AZSITE Consortium Board Meeting Minutes

January 15, 2026
10:01 a.m. to 11:10 am

A quorum was obtained.

A. CALL TO ORDER (WALSH)

Meeting called to order at 10:01 am.
Board members present:

1. Mary-Ellen Walsh, Chair, (2026) Arizona State Historic Preservation Office, (SHPO)
2. Jim Watson, Arizona State Museum (ASM)

3. Christopher Caseldine, Arizona State University (ASU)

4. Jeff Burns, Museum of Northern Arizona (MNA)

Members of the public present:

McGowan McGowan (AZSITE Manager)
Ellie Maria Renteria (AZSITE GIS Technician)
Regina Chapin Pyritz (AECOM)

Tim Goddard (ASM ARO)

Jenni Rich (Logan Simpson)

Chance Copperstone (Burns & McDonnell)
Sara Cullen (AZ DFFM)

Deanna Dytchkowskyj (Chronicle)

9. Abraham Arnett (Dudek)

10. Christina Rocha (ASM)

11. Chris Schwartz (City of Phoenix)

12. Amber Redger (WAPA)
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B. INTRODUCTIONS

1. Members of the AZSITE Board were introduced
2. AZSITE Personnel were introduced

C. AGENDA ITEMS
The Board may consider or take action on any of the following:
1. Discussion and Approval of 4th Quarter 2025 Meeting Minutes (Walsh)
a. Motion to approve (Watson)
b. Seconded (Burns)

c¢. Approved (Unanimous)

2. Finance Report & User Fees (McGowan)
1. User Applications and Billing (Table 1)
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a. In 2025, total invoiced was $266,485. So far for 2026, $197,035 has been invoiced, with
another $13,975 in requested accounts not yet invoiced.

b. McGowan notes this these 2026 numbers are almost identical to the January Board
meeting numbers for 2025 accounts.

c. McGowan notes that a new application to manager AZSITE access and billing was
developed in the Quickbase platform using UA Cooperative Extension’s license.

2. Fund Summary 1/14/26 (Table 2)

a. McGowan notes that the UA froze the FY25 carryforward balance, which was not

expected, and we effectively started FY26 at $0 again

b. FY26 Income: $129,275

c. FY26 Expense: $102,607

d. FY26 Encumbrances: $115,401

e. Open Invoices: $87,830

f.  FY26 Other Planned Expenses: $10,150

g. Anticipating a total FY income of $250,000 - $260,000, and total planned expenses of
around $225,000 - $230,000, the anticipated FY26 surplus (potential carryforward) is
around $20,000 - $30,000

3. Notes on Carryforward (Table 3)
a. A total of $389,462 in FY24/FY25 carryforward has been swept by UA, including:
i. $133,719 FY24 carryforward
1. $111,860 initial balance + $21,859 FY surplus
ii. $165,158 transfer from UITS in FY25
iii.  $90,585 FY25 carryforward
iv. Total frozen balance of funds originating as AZSITE fees is around $224,000

b. ASM has requested to reclassify the AZSITE account so that carryforward cannot be
frozen. This request has not been approved by UA Finance and Budget. ASM and ORP
continue to advocate for this request.

c. McGowan provided some additional details about how the carryforward freeze functions:

i. It is possible to request frozen funds for specific projects requiring outlays of
funds (not for salary)
ii. Open encumbrances roll from FY to FY and do not bear on the freezing of
carryforward
iii. Money must be spent, not just encumbered, to avoid being frozen

4. FY26 Budget Projected vs Actual (Table 4)
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a. McGowan notes that the training cost for Esri training was about half of what was
anticipated, but otherwise FY26 spending is so far shaping up as predicted.
b. Walsh asks where the money for the intern is coming from.

i. McGowan states the intern salary comes from the AZSITE account.

3. AZSITE Improvement Projects (McGowan)

1. Considering the FY carryforward balance being frozen by UA for a second year, the board asked
AZSITE to identify potential projects to utilize funds within the fiscal year.

