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CFAR Curation Procedures

Background

Discussion

The Curatorial Facility for Artifact Research (CFAR) is a state
certified repository within the Historic Sites Division of the
Texas Historical Commission (THC) that holds thousands of
artifacts from 32 archaeological sites in Texas. The THC is
dedicated to curating the collections and making them
widely accessible to researchers and for future exhibition.
To aid in this goal, I revised, updated and added to the CFAR
procedures to produce a standardize, accessible, and
applicable laboratory procedures manual.

Audience, Objectivity, and Value
The current laboratory procedures at CFAR were developed
and satisfactory, but simultaneously disparate and limiting.
Their procedures served a narrow audience, largely
researchers in the field of archaeology. Cataloging
processes and description played a large role in the
perception of the breadth of materials at the CFAR, and
who they could serve. Form (what an object is made of)
versus function (what an object may be used for) is highly
contested in classifying archaeological objects, and with it
emerged the notions of subjectively and objectivity in value
assignments given to objects held at the facility.

Research Questions
• Who do the current procedures serve?
• How do curation procedures change how objects are
understood?
• What does “More Product, Less Process” look like for
artifact curation within state and federal regulations?

Creating Access and Usability Through MPLP
The tenets of More Product, Less Process informed many of
the updated procedures, such as washing artifacts in bulk,
weighing certain artifacts rather than counting them, and
photographing objects to expand accessibility. These types
of procedures allow for efficient processing at all levels of
the curation process, leading to quicker collection
availability to users.

Methods
EVALUATE
I evaluated the current laboratory curation processes and
procedures conducted at CFAR including the Collections
Management Policy, Handbook of Operations, Curation
Guidelines, and Re:Discovery Cataloguing Procedures.

Results

COLLABORATE
I collaborated with other state certified curation facilities,
including:
o Center for Archaeological Research
o Texas Archeological Research Laboratory
o Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
o Panhandle-Plains Historical Museum
o Anthropology and Archaeology Laboratory at
Stephen F. Austin University

The manual provides transparent and straightforward
processes applicable for CFAR staff, future interns, or even
volunteers to process significant amounts of collections
with little to no oversight. Additionally, it aligns with other
state certified repository procedures to ensure consistency,
efficiency, and support when curating and researching
archaeological collections in the state of Texas.
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Inventory

Clean

• Archaeological field laboratory procedures
• Conservation procedures

These informational interviews served to inform any
potential procedures the CFAR laboratory may adopt.
IMPLEMENT
I revised and updated the current laboratory procedures
and created new process to cater to the growing needs of
the CFAR. This included implementing More Product, Less
Process practices, and form over function catalogue
descriptions to bolster accessibility and awareness of the
breadth of the collections held at the CFAR.

Future Developments
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