





Figure 12: The STAFS Fencing

Image Credit: N Klein, 2013
Personnel

Personnel at the STAFS include a Director, a full time lab manager, a part-time lab

technician, and numerous student volunteers. Bytheway serves as the Director, while two SHSU
graduates fill the lab manager and technician positions. Both employees and volunteers must
undergo annual bloodborne and airborne pathogen training and must receive a Hepatitis C and
Tetanus shot. Although donations with airborne pathogens are not accepted, a donation with
methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA) was once accidentally received, and
Bytheway prefers that the STAFS volunteers and employees are prepared to deal with a similar
situation should it occur again. The STAFS facility is the only one of its kind that requires

airborne pathogen training.
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Donation Protocol

Although it has been open for less than five years, the STAFS has received a substantial
amount of donations. Bytheway attributes this to the facility’s proximity to Houston, currently
the fourth largest city in the United States (United States Census Bureau, n.d.). Compared to
other decomposition facilities, the STAFS facility guidelines for donations are less stringent.
Both Hepatitis and HIV infected donors are accepted. Only two HIV positive donations have
been made, but a number of hepatitis cases have been received, the majority of them being
prisoners from local jails and prisons. Nonetheless, not all infected donations are accepted. Those
with MRSA and tuberculosis are denied, although individuals with those diseases are still
accepted as cremated remains.

The STAFS facility has two sets of donation forms - one for pre-death donations, and the
other for body donation release, or post-death, donation. These forms are similar to those of other
body donation programs, although SHSU also has a “special disposition of body request form”
which gives donors (or families) the option of requesting that cremated remains be returned up to
five years after research is complete. If a family requests the remains but the form was not
completed prior to donation, Bytheway will work with family and make the arrangements for
their return. At this time, there are approximately 100 living donors.

The STAFS provides transportation for donations that are within a designated pickup
range, with staff members using a commercial van for such pickups. Once the donation is
obtained, intake occurs in the prep lab. Each body is weighed, and documentation from the
family and donor institute is organized. Photographs are not taken until a body is ready to be
placed; if medical records for the donor indicate evidence of past trauma or pathology, the body

is x-rayed.
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After prep is complete and once the research need is present, the body will be placed
within the outdoor facility. Unless a research project requests a specific stage of dress, donations
are placed unclothed. Some, though not all, human donations are placed within metal cages at the
STAFS facility (Figure 13). One reason for the metal cages is due to the acceptance of donors
with infectious diseases. Because data are limited regarding the transmission of infectious
diseases through animal scavenging, Bytheway hopes that the cages will serve as a preventative
measure for remains dispersal. Also, if a donation is of a particular ancestry that is
underrepresented in the STAFS Donated Collection, the remains will be caged to prevent avian

and terrestrial scavenging activity. Finally, donations with trauma are also caged.

Figure 13: Caged donation at the STAFS, cameras present above
Image Credit: N Klein, 2013
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With Texas’ specific climate and scavenger activity, a body exposed to the elements can
reach skeletonization within two weeks. However, if caged or blocked from animal activity, the
decomposition process proceeds more slowly. For example, one donation took 25 months to
complete all stages of decomposition. Also, because of the dry climate, almost all remains go
through a natural mummification process. In an attempt to prevent this from occurring, tarps
were used to cover the bodies. However, the remains continued to mummify, and began to grow
mold as well. Tarps are no longer used. After proceeding through all stages of decomposition,
the remains are transported the short distance to the indoor lab, where they are processed and
then curated.

The STAFS Donated Skeletal Collection currently consists of 127 individuals, including
one cremation, with the majority being white males. Outside researchers have requested access
to the collection often, and, as the collection grows, Bytheway anticipates that so, too, will the
number of research requests. The public also benefits from this collection through occasional
displays at museums in the area.

A practice unique to the STAFS facility is that of a service held for donor families. Every
May, the STAFS facility holds a memorial service for all the families that have donated that
year. In addition, each family is given a coin (Figure 14) in remembrance of the valuable gift

they have given, with the donor’s name, date of birth, and date of death engraved on one side.

52



Figure 14: The STAFS medal given to donor’s
families during an annual memorial service
Image Credit: N Klein, 2013

Facility Usage

Although the STAFS facility has received a large number of donations in its short
lifetime, staff is still in the process of collecting baseline data. An unusual drought occurred
about two years ago, making the data documented at that time unusable. Therefore, the focus of
the STAFS facility research at this time is to accumulate baseline data in a sub-tropical area, as
well as to gather information on scavenging patterns of rodents and animals prevalent to the area.
The climate in this area is humid subtropical with hot summers. Winters are usually mild, with
below-freezing temperatures occurring, on an average, about 25 days a year; the average length
of the warm season (or freeze-free period) is approximately 270 days. Precipitation is fairly
evenly distributed throughout the year, with the heaviest rainfall in the late spring (National

Climatic Data Center, 2013).
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In addition to motion sensing cameras used for security, the STAFS facility also contains
five HD cameras that can be set up to document human decomposition and that have the ability
to take a picture every 15 minutes. These cameras can also be accessed from a computer so that
live footage may be viewed. Bytheway hopes that these cameras will one day be utilized by
outside researchers, both nationally and internationally.

General climatic data gathering takes precedence, although four to five research projects
of a more specific nature may be in progress at the STAFS outdoor facility at any given time. A
number of burial studies are also conducted. For one specific project started two years ago, three
donations were buried at differing depths and will be left there for an additional three years, for a
total of five years. This project began as a way to demonstrate to law enforcement that methods
such as ground penetrating radar can still prove beneficial years after a body has been buried. On
average, there are altogether 20 to 40 human donations placed in the STAFS outdoor facility.

Research that requires animal remains must be conducted on nearby biology property
because only human remains are allowed at the STAFS facility. Bytheway stresses that the
STAFS facility is a human decomposition facility and, in order to ensure that respect and
appreciation are shown to the donor families, research with non-human remains is not allowed.

The STAFS facility is the only university-run program that is not conjoined to an
anthropology department, but is rather part of the Criminal Justice program at SHSU. Most of
the researchers from SHSU are undergraduates who are either part of the forensic anthropology
minor that is associated with the Criminal Justice program or biology students. The creation of
an anthropology major and an anthropology department, is expected in the future.

Although most interdepartmental research is carried out by undergraduates, the majority

of outside researchers are graduate students from surrounding schools, such as the University of
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Houston and Texas A&M. Those wishing to conduct research using the STAFS amenities may
access an application on the lab’s website. Health insurance is required, and a waiver must be
signed removing the university from liability. Additionally, Bytheway encourages that
researchers have a knowledgeable background in the subject matter in which they will be
researching, although the topic does not need to be anthropologically based. In fact,
interdisciplinary research is encouraged. Entomologists, microbiologists, and soil scientists have
all completed research at the outdoor facility. In addition to providing human subjects for
decomposition studies, soft tissue samples have also been requested, and provided in order to
conduct DNA and toxicology research. Sound research ideas are generally accepted. Cadaver
dog research of any kind is not permitted within the facility, a decision made that Bytheway
attributes to a need to respect the donor and the donor’s family. As of the writing of this thesis,
there are seven outside research projects taking place, two skeletal studies and five human
decomposition studies.

Short courses offered at the STAFS facilities include training seminars for law
enforcement and for high school forensic science teachers. The law enforcement courses
typically are offered twice per year, while those for high school teachers are offered mostly in
the summer months. These classes generate the majority of the STAFS facility’s operating
budget, with four to five classes offered annually. Because of the connection to criminal justice,
classes are not specific to forensic anthropology but, instead, include other topics in criminal
justice, including blood spatter and trace evidence. Classes may be taught by the STAFS staff,
but are often taught by outside professionals who rent the facility space. Tours of the “burial

portion” of the outdoor facility are available to some outside groups, and public outreach is
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periodically offered, although it is not considered a priority. Finally, the STAFS staff is often

asked by law enforcement to assist with forensic cases, as many as three per month.

