIP.-(1) The Committee established under subsection (a) shall be composed of 7 members. 

(A) 3 of whom shall be appointed by the Secretary from nominations submitted by Indian tribes. 

Native Hawaiian organizations, and traditional Native American religious leaders with at least 2 of 

such persons being traditional Indian religious leaders; 

(B) 3 of whom shall be appointed by the Secretary from nominations subtniaed by national mu

seum organizations and scientific organizations; and 

(Q 1 who shall be appointed by the Secretary from a list of persons developed and consented to 

by all of the members appointed pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

104 STAT. 3056 (2) The Secretary may not appoint Federal officers or employees to the committee. 

(3) In the e%-ent vacancies shall occur, such vacancies shall be filled by the Secretary in the same man
ner as the original appointment within 90 days of the occurrence of such vacancy. 

(4) Members of the committee established under subsection (a) shall serve without pay, but shall be reim
bursed at a rate et{ual to the daily rate for GS-18 of the General Schedule for each day (including travel 

time) for which the member is actually engaged in committee business. Each member shall receive travel 
expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sections S702 and 3703 of tide 5, 
United States Code. 

(c) R£SPONSlBlUTIES.-The comminec established under subsection (a) shall be responsible for-

(1) designating one of the members of the committee as ciiairman; 

(2) monitoring the inventory and identification process conducted under sections 5 and 6 to ensure 
a fiir, objective consideration and assessment of all available relevant informadon and evidence; 

(3) upon the request of any affmed party, reviewing and making findings related to-

(A) the identity or cultural affiliation of cultural items, or 

(B) the return of such items; 

(4) facilitating the resolurion of any disputes among Indian tribes. Native Hawaiian organizations, 
or lineal descendants and Federal agencies or museums relating to the return of such items including 
convening the panies to the dispute if deemed desirable; 

(3) compiling an inventory of culturally unidentifiable human remains that are in the possession 
or control of each Federal agency and museum and recommending specific actions for developing a 
process for disposiuon of such remains; 

(6) consulting with Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizadons and museums on matters 
within the scope of the work of the committee affecting such tribes or organizations; 

(7) consulting with the Secretary in the development of regulations to carry out this Act; 

(8) performing such other related functions as the Secretary may assign to the committee; and 

(9) making cecommendations, if appropriate, regarding fiitute care of cultural items which are to 
be repatriated. 

(d) Any records and findings made by the review comminec pursuant to this Act relating to the iden-
rity or cultural affiliation of any cultural itetns and the return of such items may be admissible in any 
anion brought under section 15 of this Act. 

(e) RECOMMENDATIONS AND REPORT.-The comminec shall make the recommendations under para
graph (c)(3) in consultation «-ith Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations and appropriate scien
tific and museum groups. 

(f) ACCESS.-The Secretary shall ensure that the committee established under subsection (a) and the 
members of the committee have reasonable access to Native American cultural items under review and to 
associated scientific and historical documents. 
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(g) DITTIES OF SECREr«V.-nie Secreciry shall-

(1) establish such rules ind regulations for the committee as may be necessary, and 

104 STAT. 30S7 (2) provide reasonable administrative and staff support necessary for the deliberations of the 

committee. 

(h) A.S'NUAL R£PORX.-The committee established under subsection (a) shall submit an annual repon to 

the Congress on the progress made, and any barriers encountered, in implementing this section during 

the previous year. 

(i) TER.MINAnON.-The committee established under subsection (a) shall terminate at the end of the 

120-day period beginning on the day the Secretary cerdfies, in a report submiaed to Congress, that the 

work of the committee has been completed. 

Museums. SEC 9. PENALTY. 
25 use 3007. (a) PENAtTY.-Any museum that &ils to comply with the requirements of this Act may be assessed a civil 

penalty by the Secretary of the Interior punuant to procedures established by the Secretary through regu

lation. A penalty assessed under this subsection shall be determined on the record after opportunity for an 

agenc}- hearing. Each violation under this subsecrion shall be a separate offense. 

(b) A.MOCNT OF PENALTY.-The amount of a penalty assessed under subsection (a) shall be determined 
under regulations promulgated pursuant to this Act, taking into account, in addition to other (aaors-

(1) the archaeological, historical, or commercial value of the item involved; 

(2) the damages suf&red, both economic and noneconomic. by an aggrieved party, and 

(3) the number of violations that have occurred. 