2. McGowan notes that this is complicated by the fact frozen funds can be requested if a suitable
justification is provided. Based on what we see in our revenue and spending, we may have a
fiscal year surplus of $30,000 if current trends continue.

3. Potential projects identified include:

a. Tumamoc Hill Application
i. The Fish’s, UA researchers, have provided AZSITE with an extremely detailed
cultural resources dataset related to research conducted on Tumamoc Hill and
have requested it be included in AZSITE.

ii. Because of the level of detail and the volume of data, integrating these data into
the primary AZSITE web mapping application is not practical. It is
recommended that a separate web application be developed to expose these data
to AZSITE users. This could be an ideal project for a GIS graduate student
worker with an archaeology background.

b. Digitization/Research
i. There are some additional GIS digitization and research needs at AZSITE related
to these layers:
1. Historic Districts
2. Researched Canals
a. McGowan notes that this is a layer initially developed by ARO
at ASM to show portions of prehistoric canals that have been
encountered in the field vs projected and relate those specifically
to the projects and reports that recorded them.
c. FaunAZ application modernization
i. McGowan notes that the FaunAZ application is a public application that was
developed with funding from Arizona Game and Fish. It allows users to identify

topographic quads where faunal remains from specific species, classes, etc. have
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been identified. It also provides a list of site numbers where the specified remains
have been identified to facilitate additional research but does not show site
locations.

ii. This application is old enough that some of its functionality has been completely
lost and can’t be fixed. This project may also be a good fit for a GIS graduate
student with an archaeology background.

d. Data Clip Widget development
i. This project would entail the development of a custom ArcGIS Experience
Builder widget to allow users to process their own data clips. This would be
developed within the ArcGIS Enterprise portal that is currently being deployed
for AZSITE. Currently users request the data clip from AZSITE, AZSITE runs
scripts to prepare the deliverable and deliver it to them. It could reduce time
spent on data clips by AZSITE personnel. This would likely be a better fit for an
outside contractor due to the technical level required.
e. McGowan notes that prioritization of these projects, or others, could be a detailed
discussion with the newly appointed members of the AZSITE Advisory Committee.
f.  Questions
i. Walsh asks who the Tumamoc project would benefit.
1. Watson notes it would benefit anyone working in the area who is an
AZSITE user.

ii. Walsh notes that in the past there was discussion of adding a data recovery layer
to AZSITE. This could be a way to enhance the user experience for data recovery
projects but would require a lot of research. Walsh requests this be added to a
future agenda.

iii. Walsh asks if the Researched Canals layer is just in Phoenix, or if Tucson data
could be added.
1. Caseldine notes that canal data have been recorded in multiple locations
across Arizona, beyond Phoenix and Tucson. Including Safford,
Roosevelt Lake/Lower Tonto Basin, and Verde River. Canals in these
areas (including Tucson) were largely identified during excavation,
rather than based on surface mapping. Improving this layer would be

helpful to a wide swath of users.
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2. Walsh adds that the cultural landscape is important to understand, and if
we could see the work that has been done in Tucson regarding canals it
would be good.

iv. Walsh notes that SHPO has not been enthusiastic about the historic districts idea
due to the frequency of changes to local registers but nonetheless thinks
improving this layer would be a worthwhile project.

v. Walsh asks if FaunAZ is still being used, and if usage data are available.

1. McGowan notes that this application is public and has no registration, so
there is no tracking of specific usage, but we may be able to look at
general web traffic on the page.

2. Watson notes that it used to be used widely, but less so due to lack of
new data being added and loss of functionality over the years.

3. Walsh notes that this could be important for tribes to have access too,
with regional data applied to it.

4. Caseldine notes that cyberSW may have faunal data, and we should
check to see what is uploaded and how up to date it is. Check with
cyberSW and tDAR to ensure there is not redundancy.

a. Walsh asks McGowan to follow up with Cyber Southwest and
tDAR on their faunal remains data.

vi. Walsh notes that the Data Clip widget is a good idea.

vii. McGowan notes that a lot of this work is contingent on having the new ArcGIS
Enterprise Portal up and running. The new virtual machine was set up in recent
weeks, ArcGIS Enterprise was installed last night, and it is being configured
today. This will give us the platform to work on these things, and scope out what
the level of effort might be on the application development side.

viil. Caseldine asks if we have an estimate on cost for any of these.