Future Plans

In the future, Bytheway would like to continue to facilitate interdepartmental interest and
usage of the STAFS facility. For example, a nursing program was recently started at the
university, and Bytheway hopes that these students will soon be able to use the STAFS
amenities. Although public outreach is important, Bytheway stresses the facility’s benefits for
students. She would like to see the facility used by students from all over the nation and,

eventually, have an international showing in the published literature.
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Chapter 7
Southern lllinois University and the CFAR

Startup

The idea for a decomposition facility at Southern Illinois University (SIU) began in 2008
with a graduate student in Anthropology, Mr. David Martin, who was interested in conducting
human decomposition research. The support of the Chair of the Department of Anthropology,
Dr. Susan Ford, and the addition of a new faculty member interested in creating such a
decomposition facility, Dr. Gretchen Dabbs, resulted in the establishment of the Complex for
Forensic Anthropology Research (CFAR). After considering multiple sites, the current location
was selected and the CFAR opened in October, 2010. Ford and Dabbs, with support from the
University’s Vice Chancellor of Research, opened the facility without informing the neighboring
community beforehand. By doing so, they avoided negative publicity often associated with the
creation of decomposition facilities. They reasoned that, should any complaints ever surface,
they would be able to effectively demonstrate that the facility has been operating without a

negative impact on the community. They have not received any complaints thus far.

Funding

Funding for the facility was provided in part by the University, as well as from a grant
Martin received for his research. Initial costs were minimal, as the land was already fenced and
only needed a few repairs. Operating costs for the facility currently are funded through law
enforcement training seminars which are held on an annual basis, as well as from continuing

education training for the Illinois Coroners and Medical Examiners Association.
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Facilities

Landscape

The CFAR, which refers only to the outdoor decomposition facility, is located on one-
third acre of somewhat secluded grassy land located amongst a larger area of natural overgrowth
on the SIU campus in Carbondale, Illinois. There is no foliage directly above the facility,
although the surrounding trees give partial shade over parts of the CFAR at certain times of the
day (Dabbs and Martin, 2013). The vegetation on two sides of the facility is thick, with the other
two less dense sides encompassed by fencing. Vultures are prevalent in the area, with as many as
fifty or sixty viewable from the facility at any given time, but large-bodied terrestrial scavengers
are mostly prevented access to the facility by fencing.

Buildings

The CFAR also is associated with an indoor facility, the Forensic Anthropology and
Bioarchaeology Laboratory, which is located on SIU’s campus in the same building as the
Department of Anthropology. This lab consists of a single room with storage space and includes
a freezer and refrigerator, which currently holds a number of animal donations with which Dabbs
hopes to start a small animal collection. There is also basic maceration and processing equipment
(fume hood, kettles, crockpots) as well as research and learning devices (computers, camera
stand, lighting equipment, and casts).

Maintenance

The thick vegetation within the boundaries of the CFAR requires a lot of maintenance,
for which the staff is responsible. Initially, trees that interfered with the perimeter fence were
removed and stumps were pulled. Approximately every quarter (except during the summer

months when maintenance is required more frequently), the staff makes a thorough inspection of
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the facility, checking fencing, mowing the lawn, and removing debris, while trying to keep the
land as close to its original state as possible.

Security

Upon obtainment, the CFAR’s original fence was approximately six feet in height. A 10-
foot fence with an additional two feet of razor wire on top was installed in the front and on one
side of the facility. The other side and the back of the facility are so heavily wooded that fencing
is not needed. In addition to these fences, the CFAR is protected through the use of motion
activated cameras. Though the CFAR is located some distance from the main road, campus
police, nonetheless, provide additional security, circling the area multiple times a week to check

for disturbances.

Personnel

Personnel at the CFAR includes co-Directors Dabbs and Martin and numerous graduate
student volunteers. Students who wish to volunteer or work in the lab or the research facility are
required to have Hepatitis A and B vaccinations in addition to a tetanus shot. They must also take
part in BBP, personal protective equipment (PPE), and laboratory-specific training each year.
Volunteers alternate collecting data, with the amount of time devoted to such activities

depending on what research projects are underway at the time.

Donation Protocol

Initially, only swine subjects were used at the CFAR, but beginning in February, 2012,
human donations have also been accepted. At the time of this interview, the CFAR had received

a total of ten human donations. Also, at the time of interview, IRB approval to collect data on
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pre-death donations had not been obtained. Therefore, all of the CFAR’s donations are currently
postmortem, with approval provided by the next of kin or the coroner. In Illinois, the coroner has
the responsibility of disposing of unclaimed remains. Due to the CFAR’s close relationship with
the coroner’s office, many of these unclaimed remains are donated to the facility to be used for
decomposition research. The CFAR’s final source for donations is the SIU medical school. The
anatomical donation program has fairly strict physical regulations and those that do not meet
certain guidelines are encouraged to donate to the CFAR. Additionally, when the medical school
has reached donation capacity, potential donors may donate to the CFAR facility instead.

Modeled off UT ARF’s forms, the CFAR donation program has a packet for post-death
donations. The first page provides basic information about the CFAR’s donation program,
followed by a release form. The final three pages are comprised of the body donation
questionnaire, and a section where the next of kin may provide information about the donor’s
lifestyle, physical features, and medical history. Pictures as well as other supporting documents,
such as dental and medical records, are readily accepted along with the donor packet. At this
time, the CFAR has not encountered a situation in which the family requests the return of a
donation. Although their donation forms specifically state that remains will not be returned to a
family, the staff believes they would be ethically obligated to return the remains, as long as the
request is sanctioned by law.

The CFAR does not have any body type requirements for its human donations, but they
will decline a donation that has an infectious disease or an antibiotic resistant infection such as
MRSA. Donations that may not be beneficial for decomposition research, such as individuals
who have undergone an autopsy or organ donation, are still accepted and used for human

variation research.
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After all the donation paperwork is complete and the remains are in SIU’s possession, the
donations are placed at the facility under large cages covered in chain-link grooves in order to
prevent vulture activity. At this time, there are nine human donations and multiple animal
donations in place at the CFAR.

When remains have reached skeletonization or mummification, they are transported from
the facility to the processing lab at SIU. Upon completion of maceration and processing
procedures, the remains are stored in archive boxes. At the time of interview, the CFAR had only
one individual in the collection. This individual was donated and processed before the outdoor
facility was functioning. No cremains have yet been received, although they would be accepted
in order to be used for teaching purposes. The CFAR donated collection as well as two other
teaching collections are housed in the SIU Department of Anthropology. Unlike some of the
other facilities, SIU and the CFAR do not maintain forensic cases within their collection. These
remains are the responsibility of the coroner and are returned upon completion of analysis.

The CFAR continues to accept pig donations from a swine center, receiving between two
and four pigs approximately every eight weeks. These donations are beneficial in that they may
be used for research that requires a large sample size, which currently is unavailable through
human donations. Other animal remains are decomposing at the CFAR, including a dog, an
opossum, a beaver, and a snake. All four specimens are contained in one cage and, upon reaching

skeletonization, will be processed and added to the animal collection.

Facility Usage

The CFAR currently is used primarily for baseline data research on how decomposition

occurs in southern Illinois. Carbondale is found in the northern limits of a humid subtropical
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climate, and experiences four distinct seasons. Monthly average temperatures range from 32.4°F
(January) to 78.1°F (July). Annual precipitation is approximately 47 inches, 11 of which are
snow. Thunderstorms occur about 50 days per year and, especially in the spring, may become
severe and result in destructive weather including high winds, hail, and tornadoes (National
Climatic Data Center, 2013).