Couni. (c) ACnoss TO RECOVER PE.VALT1ES.-If any museum tails to pay an assessment of a civil penalty pur
suant to a final order of the Secretary that has been issued under subsection (a) and not appealed or after 
a final judgement has been rendered on appeal of such order, the Attorney General may institute a civil 
action in an appropriate district court of the United States to collect the penalty. In such action, the valid

ity and amount of such penalty shall not be subject to review. 

(d) SL'BPOENAS.-tn hearings held pursuant to subsection (a), subpoenas may be issued for the anendance 
and testimony of witnesses and the producaon of relevant papers, books, and documents. VPitnesses so sum
moned shall be paid the same fees and mileage that are paid to witnesses in the courts of the United States. 

25 use 30Q8. SEC 10 GRANTS. 

(a) INDIAN TRIBES .AND NATIVE HAWAIIAN ORGANIZATIONS.-The Secretary is authorized 
to make grants to Indian tribes and Nati\T Hawaiian organizations for the purpose of assisting such tribes 

and organizations in repatriation of Native American cultural items. 

(b) MUSEUMS.-The Secretary is authorized to make grants to museums for the purpose of assisung 

t h e  m u s e u m s  i n  c o n d u c t i n g  t h e  i n v e n t o r i e s  a n d  i d e n t i f i c a n o n  r e q u i r e d  u n d e r  s e c t i o n s  5  a n d  6 .  

25 use 3009. SEC 11. SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to-

(1) limit the authority of any Federal agency or museum to-

(A) return or repatriate Native American cultural items to Indian tribes. Native Hawaiian orga

nizations. or individuals, and 

104 STAT. 3058 (B) enter into any other agreement with the consent of the culturally affiliated tribe or organi
zation as 10 the deposition of. or control over, items covered by this Act; 

(2) delay actions on repatriation requests that are pending on the date of enaament of this Act; 

(3) deny or otherwise affect access to any court; 

(4) limit any procedural or substantive right which may otherwise be secured to individuals or 
Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations: or 

(5) limit the application of any State or Federal law pertaining to theft or stolen ptopcrt>'. 
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25 use 3010. SEC 12- SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
AND INDIAN TRIBES. 

This Act reflects the unique relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes and Native 
Hawaiian organizations and should not be construed to esablish a precedent with respect to any other 

individual, organization or foreign government. 

25 use 3011. SEC 13. REGULATIONS. 
The Secretary shall promulgate regulations to carry out this Act within 12 months of enactment. 

25 use 3012. SEC 14. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There is authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to carry out this Act. 

25 use 3013. SEC 15. ENFORCEMENT. 
Courts. The United States district courts shall have jurisdiction over any action brought by any person alleging 

a violation of this Act and shall have the authority to issue such orders as may be necessary to enforce the 
provisions of this Act. 

Approved November 16. 1990. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY-H.R. 5237: 

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 101.S77 CConim. on Interior and Insular Af&in). 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. VoL 136 (1990): 

Oct. 22. considcTcti and passed House. 

Oct. 25. considered and passed Senate; passage vitiated. 

Oct. 26. reconsidered and passed Senate, amended. 

Oct. 27, House concurred in Seiute amendments. 
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PI 
United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL P.^RK SERVICE 

•• Mfu ura to 

<nuthw«t Region 
PO. Bo*T23 

Sjnia Fc. N'c** Mexico dTSO-W^S 
D6215 (SWR-RCU) 

Hemoranduffl 

To; Chief, Western Archeological and Conservation Center 
Attention: Repository Chief 

From: Associate Regional Director, Resources Management, 
Southwest Region 

Subject: URGENCY to Modify cooperative Agreement to meet Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
Mandates. 

The National ParJc Service has urgent deadlines in order to comply 
with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) mandates. It is imperative that work on Cooperative 
Agreement number 8100-1-001 begin immediately. It is our hope— 
that the Western Archeological and Conservation Center will 
facilitate the work required of the University of Arizona in the 
NAGPRA inventory project, preceding final processing of 
paperwork. 

The Division of Curation, Southwest Regional Office, agrees to 
pay Cor costs incurred before the stibagreement is actually 
signed. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact 
Allen Bohnert, at S05-98B-6854. 

