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AZSITE Consortium Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 
May 5th, 2026 

10:04 a.m. to 11:13 am 

 
A quorum was obtained. 

 

A. CALL TO ORDER (CULLEN) 

Meeting called to order at 10:04 am. 

 

Committee members present: 

 

Sara Cullen, Chair (2026), Arizona Department of Forestry and Fire Management (DFFM) – 

State Agency Representative 

Chance Copperstone, Burns & MacDonnell – Private Sector CRM Representative 

Charles Webber, Kaibab National Forest (USDA KNF) – Federal Agency Representative 

 

Members of the public present: 

 

Gabe McGowan (AZSITE Manager) 

Ellie Maria Renteria (AZSITE GIS Technician)  

Allen Dart (Old Pueblo Archaeology Center) 

Tim Goddard (ASM ARO) 

Steve Swanson (Agave Archaeology) 

 

B. INTRODUCTIONS 

1. Members of the AZSITE Advisory Committee were introduced 

2. AZSITE Personnel were introduced 

 

C. AGENDA ITEMS   

The Committee may consider or take action on any of the following: 

 

1. Discussion and Approval of 1st Quarter 2026 Meeting Minutes (Cullen) 

 

a. Motion to approve (Copperstone) 

b. Seconded (Webber) 

c. Approved (Unanimous) 

 

2. AZSITE Finances & User Fees (McGowan) 

1. McGowan discusses a letter (Appendix A) sent to the Arizona Board of Regents concerning the 

frozen AZSITE funds, and a response letter from University of Arizona CFO John Arnold 

(Appendix B). McGowan noted that further discussion between ASM and UA has indicated that 

the funds will be available past FY27 and there will be no further freezing of fiscal year 

carryforward balances. 
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2. This means the standing account balance at the beginning of FY26, $389,000 is now available to 

AZSITE. McGowan notes that AZSITE’s total budget for FY27 is estimated at about $250,000, 

including personnel costs totaling about $210,000 for the Manager, GIS Technician, high school 

student worker, and a planned UA student worker. The remaining $40,000 is for operations 

including hosting and maintenance, as well as costs associated with the migration to ArcGIS 

Enterprise. 

3. McGowan notes that, under the current fee structure, FY27 income is projected at around 

$250,000 as well. Given the standing balance of $389,000 now available once again, this presents 

an opportunity to reduce user fees while also continuing to invest in improving AZSITE. A fee 

reduction could be implemented as a reduction in the per-user cost, or as a volume discount. 

McGowan inquires with the Committee members about their opinions and experiences with the 

fee structure from their work. 

4. Copperstone recommends an overall decrease in fees to be fair to all users, rather than benefiting 

only large companies having many users.  

5. Cullen notes that the current fees are still affordable for agencies with one or several users. 

6. Webber inquires about what income would be anticipated with a fee decrease, and whether a 

subsequent fee increase would be necessary. 

7. McGowan notes that participation in AZSITE has increased even while fees have increased over 

the past several years. Based on the current participation levels, a modest fee reduction to the 

2024 fee structure would result in income of around $230,000 per year, covering personnel costs 

and using the standing balance to cover some operating or development costs. 

8. Webber notes that a rebate to users, rather than a fee decrease, could be an approach. McGowan 

notes that a more generous pro-rating policy for accounts requested during the year would be 

another way to save users money. 

9. Copperstone notes that the prorating idea could be more beneficial than a fee reduction, as CRM 

firms are mainly interested in predictability in their expenses.  

10. McGowan states that AZSITE will be reviewing and analyzing the fee structure and making a 

proposal to the Board at their July meeting. 

11. Copperstone notes that adding an additional student worker beyond the one budgeted for FY27 

would be more beneficial than reducing fees if it increases the rate at which ARO data get into 

AZSITE.  

3. User Survey Results and Priorities (Renteria) 

1. AZSITE conducted a user survey in February and March to identify AZSITE improvements 

projects prioritized by users and to see how users would prioritize these against a fee reduction. 
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2. Survey participation was up from the last user survey conducted in 2025 (79 responses). 

3. Overall, respondents indicated improvements to AZSITE were a higher priority than reducing 

fees. 48% of respondents disagreed that fees should be reduced, 21% agreed, and 31% were 

neutral. When five potential improvement projects were ranked alongside a fee decrease in terms 

of priorities, the fee decrease was the item ranked last the most. A self-service data clip tool was 

the project ranked highest, followed by improvements to GIS layers. 

4. Renteria notes that multiple comments noted that getting AZSITE as up-to-date with the ARO as 

possible should be the highest priority. 

5. Cullen notes that this mirrors the perspective of the committee members, and that surplus funds in 

the AZSITE account should be directed to this end as much as possible. 

6. Copperstone speculated that some respondents, based on specific comments that were 

highlighted, may still be conflating ARO fees with AZSITE fees. He also noted that making 

AZSITE as comprehensive as possible as a resource should include obtaining updated federal 

lands data where possible. Webber concurs. 