A small number of research projects also have been conducted, including a comparative
study on vulture scavenging (Dabbs and Martin, 2013) and a technical publication on lawn
mower induced trauma (Martin et al, 2013). Other studies at the CFAR have involved the
decompositional differences between fresh and frozen pigs, as well as the effects of concrete
burials on decomposition. No outside researchers have yet utilized the CFAR’s amenities,
although the staff is not opposed to the idea.

Besides being a place of research, the CFAR is used for law enforcement and continuing
education training for nearby Illinois coroners and medical examiners. These classes are usually
comprised of one-half day in a classroom setting (Figure 15), followed by the remainder of the

day at the outdoor facility. The focus of these sessions varies and has included excavation and

Figure 15: Dabbs and a Carbondale police officer during a training class
Image Credit: Saluki Times, 2013
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recovery protocols, identification of burials, and the benefits of magnetometer use in burial
recovery. Individuals occasionally attend more than one session; therefore, the variety of topics
provided is favorable. In addition to those previously mentioned, groups that have attended and
benefited from such classes include the mobile training Unit 15, which covers the southern 15
counties of Illinois, county sheriffs, SIU police, prison guards, FBI agents, and park service

personnel.

Future Plans

As the CFAR is one of the more recently established human decomposition facilities, the
staff has a number of plans for the future. Dabbs hopes to expand the CFAR’s acreage, possibly
by an additional seven acres. This extension potentially could include different environments,
such as more densely wooded areas, as well as a pond or other waterway. The staff also would
like to provide more opportunities for law enforcement training and public outreach.
Additionally, they hope to receive IRB approval for pre-death donations. The implementation of
pre-death donation would allow donors themselves to fill out the body donation questionnaire
and, thereby, provide more accurate life history information than is possible from the next of kin.
With regard to research, Dabbs would like to continue to take basic climatic data, as well as
move forward into how ecological factors, such as humidity and windspeed, affect
decomposition rates. Finally, Martin, upon completion of his degree, hopes to start a
decomposition facility at the university where he is hired, further adding to the decompositional

information available to researchers.
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Chapter 8
Colorado Mesa University and the FIRS

Startup

The most recently established university-affiliated decomposition facility is the Forensic
Investigation Research Station (FIRS) at Colorado Mesa University (CMU). The facility was
initiated by Dr. Michael Bozeman, a criminal justice instructor at the university. After holding a
series of public information meetings to discuss community concerns, the University selected the
current location, which is next to a landfill. The FIRS officially opened in 2012, with the first

pig donation placed in September and the first human donation in November.

Funding
Funding for FIRS was provided by CMU’s general fund. Because of its recent inception,

the FIRS has not yet accrued many other expenses.

Facilities

Landscape

The FIRS is comprised of a one-acre plot of sloped, university-owned land approximately
4,780 feet above mean sea level, located in Grand Junction, Colorado. The facility is about 10
miles from campus, and more than a mile from the nearest residence. Because of its desert like
nature, there is little vegetation at the FIRS. There are no trees, although saltbush is present, as
are some weeds. The perimeter fencing keeps out most scavengers, with the exception of a few

small mammal species and birds.
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Buildings
The outdoor decomposition facility is located adjacent to a 2,700 square foot indoor lab
that is used for donor intake and processing. There is a morgue area with standard equipment and

a cooler, as well as a classroom, secure storage space, and an office (Figure 16).

Figure 16: Indoor laboratory area with the FIRS outdoor facilityin the bakground
Image Credit: Courtesy of Dr. Melissa Connor, n.d.

Maintenance

When the facility was constructed, the sparse vegetation present at the site was cleared.
However, saltbush has been replanted to recreate the original environment. Upkeep at the FIRS

involves mostly pulling weeds when they appear, especially krucera.
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Security

Security at the outdoor facility consists of a double fence around the outdoor entrance,
and a single fence around the remainder of the perimeter. The fence is 10 feet tall with razor wire
on top, with another two feet buried below the surface. The front gate has a locking mechanism,
and there are no security cameras present within the FIRS. The indoor laboratory requires

keycard access. Thus far, there have been no attempts at infringement at either location.

Personnel

The staff at FIRS at the time of the interview consisted solely of the Director, Dr. Melissa
Connor, who came to CMU in 2012. If Connor is not available to receive donations, two faculty
members in the Department of Anthropology have access to the facility and can assist. Thus far,
their services have not been needed. Connor also has interns who help when necessary. Interns
are required to enroll in a minimum of a one hour “internship” credit with CMU, and to take
BBP training. Immunizations are not required. Currently, there are four student interns. Connor

allows no student volunteers.

Donation Protocol

The FIRS has received only two donations thus far: one in 2012 and one in 2013. Both
pre- and post-death donations are accepted, with separate forms for each type, based on those
from UT’s ARF. Standard biographical information is requested and additional supporting
documents are encouraged. There are no physical requirements or limitations, although, like
many others, donors with communicable diseases are not accepted. The transport of donations

varies, and they are received at the indoor laboratory for intake.
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The information recorded upon arrival depends on what information had been previously
attained, and taking a significant amount of photographs is the standard. After intake is complete,
donations are then placed at the FIRS. Those received clothed are placed in their undergarments
S0 as to better observe the postmortem changes. Donations are placed in a supine position and
are not obstructed by cages or tarps.

Once reaching the dry stage, remains will be processed and curated as part of a donated
skeletal collection. With the two current donations still in situ, the collection has not yet been
established. However, the collection will grow as the number of donations increases. There are

currently approximately 50 pre-death donors.

Facility Usage

Research at the FIRS is focused on documenting climatic information and associated
decompositional patterns. The site’s elevation, combined with the annual average of only 8.6
inches of rain with 60% humidity, creates a very arid environment. This aridity, in conjunction
with the area’s average of approximately 70% days per year of sunshine, allows for a unique
environment when compared to other human decomposition facilities. Additionally, both animal
and human studies are conducted within the outdoor decay facility. Finally, according to Connor,
research collaboration between the FIRS and other facilities has already begun. The facility is
open to research proposals from CMU students and faculty associated with any department, as
well as to those from outside researchers.

The FIRS is used for law enforcement training, with the possibility of cadaver dog
training classes taking place there in the future. Requests for public group lectures and

information are obliged, although tours of the FIRS are prohibited.
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Future Plans

At the present time, future plans for the FIRS do not involve land expansion, However,
plans are being considered for a regional law enforcement training center as well as regional
medical examiners facilities, both of which, Conner hopes, FIRS will be an integral part.
Additionally, the increase of the donated skeletal collection will provide research opportunities.
Finally, FIRS’s location at a high altitude and its desert environment will provide new and

essential taphonomic data to the literature on decomposition.
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Chapter 9
Summary of PART 2: Trends in Current Facilities

Startup

After interviewing multiple directors, co-directors, assistants, students, and volunteers,
the data from this research are clear: there is no standard set of requirements an organization
must go through in order to initiate a human decomposition facility and the difficulty of starting
one varies greatly from site to site. Factors that contribute to the difficulty include what state the
proposed land is in, whether the facility is associated with a university or not, and the question of
if and when the community should be approached. Most facility directors with whom | spoke
agreed that the support of the University administration is imperative when trying to create a
human decomposition facility. Without strong administrative commitment, which includes the
willingness to handle public relations or legal problems and to provide financial or other means
of support for potentially years to come, the idea of creating a human decomposition facility may
never become a reality.