Enclosures: 
form DI-1 
Scope of Work 



UAGPRA INVENTORY PROJECT - SWR PARKS 

A. Project Goal: To compile data needed to complete the NAGPRA 
inventory for as many of the Southwest Region parks we serve as 
possiblê  Parks with more complex inventory problems and staff 
without archeological expertise will be addressed first. The 
NAGPRA inventory includes a list of all human remains and their 
associated funerary objects as well as information on cultural 
affiliation. This project will focus on the identification of 
associated funerary objects and descriptions of the context, 
including cult\iral affiliation data, for the objects and their 
associated remains. Such context data and the evidence used to 
describe the context are needed to complete the HPS NAGPRA Kodule. 
Cataloging and reviewing existing human remains catalog records is 
a separate project. 

B. The Research Process: 

1. Parks will be assigned to project personnel or researcher 
who will be responsible for developing the inventory 
components covered by this project for that park. 

2. The following lists will be developed for each park, as 
needed, from the current catalog database. Lista aurtt bi 
will be provided to the researcher when beginning the park; 
requests for list c. will be made by the researcher as needed. 

a. List of human remains and their proveniences (to be 
used for correlating provenience data) 

b. List of known grave goods and their proveniences 

c. List of objects from selected proveniences 

d. List of objects listed as "B" in the Code 1 field. 
Some objects are currently listed as"B" (associated 
with burial) , it may be determined that these 
objects are not associated with a burial. 

3. Using these lists, the researcher will match human remains 
with their grave goods. Researchers will be expected to use 
field records, catalog records, accession records, published 
reports, photographs, and any other available sources to 
ensure as complete a listing as possible. Researchers should 
expect the following: 

a. All funerary objects associated with a burial may not 
be on the list. 

b. Funerary objects for burials not on the list may be 



b. Identify burials named in the records but which do 
not appear on the burial list, excluding those that have 
already been reburied. 

3. Statement of Methodology: This statement should relate to 
all remains and associated funerary objects within the park to 
the extent possible. However, items b.-c. need to be 
addressed on a site-specific basis because the context may be 
extremely variable. This information should be as complete as 
possible to enable those who will be conducting the 
consultations to fully understand and present to the tribes 
all the relevant issues. 

a. Include standard statements on how lists were 
generated (to be prepared by staff creating lists). 

b. Discuss how research was conducted to make 
determinations about associated and unassociated 
materials. Records accessed, including a complete 
bibliography with library call numbers, will be prepared. 

c. Discuss problems encountered at least in the 
following areas: 

(1) Effect of quality and completeness of the 
records on the researcher's ability to confidently— 
associate human remains and funerary objects. 

(2) Inconsistencies in the records which may cause 
confusion or alternative conclusions atsout 
association to arise. 

(3) Where conflicting information exists, the 
basis of and rationale for the final decision. 
Probable/possible/and unlikely associations should 
be considered. 

d. Attach all notes about the project in a notebook 
established for each park. 

4. -Cultural Affiliation Forms. Complete a cultural 
affiliation form for each site or appropriate component within 
a site. Clearly identify the context, to be used for the MPS 
NAGPRA Module. Additionally, describe the data sources and 
types of evidence used to compile the context. Following each 
reference or report include a brief statement about why the 
author believed this cultural affiliation was appropriate. 
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identified. 

c. In some cases detennining association between a 
burial and funerairy objects will be difficult and not 
clear cut, as records may be inconsistent or incomplete. 

d. Some associated funerary objects' catalog records may 
- be incomplete. (ex. object date, historic/cultural 
period, typological data, location within burial). 

e. In reviewing archival documents, project staff will 
assist archives staff in upgrading storage and noting or 
surveying conservation needs. 

4. After the inventories are completed, project staff will 
confirm the location of the objects in storage. Upon viewing 
the objects, descriptive information will be confirmed. 

5. Researchers will identify cultural affiliation for all 
sites as reported in the literature. 

C. Deliverables: For as many parks as possible, to be submitted 
by park as soon as they are completed. 

1. Annotated object lists (print legibly so they can be 
read): 

a. Change the "B" in Code 1 field to "X" for associated-
(associated with a burial, the remains of which are held 
by the HPS), "U" for unassociated (associated with a 
burial, the remains of which are not held by the MPS or 
have been reburied) or cross out if neither. See 
dafinitlons in HAGPRA Cor additional clarification. .\dd 
appropriate "A" or "U" to objects that had not been 
previously marked. 

b. Hake corrections to or add information on 
provenience, correlating with associated htunan remains. 

c. Identify any object name or other problems and 
additions below the catalog record. 

d. Improved archives storage and conservation needs 
reports. 