1. McGowan replies that we have not been able to scope out in detail.
Tumamoc Hill may involve a graduate student worker, and likely
$20,000 - $30,000 in labor, spread across this fiscal year and the next,
would be reasonable.

2. Watson notes that in theory any charges associated with these projects
that are not salary could allow us to regain some of the frozen funds.

Some would just be salary for an intern or student worker, but moving
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forward this could be an option if we develop specific scopes of work,
including for external contractors.

3. Walsh asks the board to come up with their first priority on these, to
bring to the next meeting.

a. Caseldine notes sending a survey to the users about these options
would also be helpful.

b. Walsh asks McGowan to develop such a survey and run it by the
Board for review.

¢. McGowan notes that AZSITEs summer user feedback survey
found that users’ overwhelming priority was to reduce data
latency between ASM and AZSITE.

d. Burns notes that the Data Clip widget seems great in that it
would reduce AZSITE effort and requests and estimate of the
costs

4. Rocha notes there is a procedure for when we ask for funds, that requires
tangible figures to make the request. It’s a matter of showing reason and
justification.

ix. Walsh states that the goal should be to get a survey out, identify a project and a
contract, and have that finalized by at least 3 months before the end of the year

Xx. Walsh requests that any funds left over go to Tribal Funding.

4. Update on Mitigation Funds (Walsh)
Florence Copper Funds
1. Walsh notes that an amendment for the programmatic agreement with tribes and consulting
parties is out for comment and is likely to be approved. However, we have to make sure that the
funding provided from this for AZSITE, which is likely to be on the order of $30,000 in two
consecutive fiscal years, is not frozen by UA.
a. McGowan asks if these funds are going directly to AZSITE, or will they be directed to
SHPO or ASLD and then AZSITE would bill them. Walsh notes that they may be
directed to the Arizona Site Steward Foundation and that she will inquire about the
specific funding mechanism.
b. Walsh notes this has not been finalized and comments on the amendment are due next
week. There is a potential for the 4 Southern Tribes to request the development of a TCP

layer for AZSITE.
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5. AZSITE Updates (McGowan & Renteria)
2. Summary (Table 5)
Final counts for 2025 in, largest number of uploads in several years.

b. These numbers include uploads from multiple agencies, including ASM, SHPO, USFWS,
ASU, and MNA.

¢. ASM upload numbers include both backlog and new fee structure items. This is mainly
relevant for site cards.

3. ASM New Fee Structure Items (Table 6)

a. This table summarizes upload progress on ASM new fee structure items. ASM has
restructured workflows this year so that new fee structure projects with site recordings
are available to AZSITE ahead of full curation.

b. AZSITE has uploaded 71-99% of available new fee structure items.

c. AZSITE’s San Miguel Corporate Work Study intern has recently completed upload of
nearly all available new fee structure negative surveys.

4. Upload Metrics for ASU, MNA, USFWS (Table 7)

a. Not a great deal of movement at this time as partner agencies have not provided new
data/documents and AZSITE’s emphasis has been on Quickbase application for user
management and ASM data.

5. Data Clips and Fixes (Table 4)
a. 227 data clips processed in 2025
Other updates:
6. Advisory Framework
a. Governor’s office has appointed these members to the AZSITE Advisory Committee:
i. Sara Cullen (AZDFFM) — State Agency Representative
ii. Chance Copperstone (Burns & McDonnell) - CRM Representative
iii. Charles Webber (Kaibab NF) — Federal Agency Representative
7. Seeking applicants for Tribal Preservation Office Representative position
a. Walsh asks how we are asking tribes.
b. McGowan notes we are emailing individual THPOs to gauge interest.
8. ArcGIS Enterprise
a. AZSITE personnel completed AGE data management and sharing training in July
b. Licensing delays since last meeting