Although there may be some initial complications, once a facility is operating, the
general consensus among directors is that few problems arise. Once community support is
established, there seem to be few concerns that follow. A number of individuals interviewed
mentioned that they relied upon the support and suggestions from other facility directors
(namely, from UT and TSU). When asked about the most enjoyable aspects of running a
decomposition facility, all current directors found the position rewarding either for the research
benefits, the academic opportunities, or the service component. The least enjoyable aspect

included administrative paperwork and fundraising
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Funding

The funding required for both the startup and upkeep of decay facilities can be quite
steep. If the interest is there, the University administration may pay those first expenses
associated with startup, with the assumption that facility directors will find the majority of the
means to maintain the facility on their own. Some universities may also provide a yearly
allotment of money, though it is often quite small in comparison to what is needed and may only
cover basic operating costs. The means of obtaining financial support are fairly consistent
among the current facilities, and include obtaining grants and offering short courses. These
courses can be geared toward law enforcement, cadaver dogs, criminalistic (crime scene)
professionals, forensic science teachers, and even school children from elementary through high
school. Finally, facilities may obtain funding through personal financial donations.

When asked what component is most costly, a majority of directors stated security
fencing, followed by personnel. One director felt that the most difficult part of running the
facility at his university was raising enough money to keep the outdoor facility relevant. Regular
costs for operating a facility, in addition to those listed above, include vehicle maintenance, gas
for traveling between labs and decomposition facilities as well as for donor pickups, cages, tarps,
body bags, and PPE. Another expense that is less regular, but far more costly, is for the purchase
of replacement, and new, laboratory equipment such as gurneys, kettles, and other high-tech
equipment.

In sum, funding continues to be a problem for many human decomposition facilities.
While it appears that university administrators may be willing to fund the one-time start up costs,

they are unlikely to provide more permanent funding.
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Facilities (Landscape, Buildings, Maintenance, Security)

There is variation in the size, natural environmental composition, and climate among the
current facilities. With the exception of the ARF in Tennessee, many are located in mostly rural
areas, away from busy streets, buildings, and residences. They vary in size from one-eighth of an
acre to 25 acres. Vegetation in the different regions varies, as does the amount of wooded verses
open land, the type of scavengers that are prevalent, and the geographic topography. Most of the
facilities are in temperate climates, with the exception of one in a high altitude and arid climate

(Figure 17).

¥ 28— ~
0 375 750 1,500 =\ oY
N aaeessssss— \lile s - BN " \l
- P
B .,—H g :94-"'
by * 3
s i fw
;*:eg( =g
| 3 -
’k—.&_‘!}%@ =
s - i -~ A=
A s Y
- 2 "
> A 8 » =
7 ¢ " o 4
5 ~ - el
Y e -
i3 ] i \ 2
o e “ v
T o .
i Grandunction _'q
4 ! Carbondale =
- — Knoxville
.
- ;? Cullowhee
: ;
HuntsSyille
! San Marcos
5
. /
2 f
\,
N |
@ rucilities Humid Subtropical \ =
—— Elevation Lines Marine Westcoast f 5 Rl
Climate Regions Mediterranean o ot o —2 =
Highland Midlatitude Desert = %, b
Humid Continental (cool summer) Semiarid Steppe " e
LY
Humid Continental (warm summer) Tropical Wet/Dry Season ~ /
=t {

Figure 17: Map showing facilities locations, with climate region and elevation
Map created using ESRI's Arc10 Software, climate information from National

Climatic Data Centre, 2013

71



Although climate is known as the factor that contributes the most toward decomposition, other
aspects such as soil types, scavengers present, and insect activity must be taken into account.
Therefore, each facility has the opportunity to cater to a specific research focus based on its
location.

All facilities attempt to maintain as natural a setting as possible within their respective
outdoor sites. All require some maintenance, although the amount depends mostly on the
topography, with those in more forested areas requiring the most.

With such sensitive research material in their possession, facility directors consider
security a top priority. Most facilities are situated in “hard to find” locations, this being their
first line of defense. All have some form of fencing or gating as well as restricted access, with
some facilities adding additional precautionary devices such as alert e-mails, motion detecting
cameras, and swipe cards. Police patrol certain facilities as well. Overall, few security breaches
have occurred at the outdoor facilities, regardless of the extent in which security measures are

enacted.

Personnel

In addition to the actual open-air decomposition sites, departments must have resources
to process the remains after they have decomposed, as well as space to store the skeletal material.
Although the basic requirements are the same, schools differ in the specific equipment they
possess. The number of faculty, staff, and volunteers is associated with the size of the
corresponding facility and its associated amenities. Most facilities require or strongly suggest
certain immunizations before volunteering to work with human remains, in addition to

participation in training classes such as bloodborne and airborne pathogens and laboratory safety
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and protocols. TSU’s FARF accepts volunteers from outside the university; however, the others
accept only their universities’ students, although they may come from a number of different

departments (e.g., UT’s ARF, SHSU’s STAES).

Donation Protocol

The means in which human donor programs are managed are generally consistent,
although the annual number of donations received per facility varies. There appears to be an
association between facility acreage and the number of donors received per year. This
relationship may be attributed to the larger facilities having space for more bodies. The public’s
familiarity with facilities may also contribute to the difference. The ARF at UT consistently
receives the most donations per year, with the two smaller facilities, WCU (FOREST) and SIU
(CFAR), receiving the least (FIRS, in Colorado was excluded from this category due to its recent
inception). Most directors expressed that their donation forms are based on the ARF’s, and
request the same information of their donors. The majority of programs have similar donation
requirements, with few taking individuals with communicable diseases. Some facilities also have
weight restrictions. Many facilities provide transportation within a certain distance and pickups
are generally carried out by volunteers. Placement of the donation at each facility varies based
primarily on scavenger prevalence. Whether donations are clothed depends largely on what the
research necessitates, with most being placed naked, or nearly naked, in order to better view
decompositional rates. All facilities process the remains when decomposition is complete and

incorporate the individuals into a teaching and research collection.

73



Facility Usage

A primary research focus of all facilities is to track baseline data to determine the number
of accumulated degree days (ADDs) needed for a human body to undergo all the stages of
decomposition. A number of facilities only allow human subjects to be placed within the fenced
portions, while others allow both human and animal. In addition to serving students and faculty
at the host university, most facilities welcome outside researchers as well, though the smaller
facilities (i.e., WCU, SIU) receive fewer requests than the larger, more established ones (i.e., UT
and TSU).

The forensic community benefits from human decomposition facilities not only through
the research conducted, but also from the variety of short courses that are offered. Most facilities
provide law enforcement and/or canine training classes, as well as other courses for teachers and
younger students. Public outreach is a priority for some facilities, while others prefer to keep a
more reserved appearance. Tours of the outdoor facilities are mostly prohibited to the general
population; however, tours of the indoor labs may be given, where human remains are not on
display.