2. Missing grave goods/human remains list. Researchers will 
concentrate on correlating the human remains and funerary 
objects currently in the collections. On a separate sheet, 
researchers will: 

a. Document grave goods mentioned in field records or 
visible in photographs that are not includea in the lists 
(note: it may not be possible to view all project 
photographs at this time). 



CODEl 

Identify human renains chat have been scudied by a physical or 
forensic anchropologisc. If "Y" or "X" is entered, fill out block 
;i & indicate report in Anerican Antiquity style, e.g. (league 1989), 
on Line 5 of Description. 

Y = yes 
X = yes, but superficially; further study needed 
:{ = no 

Identify grave goods: 

B = Prior to determination of classification as "associated" 
or "unassociated" for S'AGFRA, includes anything associated 
with (in archeological terminology/understanding) a burial 
or cremation. This includes grave goods, wrappings, 
clothing, soil samples, dogs, birds, etc. It does not 
include intrusive materials. 
After determination of classification as "associated" 
or "unassociated" for NAGPRA, change anything in these 
categories to "A" or "U". Everything with a questionable 
'burial association will remain as "B", e.g., "possible" or 
j "probable" burial, burial? Only items with definite 
I provenience documentation will be changed to "A" or "U". 

A = Grave goods for which we have human remains in HPS control 
(NAGPRA). 

U = Grave goods for which we don't have the human remains in 
MPS control (NAGPRA). 

Other human remains: Artifacts made of human remains are not subject 
to KAGPRA (e.g., human hair cordage). 

H » Object name is "Tur/hair" and Classification is for human 
remains or Description indicates that the lot includes or 
may include human hair. 

Ceremonial: See addendum. 

C » ceremonial 

'• J? •=• slA(sPI2/̂  
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Baadellec Rational Monument Patriaony tist 

riecord# CAT NMBR OBJ NAMS 
3573 BAND 801 BDRNISHING STONE 
3574 BAND 802 GROUNDSTONE 
3S76 BAND 804 SCRAPER 
3577 BAND 805 PIPE 
3578 BAND 806 PIPE -
3580 BAND 808 FICURINE 
3581 BAND 809 TINKLER--
3588 BAND 816 PENDANT 
3589 BAND 817 AWL 
3590 BAND 818 SHERD 
3591 BAND 819 PIPE 
ISM BAMP-" —a«4-laMMBliaTOlfP 

szz 
-3S97 
3598 BAND 826 CYLINDER 
3602 BAND 830 BXFACS 
3603 BAND 831 FLAKE LXTHIC TOOL 
3604 BAND 832 FLAKE LITHIC TOOL 
3605 BAND 833 FLAKE LZTHXC TOOL 
3606 BAND 834 SCRAPER 

3612 BAND 840 BURNISHING STONE' 
3615 BAND 843 BURNISHING STONE 
3625 BAND 853 BURNISHING STONE 
3626 BAND 854 BURNISHING STONE 
3629 BAND 8S7 BURNISHING STONE 
3630 BAND 8SB PIPE 

afiao-- M4 WD 

n c*v o 
-OAWD JHIJUJ. MUllilfcU 

o « u 
3655 BAND ^83 SHERD 
3656 BAND j^884 SHERD 
3657 BAND 885 SHERD 
3658 BAND 886 SHERD 
3659 BAND 887 SHERD 
3660 BAND 888 SHERD 

3662 BAND 890 SHERD, WORKED 
3663 BAND 891 SHERD, BOWL ? 
3664 BAND 892 PIPE 
3668 BAND 896 ANTLER, ARTIFACT 

-WTO- •DANO '' 

3682 BAND 910 BURNISHING STONE 
3684 BAND 912 SHERD 
3693 BAND 921 AXE 
3694 BAND 922 CYLINDER 
3695 BAND 923 FIGURINF 
3696 BAND 924 AWL 
3697 BAND 925 BONE, WORKED 
3698 BAND 926 AWL 
3699 BAND 927 AWL 
3700 BAND 928 AWZ. 
3701 BAND 929 VESSEL, MINIATURE 
3702 BAND 930 SHERD, WORKED 
3703 BAND 931 SHERD 