c. New server is online with AGE installed as of this morning
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d. We will work on updated core layers and reference datasets before beginning app
development
9. Data
Multiple new data sharing relationships are waiting on AGE to deploy new datasets
a. NPS Tuzigoot/Montezuma Well/Montezuma Castle cultural resources
i. Data has been restructured and symbolized.
b. ADOT provided updated mileposts, roads, and ROW data, with updated bridge data
planned
¢. Tumamoc Hill research group provided a geodatabase to be shared in AZSITE
i. This very detailed dataset will require its own application

d. Arizona State Parks and Trails provided park boundary layer

10. Grants
South 32/AACD funds for tribal government accounts
b. 16/16 accounts funded by 2024 grant requested
i. South 32 has indicated we can apply for another round of funds; AACD has
indicated they are willing to be the applicant again
11. Action Items (Walsh)
a. User Survey on priorities for AZSITE improvement projects (McGowan)
b. Rough cost estimates for improvement projects (McGowan)
c. Details on payment/billing mechanism for proposed mitigation funds (Walsh)
12. New AZSITE Advisory Committee Introductions (Walsh)
a. Copperstone (Burns & McDonnell) is present
b. Walsh notes the Board has information from previous Advisory Committee meetings, and
requests Copperstone help organize the Advisory Committee and to come up with

priorities

D. PuBLIC COMMENT
1. Watson requests we reassess the fees for the next meeting. If we are overearning we should
reduce the fees, and we could potentially pull from the frozen funds if we overspend. One of the
things that has contributed to us having a surplus is because ASU underbills us for what we
budget. That could be why we are not closer with the budget and actual costs. A closer to

expenditure fee structure would be good
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a. McGowan notes another contributing factor was that AZSITE’s budget didn’t account for
the administrative fees the UA were charging us at the time the fees were increased.
These fees were quite significant and as a result AZSITE had a negative FY balance for
multiple years. After the first year of the fee increase, we had one year where things were
relatively balanced, but then the UA Financial Action Plan removed the admin fees and
began freezing carryforward.

b. Burns asks if the admin fees are for sure not being brought back.

i. Rocha replies that as of now, they are not, but it could change at any time.

c. Walsh asks if we can automatically set up a reduction in fees if we don’t spend the
surplus.

i. Caseldine notes that the two fiscal calendars for UA and AZSITE do not match
up, which complicates this issue.

d. Walsh requests that a question be added to the survey regarding where the overage of
funding should be applied, to reduce fees or expand AZSITE projects.

2. Arnett asks if there is an approved vendor list for AZSITE, and if AZSITE user organizations can
be on this list and propose on a project that goes out to bid.

a. Watson replies that we do not have an approved vendor list, and that we work through the
U of A. At least three bidders are required for projects of a certain size.

b. Walsh notes she prefers that projects be opened to students.

i. McGowan notes that outside vendors would be for projects with more technical
aspects. Recent experience has shown that ASU GRS does not have the staffing
to support these projects in a timely manner, so an external contractor could be
necessary.

ii. McGowan asks Rocha to confirm that the threshold for sole source projects at
UA is still $25,000. Rocha confirms.

c. Arnett notes that Dudek would be interested in a competitive bid for any projects

E. DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING
Proposed Next Open Meeting: April 16th, 2026, time: 10:00:am
Location: Zoom (https://arizona.zoom.us/j/88630572942)

F. ADJOURNMENT

1. Walsh entertains a motion to adjourn
2. Watson makes a motion to adjourn

Meeting adjourned at 11:10 am
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G. APPENDICES

Table 1: AZSITE User Applications and Billing

User Organizations

Users 331 356 373 431 439 331
Mercator Users 218 237 259 281 272 196

$ Invoiced $126,075 $138,350 $145,900 $233,555 $266,485 $197,035
$ Requested, not yet invoiced - - - - - $13,975