The size of the skeletal collections associated with each facility is, of course, directly
related to the number of donations received per year. Also, the larger facilities tend to have more
variety in the demographic composition of their collection. Only slight differences exist among
facilities in the types of container used to store remains and the method for identifying curated

skeletons.
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Future Plans

Plans (or hopes) for the future include expansion for several of the smaller facilities either
in physical space (land) or in the number of donations or requests for research received. The
newer facilities plan to continue collecting climatic data, as well as directing research on more
specific topics. All human decomposition facility directors hope to continue to collaborate with

one another in the future.
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PART 3: SURVEY DATA

Chapter 10
Perceptions of Professionals

According to their website, “the American Academy of Forensic Sciences [AAFS] is a
multi-disciplinary professional organization that provides leadership to advance science and its
application to the legal system” (American Academy of Forensic Sciences Membership
Overview, 2013). As of writing this thesis, the Academy consisted of 6,389 members, divided
into eleven sections: Criminalistics, Digital and Multimedia Sciences, Engineering Sciences,
General, Jurisprudence, Odontology, Pathology/Biology, Physical Anthropology, Psychiatry and
Behavioral Science, Questioned Documents, and Toxicology. Members include attorneys,
chemists, criminalists, dentists, digital evidence experts, document examiners, educators,
engineers, physical anthropologists, physicians, physicists, psychiatrists, toxicologists, and
others. A survey was disseminated to all eleven sections in hopes of receiving a diverse
representation of a worldwide forensic community (see Appendices 3-5 for the survey
questions). So that the maximum number of surveys could be obtained, the option to skip any
question on the survey was present. Eight hundred and one surveys were returned to this
researcher, and through the use of a random sample generator, 200 respondent’s surveys were
selected for reporting in this thesis. As made evident by Figures 18 and 19, the percentage of
responses received per section closely matches the percentage of members per section, with the
exception of the Physical Anthropology section which has over two times the percentage of
responses versus members. This difference is most likely due to the Physical Anthropologists

vested interest in the topic at hand.
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Figure 18: AAFS membership grouped by section
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Figure 19: Survey respondents grouped by section
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Additionally, in Question nine (Figure 20) although not used for the reported calculations, |
asked respondents (n=197) to check the box indicating the number of years spent in their current
career. Data are reported in the order of the questions on the survey. Questions in which the total

number differs from 200 are those that were skipped by respondents.
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Figure 20: AAFS respondents grouped by years spent in current career

Question 1

Q1 requested a two part answer from the respondent: first, to check a box indicating how
familiar one was with human decomposition facilities and, secondly, to give as many examples
as possible of specific locations. The majority of respondents (60.1%; n=119) were “somewhat
familiar” with human decomposition facilities (See Figure 21), 26.77% (n=53) were “not at all

familiar,” and 13.13% (n=26) were “very familiar.”
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Figure 21: AAFS respondents familiarity with human decomposition facilities

Of the 13.13% that were “very familiar” with the concept, the majority belong to the
Physical Anthropology section (n=15), followed by Criminalistics (n=5), Pathology (n=3), and
General, Odontology, and Jurisprudence (n=1 each). Of these sections, all but Jurisprudence
often deal with human remains; therefore, their familiarity is expected. If respondents had any
familiarity with these facilities, they were asked to give examples of where they are located. Of
the established facilities, Tennessee’s ARF was most commonly given (n=111), followed by
Texas State’s FARF (n=36), Western Carolina’s FOREST (n=23), Sam Houston’s STAFS
(n=20), Mesa’s FIRS (n=14) and Southern Illinois’ CFAR (n=2). The state of Texas was also
given (n=9), as was the general term “Body Farm” (n=12). “A facility” (in addition to the ARF)
located in Tennessee was given twice, and “Other” examples, including internationally located
facilities, animal research facilities and schools and states where this researcher had not heard of

such facility locations, were also given (n=23).
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Question 2:

In Q2, | asked what types of research/work the respondent thought may be conducted at
a decomposition facility. Six boxes supplied examples, with two additional boxes for “None of
the above” and “Other (Please specify)”. Respondents were asked to check all that apply. The
answers given for Q2 were varied (Figure 22), with “Decomposition studies using humans”
listed most frequently (n=181), followed by “Decomposition studies using animals” (n=162),
“Cadaver dog training” (n=147), “Law enforcement training” (n=139), “Mass disaster recovery”
(n=104), “Trauma analysis” (n=102), “Other” (n=21), and “None of the above” (n=0; omitted
from Figure 23). There was no clear pattern divisible by AAFS section. Decomposition studies
using humans and/or animals, trauma analysis, cadaver dog training, law enforcement training,
and mass disaster recovery training are all examples of research and training opportunities
carried out at the six established human decomposition facilities, although not all of these
opportunities are available at every facility at the present time. Respondents that marked “Other”
were asked to specify their additional answers. Entomology was given most frequently, followed
by a variety of other responses including chemical compound analysis, meteorological tracking,
zoology studies, animal scavenging patterns, odor analysis, isotope and DNA studies, scene
mapping (GIS/GPS), archaeological excavations and GPR, botanical studies, soil analysis,
toxicological studies, and microbial analysis. Some expressed PMI studies and other similar
answers, of which this researcher considered to be a part of “decomposition studies using

humans.”
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Figure 22: AAFS respondents on research/work availabilities at human
decomposition facilities

Question 3:

In Q3, I asked if respondents believe decomposition facilities are beneficial to the
forensic community, or if such research can be conducted in an indoor laboratory instead. The
answers for Q3 were open-ended. To better understand these answers, this researcher read
through the answers and divided them into four categories: Yes (outdoor labs are beneficial and
necessary), No (they are not beneficial or can be replaced with indoor labs), Somewhat
(responses were a combination of Yes and No), and Don’t Know (the respondent did not feel
comfortable or qualified to answer the question). Of the 193 responses received for Q3, 175
(90.7%) believe that human decompositional facilities are beneficial to the forensic community

and that the information obtained from their use is invaluable and unable to be replicated within
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an indoor lab setting (Figure 23). Eight (4.1%) responses indicated that these facilities were
somewhat beneficial, while 10 (5.2%) were unsure. There were no responses stating that human
decay facilities were not beneficial, or that standalone research conducted in an indoor laboratory

was sufficient.

5.2% Don't know
[l Somewhat

W Yes

90.7%

Figure 23: AAFS responses on whether or not outdoor human decomposition
facilities are beneficial to the forensic community
Of those that explained why they think outdoor facilities are necessary, the most

prevalent answer gave some indication that a natural, or real life, setting cannot be achieved
solely through indoor research (n=93). Different climates, environments, body locations (i.e. car,
submerged in water), animal scavenging and insect activity were all given as variables that are
monitored and studied at outdoor facilities that cannot be replicated indoors. One respondent also
mentioned the opportunity for “accidental” research that most likely would only result in an

outdoor setting. The second most common reason given for the necessity for outdoor human
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decay facilities was the availability of training opportunities (n=19). Descriptions of the benefits
that law enforcement, students, and scientists may garner from hands-on experience were
plentiful. The third answer most commonly received was that the availability in space that an
outdoor facility provides versus an indoor one (n=3) allows more research opportunities.

Although the need for an outdoor decomposition facility was commonly voiced, many
respondents believe that the research conducted outdoors should be used to complement research
carried out indoors, deeming both necessary. One respondent explained that research may best be
completed in an indoor laboratory first (when possible) in order to indicate proof of concept,
saving valuable field resources and the researcher’s time for what may prove to be a poorly
constructed experiment. Once the research has proven sound, an outdoor scenario may then be
enacted.

Those individuals who find outdoor facilities only somewhat beneficial tend to take issue
with the science they provide, or do not provide. Some question the utility of taphonomic
research in general, explaining that, because there are so many variables known to effect
postmortem remains, the possibility of getting a true grasp on decomposition rates and scenarios
may be impossible due to the impracticality of having such a facility in every climatic area.
Another respondent voiced the same concern in a different way, stating that, although nothing
can replace a real-life setting, because of the myriad of variables affecting decomposition, the
facilities in place now are too specific to a certain location and climate, and are therefore not
helpful for an overall assessment of decomposition.

Another respondent voiced concern that, in the future, there is only a limited amount of
“truly beneficial” research to be done within an outdoor facility without replicating the same

thing “over and over.” Finally, another response that deems discussion first mentions that the
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research that comes from outdoor human decomposition facilities is essential to the forensic
community, but that such research will only prove useful if eventually it is published. The
respondent specifically mentions the ARF in Tennessee and voices concern that there should be
many more publications from a facility that has been established for over 30 years, and that has
had thousands of donations in that time.