7. Renteria notes that the current high school student worker at AZSITE sometimes works on non-

ASM data, e.g. US Fish and Wildlife Service data, and that additional UA student workers could 

also be directed to work on non-ASM data. Copperstone agrees that bringing in data from other 

agencies is just as important as updating ARO data. 

8. McGowan notes that there may be potential for AZSITE to fund a UA student worker to assist in 

ARO workflows that result in data being passed to AZSITE. 

9. Copperstone moves that the Committee recommend the Board investigate additional student 

worker staffing, including the possibility of AZSITE funding an ARO student worker. 

10. Webber seconds. 

11. The motion passes unanimously. 

4. Florence Copper Mitigation Funds Projects (McGowan) 

 

1. A proposed amendment to the Florence Copper Mitigation Programmatic Agreement states that 

“FC LLC shall contribute 5% of the total cultural resource management budget of the portion of 

the project on state lands to the Arizona State Museum for the purpose of improvement the 

AZSITE database, and funding up to 10 tribal government agency user accounts for one year.” 

2. McGowan states this will amount to roughly $30,000 per year, and that the funds are planned to 

be disbursed into a UA Foundation donation account, which limits UA overhead to 6% and 

avoids any potential carryforward freeze, though this is apparently no longer a concern. 
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3. McGowan notes that AZSITE Board Chair Mary-Ellen Walsh (SHPO) has noted that the 

amendment is likely to be finalized after a consultation period, and that ideally tribes would 

identify a project that the funds should be used for. Given that this consultation is ongoing, and 

that the tribal preservation office representative to this Committee has not yet been appointed, he 

feels there is not much to discuss at this time. 

4. Copperstone inquires if the South32 grant funding for tribal government AZSITE accounts is still 

going on. McGowan states that the funds obtained in 2024 have been fully allocated. There is an 

opportunity for a second round of funding, but AZSITE has been waiting on AACD to complete 

the application. AACD previously served as the applicant because they could receive the funds 

with no overhead. McGowan notes that if the Florence Copper funds come through, they may be 

a replacement for the South32 funds in terms of subsidizing tribal access to AZSITE. 

5. Next Generation AZSITE Entry Module (McGowan) 

1. McGowan states that as part of AZSITE’s move to an ArcGIS Enterprise GIS portal, discussion 

around the next generation of the AZSITE entry module has begun. This includes discussion with 

ASM personnel. The two primary approaches that have been identified are Esri’s Survey123 

platform, which could be integrated more fully with the GIS portal, and Quickbase, which would 

be integrated more easily with ASM’s workflows and offers more advanced document templates. 

2. McGowan notes that a priority is to avoid forcing users to duplicate effort in the tool. 

3. McGowan inquires with the Committee members about their experiences with the current entry 

module, or experiences with other state systems and their distributed data ingest tools, and if 

these inform on any features they would like to see in the AZSITE entry module. 

4. Copperstone states that the NMCRIS submission tool works well. It involves submitting data 

directly from the mapping application.  

5. Cullen notes she has not been able to use the AZSITE entry module because her agency is not 

fully licensed with Microsoft Access. 

6. Webber states that the Forest Service has a Heritage Mobile application that contractors can 

download, use offline in the field, and then upload once they are back online. He notes that he 

would recommend staying in the Esri platform rather than Quickbase. He also recommends that 

individuals that are not AZSITE users be permitted to conduct data entry on this application.  

7. Cullen notes that DFFM has a similar application that is a Field Maps application used to record 

in real time in the field. 

8. Renteria inquires who at a CRM firm actually completes the AZSITE entry module. Copperstone 

states that most firms have a designated person, usually a lab director, doing those entries. 
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9. Copperstone notes that most firms are probably using Survey123 already in their fieldwork, and 

he would recommend that as the platform. 

10. McGowan inquires if the NMCRIS GIS data submission is a file attachment, or an in-app parsing 

of the geospatial data. 

11. Copperstone states that he believes it is a file upload, and then there is a review process at the 

agency. 

12. McGowan asks if there is a template or specific format for these uploads. 

13. Swanson is called to speak by the Committee. Swanson notes that the NMCRIS system allows 

you to choose multiple file types (shapefile, KML/KMZ, etc). When you choose a file, it will 

display on the map for the submitter but is not incorporated into a layer until reviewed. Swanson 

notes that he can meet with AZSITE personnel to demonstrate. Webber states he can also meet 

with AZSITE personnel to demonstrate the Forest Service app. 

 

 

D. DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING  

1. Cullen will poll the Committee members and set this meeting to be sometime in the weeks 

following the next Board meeting on July 16th. 

E. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Meeting adjourned at 11:13 am 
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F. APPENDICES 

 

Appendix A: Letter to Mr. Doug Goodyear, Chair, Arizona Board of Regents, RE: Concern 

Regarding the Freezing of AZSITE Consortium Funds 

 

 



 

AZSITE Advisory Committee Agenda Page 7 
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Appendix B: Letter to Mary-Ellen Walsh, AZSITE Consortium Board Chair, from John S. 

Arnold, University of Arizona CFO 

 

 