•J ! XJ. OANO 939 AXE 
3712 BAND 940 GROUNDSTONE 
3713 BAND 941 HA»M£RSTONE 
3714 BAND 942 AXE 
3715 BAND 943 AXE 
3716 BAND 944 AXE 
3717 BAND 945 GROOMDSTONE 
3718 BAND 946 MANO 
3719 BAND 947 KANO 
3720 BAND 948 ABRADER 
3721 BAND 949 ABRAOER 
3722 BAND 950 
3723 BAND 951 MANO -
3724 BAND 952 KANO 
3725 BAND 953 KANO 
3726 BAND 954 KANO 
3727 BAND 955 KANO 
372B BAND 956 KANO 
3729 BAND 957 KANO 
3730 BAND 958 KANO' 
3731 BAND 959 KANO 
3732 BAND 960 KANO 
3733 BAND 961 STONE ARTIFACT 
3734 BAND 962 XRVA BEZX. 
3735 BAND 963 GROUNDSTONE 
3736 BAND 964 NETATE 
3737 BAND 965 CROOMDSTONE 
3738 -BAHD— —966 CRODNDSTONE 
1739 BAND 967 BURNISHING STONE 
J740 BAND 968 HAMXERSTOKE 
3741 BAND 969 METATE 
3742 BAND 970 KANO 
3743 BAND 971 KANO 
3744 BAND 972 KANO 
3745 BAND 973 MANO 
3746 BAND 974 HAND 
3747 BAND 975 MANO 
3748 BAND 976 KANO 
3749 BAND 977 KANO 
3750 BAND 978 MANO 
3751 BAHD 979 GROUNDSTONE 
3752 BAND 980 KETATE 
3753 BAND 981 GROUNDSTONE 
3754 BAND 982 GROUNDSTONE 
3755 BAND 983 METATE 
3756 BAND 984 MANO 
3757 BAND 985 GROUNDSTONE 
3758 BAND 986 METATE 
3759 BAND 987 COOKING SLAB 
3766 BAND 994 BURNISHING STONE 
3767 BAND 995 BURNISHING STONE 

—BAKP~~ QOFI--ME 

177S BAMO 1003 BEAD 
J777 BAND 1005 P I P E  
1783 BAND 1011 BEAD 
5784 BAND 1012 BEAD 



3785 BAND 1013 BEAD 

3za?- flAWO-

37B9 BAHD 1017 HOB 
flAHLI liAUUNUSlUNL 

3799 BAND 1027 CdOKlNG SIAB 
3806 BAND 1034 COOKING SZAB 
3807 BAND 1035 METATE' 
3808 BAND 1036 CKOONDSTONE' 
3809 BAND 1037 GROONDSTONE' 
3810 BAND 1038 HATTOCK^ 
3811 BAND 1039 STONE ARTIFACT 
3812 BAND 1040 HANO • 
3814 BAND 1042 KANOr 
3816 BAND 1044 HAMKERSTOKE 
3817 BAND _1045' DISK 
3820 BAND 1048 ABRADER 
3824 BAND 1052 NETATE 
3825 BAND 1053 MORTAR 
3826 BAND 10S4 ABRADER. GROOVED 
3830 BAND .1058 SHERD, WORXED 
3831 BAND .1059 SBERD' 
3833 BAND 1061 KIVA BELL 
3844 BAND 1072 DRILL 
3849 BAND 1077 BALL 
3850 BAND 1078 _STONE 
3851 BAND _tl079. SREStDi 
3862 BAND 1090 "— R.M a. 1 3867 BAND 1095 PENDANT 

-3897 —BAND 1125 DISK 
3908 BAND 1136 COOKING SLAB 
3909 BAND 1137 COOKING SLAB 
3916 BAND 1144 ANL 
3920 BAND "^48^ "SHERD 
3921. BAND 3?ii49rnisie 
3923 • BAND axsjs 
'3924 BAND ̂ nSZJSHEBDi 
3925 BAND frtzsi- DISK • 
3926 BAND -^ilS4 SRERD, NORXED 
3927 BAND 1155 BURNISHING STONE 
3931 BAND 1159 DISK 
3932 BAND 1160 SHERD, WORKED 
3933 BAND 1161 SHERD, WORKED 
3934 BAND 1162 SHERD, WORKED 
3935 BAND 1163 SHERD, WORKED 
3936 BAND 1164 SRERD, WORKED 
3938 BAND 1166 SHERD 
3940 BAND 1168 AWL 
3941 BAND 1169 AWL 
3942 BAND 1170 WHISTLE 
3950 BAND 1178 COOKING SLAB 
3972 BAND 1200 AWL 
3973 BAND 1201 AWL 
3984 BAND 1212 MORTAR 
3992 BAND 1220 HAMHERSTONE 
4008 BAND 1236 BALL 
4011 BAND 1239 METATE 
4012 BAND 1240 MORTAR 
•*513 BAND 1241 METATE 
AS BAND 1244 METATE 4019 BAMD 1247 COOKING SIAB 