Although these responses show that some may find outdoor taphonomic research of
lesser utility than other types of research, the fact still stands that, of the responses in this sample,
none stated that indoor lab research could or should replace the information gleaned in an
outdoor setting. The majority of these responses find little fault with outdoor human
decompositions specifically, but rather, question the reliability and reproducibility of taphonomic

research in general.

Question 4

In Q4, | asked survey participants if they believe human subjects are necessary for
decompositional studies, or if they believe animal replacements (i.e. pigs) are sufficient. Answers
were open-ended, and once read, the researcher categorized each into one of the following
categories: Human, Animal, Both, Don’t Know and Other. Of the 192 answers, 65.1% (n=125)
believe that human decompositional studies require the use of human subjects, 3.65% (n=7)
believe only animals should be used, 22.92% (n=44) see the benefit in using both humans and
animals for various reasons, 5.73% (n=11) did not know, and 2.6% (n=5) gave a response that

could not be easily categorized within the graph (Figure 24).
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Figure 24: AAFS responses indicating whether human subjects
are needed, or whether animal replacements are sufficient for
decomposition studies
The overwhelming response for why human subjects are necessary for human
decompositional studies is similar to the response for Q3 regarding outdoor versus indoor
studies: research setting and subjects need to be as similar as possible to the real-life situations.
Therefore, if one is trying to show how a human body will decompose during the summer
months, laying supine on the ground surface in a wooded area, that exact situation should be
used for the experiment. Although pigs may be used as a replacement if necessary, if a human
subject is available, it should be used; there is always the potential for differences in the
composition of decay and the types of animals and insects that are attracted to different species.
According to the majority of Q4 respondents, although pigs are anatomically similar to humans,
they are not humans, and should only be used as a last resort.
For those who suggested that both animals and humans could be used, many did not give

a specific reason why, but rather simply stated that both were ideal. Some respondents said that
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pigs are suitable replacements for most studies, and should be used frequently, with humans
subjects being used sparingly. One respondent believed animals should be used first and, once
the research has proven its validity, a human subject may then be used in a secondary study.
Finally, a number of respondents explained that human donations may be in short supply and, as
a result, animal replacements should be used more often.

For those who believed animal replacements were best, there were two common answers.
The first answer was that animal replacements are necessary, but only when the research requires
a large number of subjects which a facility may not be able to obtain at once. The other, more
prevalent answer, was that animal replacements should be used so as to not run into opposition
from the community. One respondent noted religious segments of the population that do not
approve of the use of humans as research subjects and pointed out that, eventually, researchers
may have no choice but to use animal replacements. Finally, one response that was categorized
as “other” stated that the respondent was undecided at this time, but felt that more human versus
pig research should be a necessity in the future.

Overall, the majority of those who answered Q4 believe that humans are always
preferable when conducting research that is supposed to be indicative of human decomposition,
although they also recognized that obtainment of human subjects is not always possible. When
human subjects are not able to be acquired, pigs, preferably adult sized, may be used as a
replacement, although results may need to be qualified due to differences in size, physiology, or

other factors affecting decomposition between species.
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Question 5

Question 5 required an open-ended response. | asked survey takers where the next human
decomposition facility should be established. Answers were combined into four categories:
Climate (answers that involved establishing a facility in various climates and environments); No
need (for answers that stated another facility was not necessary); Don’t know (for those who did
not feel qualified to answer); and Other (compiled of answers that did not fit the other categories)

(Figure 25).

5.5% Climate
Don't know
B No need

Il Other

23.2%
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Figure 25: AAFS respondents on where the next facility should
be established, with answers broken down into categories

Of the181 responses used, the majority (66.3%, n=120) included some reference to the
need for establishment in a unique climate or environment. Because of the nature of the question,
survey participants were able to list as many answers as they saw fit. Some provided specific
regions where they would like to see a facility established: North (6); Northeast (1); Northwest
(4); Southwest (3); West (2); Midwest (3); and the West Coast (3). Some gave a specific state,
with Florida being the most popular (3) and Virginia getting one vote (because the respondent
lives in the state and would like a nearby facility). An urban area was suggested (3), as was a
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rural one (1). Other respondents suggested an international location (7). Some respondents would
ideally like to see an outdoor human decay facility in every state (5), and others gave the broad
location of “everywhere” (3). Different climatic types were also listed including a cold/frozen
location (9), a dry/desert location (12), somewhere with high altitude (3), and finally, water
regions such as a swamp, a coastline, and an “underwater” area were each suggested once.

Nearly five percent (4.97%, n=9) of respondents do not see the need to establish another
facility in the future. Of those individuals, 33.33% (n=3) felt that coordination and cooperation
between the already established facilities needs to take place before any others open. Another
33.33% felt that enough regions were covered or that they already had a facility in their area and
did not see the need for another. The other 33.33% of respondents did not give a specific reason
for their answer.

Over five percent (5.52%, n=10) gave answers that were placed within the “Other”
category and included the following: the internet, an isolated area, wherever needed, at a medical
university (2) or morgue, Texas, a university with an established forensic center, and not in my
backyard (NIMBY). One respondent stated that several facilities should open across the country
so that traveling to them is easier. The final 23.2% (n=42) of answers were placed into the
“Don’t know” category.

All answers to question five were then grouped according to AAFS section. Figure 26
shows that, for the most point, all sections agree that the next facility should be in a different

climate, environment, or setting from those that are already established.
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Figure 26: AAFS respondents, by section, on where the next facility should be
established, with answers broken down into categories

Question 6

Similar to Q1, in Q6 I assessed awareness within the forensic science community of
human decomposition facilities, asking respondents where they thought the first decomposition
facility was established, by whom, and in approximately what year. The open-ended answers
were read and grouped as follows: Yes (if the respondent gave some version of UT/ARF/TN’s
Body Farm; Bass; and 1980 +/- 2 years); Partial (if the respondent answered at least one portion
of the question correctly); and No (if no part was answered correctly). One hundred eighty
responses were tabulated, indicating that 30% (n=54) answered the question completely correct,

35% (n=63) gave a partially correct answer, and the final 35% (n=63) were incorrect (Figure 27).
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Figure 27: Graph showing if AAFS respondents were able
to correctly identify where, when and by whom the first human
decomposition facility was established

Question 7

In Q7, 1 asked respondents what they believed to be the future of the decomposition
facility. One hundred sixty-four responses were obtained and categorized into the following
groups: Expand (for those answers that described additional facilities opening); Continue
(answers that mentioned continuing research and facility use in the future, but did not specify
any new facilities opening); Problems (answers that described potential issues that human
decomposition facilities may face in the future, in addition to answers that stated the possibility
of facility closures); Don’t know (for those respondents that did not feel qualified to answer);

and Other (answers that did not specifically answer the question) (Figure 28).
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Figure 28: AAFS respondents answers on what the future of the human
decomposition facility is, broken down into categories

Of the responses received, 18.29% (n=30) hope and/or believe that the future of the
human decomposition facility includes expansion. These respondents often voiced the opinion
that the research obtained from such facilities is vital to the forensic community and expansion in
additional locations (i.e. different climates) will continue to prove beneficial. Many respondents,
(40.85%, n=67) believe that outdoor decay facilities, or at least those already established, will
remain open and relevant. Another 10.37% (n=17) foresee future problems for decomposition
facilities, with many citing government/legal obstacles, lack of funding, or negative public
opinion as possible complications. One respondent questioned the scientific validity of such
facilities, and another believed that “market saturation” would eventually be met and new
facilities would no longer be established. Finally, 27.44% (n=45) were unsure of the decay
facility’s future and 3.05% (n=5) gave other answers.