Table 2: AZSITE Fund Summary 1/14/2026

FY 2026 5129 275 ($102,607)  ($115,401)  $87,830  ($10,150)

Table 3: Carry Forward Balance Summary

FY 2024 $111,860 $21,859 $133,719
$90,585 from fees

FY 2025 >0 $165,158 UITS transfer 5255,743

Total $389,462
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Table 4: FY26 Budget Projected vs Current Actual & Remaining Projected

Section Description Budget Amount Requested ActualfProjected 10/6/2025
Personnel
Salaries McGowan S 73,462 S 74,462
Renteria 5 51,899 & 24,792
ASM DB Mgr $ 5000 $ -
Subtotal g 130,360 $ 129,254
ERE McGowan 5 23,508 5 23,828
Renteria 5 16,608 5 17,533
ASM DB Mgr 5 2,000 5 -
Subtotal s 12,115 & 11,361
San Miguel Intern g 7,500 & 7,500
Subtotal & 7,500 & 7,500
Personnel Total 3 179,976 & 178,115
Operations
General 3d Cart S 360 5 360
Make S 150 5 150
Supplies S 4,000 S 4,000
GRS Hosting & Maintenance & 20,000 5 20,000
ArcGIS Enterprise Migration S 11,725 & 11,725
CC Fees 5 6,000 5 6,000
Subtotal 5 12,235 & 42,235
Travel/PD Conferences, training 5 5,540 & 3,924
Subtotal 5 5,540 & 3,924
Operations Total s 47,975 & 16,159
Budget Total 5 227,751 & 224,274
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Table 5: Updated Summary of Data Uploads by Year

Total
Annual (current)
Projects 951
New Sites 1,497

Site Updates -
ASM PRFs -
New/Updated ASM Site Cards -
ASM Reports

ASU Site Cards

MNA Reports

USFWS Site Forms

USFWS Survey Reports

SHPO Site Info Entries

SHPO Project Info Entries

SHPO NRHP Eligibility Dets.
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2020

109 452

194 1,084
752
335
322

2021

2,225

4,087

5,033
231
511

2022 2023 2024

172
1,663
299
257
405
4
117

220 421
696 387
360 578
361 400
743 169

3,975 2,401
56 810

- 53
- 171
- 10
872 982

1,266 1,456

806 812

2025

503 [+114]
594 [+59]
666 [+93]
127 [+1]
1,016 [+92]
566 [+140]
745 [+0]
1 [+0]
52 [+2]
19 [+2]
306 [+46]
1,543 [+303]
540 [+235]
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Table 6: Summary of Upload Progress, ASM New Fee Structure

PRFs (ARO/PO/REPO) 162 [+52] 1,657 [+18]
?:Egj‘;o /REPO) 162 [+50] 1,656 [+18]
'("flfg'jil‘,’g)suweys 104 [+35] 902 [+0]
(ARG/pOy - project 96 [+24] 596 [+1]
Original Site Recordings 426 [+47] 989 [+25]
Site Update Recordings 217 [+57] 1149 [+0]
Site Cards 2,195 [+76] 552 [+0]

Table 7: Upload Metrics for ASU, MNA, USFWS Data

1,639 [+3] (99%)

1,471 [+100] (89%)

901 [+58] (>99%)

590 [+51] (99%)

868 [+26] (88%)

814 [+83] (71%)

552 [+0] (100%)

18 (1%)

185 (11%)

1 (<1%)

6 (1%)

121 (12%)

335 (29%)

0 (0%)

ASU Site Forms 1,747 [+0] 1,728 [+0] (99%)

MNA Project Reports 970 [+0]

54 [+0] (6%)

USFWS Sites 442 [+0]

USFWS Projects 33 [+0]

244 [+0] (55%)

29 [+0] (88%)

3 (0.2%)

220 [+0] (50%)

27 [+0] (82%)

Fat
A

1634 [+6] (94%)

54 (6%)
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Table 8: Data Clip and Fix Requests

Requests 227 [+40] 8
Requests 3 62 54 [+8]
Closed 3 61 53 [+7]
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