4044 BAND 1272 BURNISHING STONE 
4055 BAND 1283 BEAD 
4060 BAND 1288 SHERD 



406S BAND 1293 DISK 
4089 BAND 1317 BZFACE -
4092 BAND 1320 BintNISHING STONE 
4110 BAND 1338 COOKING SLAB 
4111 BAND 1339 COOKING SLAB 
4113 BAND 1341 DISK 
4127 BAND 1355 BURNISHING STONE 
4129 BAND 1357 BORNISKING STONE 
4132 BAND 1360 AWL 
4133 BAND 1361 PENDANT 
4134 BAND 1362 AWL 
4137 BAND 1365 FLUTE 
4139 BAND 1367 AWL 
4140 BAND 1368 DRIIX 
4143 BAND 1371 BOWL' 
4144 BAND 1372 SHERD 

J u nifu 
4149 BiAND 1377 AWL 
4150 BAND 1378 AWL 
4151 BAND 1379 BONE, WORKED 
4152 BAND 1380 BONE. WORKED 
4153 BAND 1381 BONE. WORKED 
4154 BAND 1362 BONE, WORKED 
415S BAND 1383 BONE, WORKED 
4156 BAND 1384 AWL 
4158 BAND 1386 BURNISHING STONE 
4162 BAND 1390 TUBE 
4163 BAND 1391 AWL 
4164 BAND 1392 AWL 
4166 BAND 1394 AWL * 
4167 BAND 1395 WHISTLE 
4168—BMID 1396 AWL 
4173 BAND ISOL TUBE 
4175 BAND 1503 BEAD 
4177 BAND 1505 PIPE 
4182 BAND 1510 SHERD 
4198 BAND 1526 MANO 
4200 BAND 1529 AWL 
4202 BAND 1531 AWL 
4204 BAND 1533 AWL 
4205 BAND 1534 AWL 
4206 BAND 1535 AWL 
4207 BAND 1536 AWL 
4208 BAND 1537 WHISTLE 
4209 BAND 1538 AWL 
4211 BAND 154 0 AWL 
4212 BAND 1541 AWL 
4214 BAND 1543 AWL 
4215 BAND 1544 AWL 
4216 BAND 1545 AWL 
4217 BAND 1546 BEAD 
4218 BAND 1547 BEAD 
4219 BAND 1548 AWL 
4220 BAND 1549 AWL . 
4221 BAND 1550 TUBE 
4222 BAND 1551 AWL 
4223 BAND 1552 AWL 
4225 BAND 1554 SHERD, WORKED 
4228 BAND 1557 PENDANT 
4230 BAND 1559 SHELL 
4231 BAND 1560 SHERD 
4232 BAND 1561 SHERD 
4233 BAND 1S62 RASP 
4234 BAND 1563 SHELL 
4692 BAND 3721 BONE 
4743 BAND 3772 BONE, HUKAN' 



83 

4761 BAUD '3790 BONE, ROMAN 
BAIRI lag] DOIIBi iroiBW' 

4796 BAND 3825 RASP 
4797 BAND 3826 AWL 
4803 BAND 3832 AWL' 
4810 BAND 3839 AWL 
4850 BAND 3879 AWL 
4868 BAND 3897 AWL 
4876 BAND 3905 BURNISHING STONE 
4887 BAND 3916 RASP 
4888 BAND 3917 AWL 
4889 BAND 3918 AWL 
4892 BAND 3921 TOBE 
4893 BAND 3922 BEAD 
4895 BAND 3924 AWL . 
4896 BAND 3925 AWL 
4897 BAND 3926 AWL 

—BAwn Aiaa a-rpff— — 
3895 BAND 4937 DRILL 
a0«2 BAND IBOaS^BONE, HDMAN 
B043 - BAND T8036:30RIAi:,>«Jpra0MAll0N^ 
•6044 ̂ BAND '3X03^-BONE,'^RDltANI 
6045 BAND 18038 BORIAL, UIHDMATIONi 
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