When broken down by section, Physical Anthropology had the largest percentage that

hoped and expected expansion (40.7% n=11), with none of the other sections having a similar
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percentage (Figure 29). With regard to continuation, many sections had higher percentages in
comparison to their expansion percentage: 43.75% (n=28) from Criminalistics believe that
human decomposition facilities should continue on in the future, as well as 37.04% (n=10) of
Physical Anthropologists, 41.67% (n=10) from the General section, and 36.36% (n=10) of
Pathology/Biology. Members of each of these sections have the potential to work with human

remains; thus respondents may have been more likely to answer the question.
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Figure 29: AAFS respondents answers, divided by section, on what the
future of the human decomposition facility is, broken down into categories

Questions 8, 9, 10

Questions 8 and 9 (requesting section information and years of experience, respectively)
were posed so as to better group answers for reporting. Q10 was used to link to an additional

survey for those in the Physical Anthropology section which will be covered in the next Chapter.
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Chapter 11
Perceptions of Physical Anthropologists

This survey was comprised of four open-ended questions that were posed to gauge beliefs
about the uses of human decomposition facilities from individuals in the Physical Anthropology
section. This group, largely comprised of academics or students who may conduct decomposition
research, have the most to benefit from such facilities. Fifty-nine surveys were received and,
using a random sample generator, 50 were selected for reporting in this thesis. Participants who

chose to skip a question were removed from the sample for that particular question only.

Question 1
In the first question, | asked if the respondent’s university did not have a facility, did he
or she think the university should, and to explain his or her answer. Forty-nine answers were

received and were divided into five categories (Figure 30): Yes (for participants who would like

Already have
In process

I No

[l Other

W Yes

4.1%

Figure 30: Physical Anthropologists responses on whether or
not their university should have a human decomposition facility
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to have one, but do not); No (for those with no interest in a facility at their university); and Other
(for answers that did not fit into the abovementioned categories).

Of the surveys received, the more frequent responses fell into the “Yes” and “No”
categories. Nearly one-third of the respondents (32.65%, n=16) would like to have a human
decomposition facility at their university. Furthermore, many also stated that, not only they
personally, but also the school itself, would also benefit from such an addition. Respondents
gave various explanations for why they believe their university should have one. Most
participants who answered “Yes” explained that, because their university is in a location with an
environment unique to where facilities are already established, the addition of one in their region
would produce beneficial decomposition research and better enable them to assist local law
enforcement. The second most common answer described the many teaching and training
opportunities that having such a facility would allow.

An equal number, 32.65% (n=16), responded “No,” that they do not believe their
university needs a human decomposition facility. The most common reasons why included not
enough space/land, no upper level students that would benefit from the research opportunities,
the costs and legal hassles of starting a facility, and departments that specialized in areas other
than taphonomic research. One respondent said the addition of a facility would not be beneficial
because there have been many animal decomposition studies done in the area, and using a human
facility would garner very few original results. Another said current facilities first need to
collaborate before others are established.

The remaining answers were comprised of 20.41% (n=10) “Already have”, 4.08% (n=2)
“In process” and 10.2% (n=5) “Other.” “Already have” and “In process” were chosen to be

separate groups because, as has already been noted, even with plans to establish a human
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decomposition facility, a number of factors are involved, resulting in complications that may

stop the process before inception.

Question 2

Q2 was similar to Q1, but I asked specifically why the participants’ universities did not
have an outdoor human decay facility. Those with already established facilities are separated into
one group, with the other answers categorized by similarities. Forty-seven responses were
received, eight of which (17.02%) came from individuals who work in universities that already

have this type of facility. Other responses were varied and are provided below (Figure 31).
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Figure 31: Per Physical Anthropologists, reasons why their university
does not have a human decomposition facility, broken down into categories

A number of regions, especially internationally, do not allow for human decomposition
research; therefore, respondents are unable to have a facility (these responses were categorized

under “Laws”). Some respondents said either their university, their department, or they,
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themselves, had no interest in taking on such an endeavor (categorized under “No interest”).
Others felt the number of such facilities has already peaked, negating the necessity of additional
facilities (“No more facilities needed”). Lastly, lack of space, including physical land area and
department size, was a factor for some respondents (“Space”), while support from administration

and the community (or lack thereof) was an issue for a number of others (“Support”).

Question 3

In Q3, | asked respondents to describe any amenities located at their university, other
than a human decomposition facility, where decomposition research may take place. Forty-nine
answers were received and are divided into (Figure 32): “Already have” (a human decomposition

facility), “Yes”, “No,” and “Other.”

Already have
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Il Other
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Figure 32: Physical Anthropologist’s responses on whether or not their
university has other amenities where decomposition research may take place
Most respondents (32.65%, n=23) did not have any area or space where taphonomic
research could be carried out. Those who did (32.65%, n=16) described both indoor (n=7) and

outdoor areas (n=10) available, with one school having both available for decay studies. The
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outdoor areas were usually university-owned lands, and were shared with other departments (i.e.
agriculture, entomology). Other responses included a rooftop area used by one respondent’s
university, a decomposition facility that uses rabbits and pigs for research (TRACES), and a law
enforcement training center. One participant was advised of land made available to the university
specifically for decomposition research; however, the land is located 90 miles from the
university, and uses dog subjects donated by the veterinary school as well as rats and other
“animal tissues.” The remaining responses include “Already have” with 16.33% (n=8) and

“Other” with 4.08% (n=2).

Question 4

The final question I posed to the Physical Anthropology section asked the respondent if
students from his/her university had ever traveled to another university that has a human
decomposition facility in order to conduct research. Forty-eight answers were received and are

grouped into “Yes,” “No,” “Already have” a facility, and “Other” (Figure 33).
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Figure 33: Physical Anthropologist’s responses on whether or not any of
their students have traveled to a facility-affiliated university for research
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Most of the respondents (60.42%, n=29) said they are unaware of any students from their
university traveling to a university-affiliated facility in order to do research. Those that
responded “Yes” (25%, n=12) most often described student’s travelling to the FAC at UT to use
the Bass Donated collection, rather than to the ARF. Others mentioned TSU’s FARF. Some
respondents did not specify a location, but rather described the type of research (i.e. general
taphonomic, scavenging patterns) conducted by students. Two answers (4.17%) fall into the
“Other” category, but are worth noting. One respondent stated that a student did not actually
travel to one of these facilities, but was accessing prior research from them, and collaborating
with representatives, to conduct his own research. The second respondent was not aware of a
student visiting for research, but knew of multiple local police officers who traveled to the FAC

at UT for training.
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Chapter 12
Perceptions of Students

The final survey administered for this research was disseminated to university students at
LSU, as well as to schools that have an established facility. This survey was distributed to
determine whether or not having a human decomposition facility at one’s university affects the
understanding of such facilities amongst students. At LSU, the survey was distributed to
introductory anthropology and women and gender studies classes. Of the schools with facilities,
responses were received from Texas State University, Sam Houston University and Southern
Illinois University, from students in introductory anthropology classes. Facility-affiliated schools
were grouped into one category (n=32), and the LSU students into another (n=55). A random
sample was generated for each, resulting in 30 respondents for each category.

In order to ascertain if the two groups were similar in nature, questions, including age
range, major or concentration, and year in school, were asked of respondents (Q6, 7, and 8). The
ages and year in school for LSU students were typically lower than that of the facility-affiliated
universities. The distribution of majors and concentrations was more similar between the two
groups. One aspect to note is that while some respondents marked “Other” to identify
themselves as Anthropology (LSU, TSU, SIU) or Criminal Justice (SHSU) majors, others with
these majors may have categorized themselves within the choices listed (i.e., social sciences or
humanities). Additionally, for the schools that have a facility, the “Other” category, and hence
“Anthropology” or “Criminal Justice,” was chosen 23% more. This finding may be attributed to

students choosing a school based on the availability of such a facility. (Figures 34-39).
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Figure 37: Facility-affiliated student’s year in school
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Figure 39: Facility-affiliated respondents, sectioned by major
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Question 1

The first question on this survey was the same as the AAFS survey, in that | asked
respondents their familiarity with human decomposition facilities, with the exception of the
answer groupings: Yes, No, and Maybe. All participants from each division answered this
question and results were tabulated (Figures 40 and 41).
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Figure 40: LSU respondents familiarity with decomposition facilities

37%
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Figure 41: Facility-affiliated respondents familiarity with
decomposition facilities
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As these bar graphs show, many more students that attend a facility-affiliated university
are aware of what a human decomposition facility is, as compared to their counterparts at LSU.
However, the fact that a greater proportion of facility-affiliated respondents are upperclassmen,
compared to the primarily freshmen and sophomore LSU respondents also likely impacted these
results. Upperclassmen might have been exposed to more anthropology classes and, thus, have

had more opportunities to hear about human decomposition facilities.

Question 2

This question was a follow up to Q1, and | asked if students were aware of a facility, to
give an example of one’s location, listing as many as possible. All but four LSU students skipped
this question (86.67%, n=26), with two of the remaining students giving incorrect answers
(6.67%, n=2) and the other two giving correct ones (6.67%, n=2). Of the correct answers, one
student listed “The University of Tennessee” and the other listed “Tennessee’s Body Farm™ in
addition to mentioning they had heard of possible new facilities being established in Texas and
Arizona.

The students who attended SIU, TSU and SHSU were better able to list examples, with
50% (n=15) correctly identifying at least one facility, and 50% (n=15) skipping the question. No
student who attempted the question answered incorrectly. The entire facility-affiliated group was
then broken down into three groups based on university attended.

Two of the respondents were from SIU and, although one answered that he or she was
“maybe” aware of what a decomposition facility is, both of these students skipped Q2. Eleven of
the 23 (47.83%) TSU students were able to name at least one facility. TSU’s own FARF was

listed most commonly (10 times), with the UT’s facility listed 3 times, followed by SHSU’s
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twice. One student that mentioned both UT and TSU wrote that he/she had heard the Texas
facility was located under the football stadium, which is a rumor that is usually associated with
Tennessee’s facility. Lastly, out of the 30 total facility-affiliated respondents, five attended
SHSU. Of those five, four were able to name at least one facility. All four listed their own

facility, and UT and TSU were each mentioned once.

Question 3

In Q3, | asked students to choose what types of research/work they believe are carried out
at a decomposition facility. The same choices provided to the AAFS respondents were provided
here, with the exception of “None of the above.” LSU students did not select as many answers as

did the other students (Figure 42 and 43). Additionally, six facility-affiliated university students
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Figure 42: Possibilities at human decomposition facilities; per LSU
respondents
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marked all six options (which is correct as each type of research minimally is available at each

facility in the United States). Only three LSU students selected all options.
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Figure 43: Research/work availabilities at human decomposition facilities;
per facility-affiliated respondents

Question 4

Q4 was open-ended and | asked respondents to list three tasks that might be part of a
forensic anthropologist’s job description. Of the LSU respondents that answered the question
(n=27), the most common responses pertained in some way to providing cause of death (n=8),
looking at decomposition and determining time since death, or the PMI (n=10), and trying to
identify remains, or provide a biological profile, be it through age (n=6), sex (n=3), ancestry
(n=2), or indications of their previous lifestyle (n=3). Although there were many other responses,
few were duplicates. Some of these responses pertained to other specializations within
anthropology (e.g., primates, cultural studies, fossils), while others were more indicative of
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criminalistics, or of what is seen on television (e.g., one participant answered “like Bones”™).
These answers also included evidence (n=4) and bodily fluid (n=1) collection and toxicological
processing techniques (n=2).

The most common answers from facility-affiliated students were similar to those given at
LSU: cause of death (n=7), time since death (n=7); and biological profile and identification (n=5)
through age (n=8), sex (n=4), ancestry (n=2), stature (n=2) and lifestyle (n=2). Other common
answers included determining animal versus human bone (n=5), assisting with legal entities (i.e.
testifying, helping medical examiners, law enforcement) (n=6), and trauma analysis (n=8).
Although both groups gave correct answers many times, the facility-affiliated group answered

correctly at a higher rate than the LSU students.

Question 5

In Q5, I listed 13 popular television shows that are often associated with criminalistics,
forensic science, and forensic anthropology. Students were asked to mark all that they watched,
with the option to instead mark “None of the above.” For LSU viewers (n=29), the mean number
of shows watched was 2.93, with a range of 0 — 9. For the other group (n=30), the mean number
of shows watched was 4.2, with a range of 0 — 13. While most of the LSU viewers watched a
moderate number of these shows, there were four facility-affiliated students who watched more
than the maximum LSU student (i.e., 10, 11, or 13 of the 13 shows). One possible reason for this
pattern of viewing is a higher interest in such shows by those who are in Anthropology/Criminal

Justice programs.
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PART 4: CLOSING INFORMATION

Chapter 13
Discussion and Conclusions

We live in a time where technology is ever-present. Many families own at least one TV,
advertisements and television news programs are played on screens on our gas pumps, and
podcasts, news articles, and social networking are all immediately available at our fingertips.
With this technology comes an increase in factual and beneficial knowledge, but also an increase
in biased and factually-unsound information. This influx of misinformation may be the biggest
threat to the future of the human decomposition facility.

The public perception of what decomposition facilities are used for is often vastly
different from their actual use. This misconception is, in part, due to the misinformation relayed
by the media, and found in popular books and television shows. The inaccurate information
contributes to what is known as the “CSlI effect”, loosely defined as the belief that crimes are
solved in a matter of days using high-tech equipment by professionals that are knowledgeable in
all things forensic (National Institute of Justice, 2013). As a result of these misrepresentations,
facility representatives (both professional and students) questioned during interviews about their
television viewing habits, often voiced discontent with popular shows such as CSI, Bones, and
NCIS. The major fault found in these programs was the lack of valid scientific practices, or at
best, an exaggeration of those used. When asked if such shows were watched, two facility
representatives stated that occasionally they would, in order to keep up with current mainstream
misconceptions in order to better prepare to refute them. Others shared that they did not because

they rarely watched TV. Finally, the occasional person admitted to catching an episode once and
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awhile, but only because they enjoyed the plot lines or an actor present in the show, never
because of the validity of science displayed.

A direct link between televisions shows watched and informational bias could not be
established based on the information obtained from the surveys distributed to university students.
Both LSU students, and those affiliated with a university with a facility, enjoy watching shows
such as Bones and CSI; however, the data suggest there may be a difference in how students
perceive the reality of these shows. When asked to list three tasks that may be part of a forensic
anthropologist’s job description (Q4), students who attend LSU, more often than those who
attend a university with a facility, gave answers consistent with what is seen on the television
shows (e.g., evidence collection, talking to suspects, etc.). The fact that the facility-affiliated
university students also watch these shows, but did not give similar answers, suggests that these
students have a more realistic understanding of what forensic scientists (or forensic
anthropologists) do. Whether or not this understanding is due to their attending a university with
a facility that specializes in decomposition research, or to their slightly older and more
experienced status as upper classmen (who have taken more topically-related coursework)
cannot be determined at this time. Similar informational biases were also described by facility
representatives during their interviews; several individuals stated that friends, family, or
acquaintances, when first learning of their role at a human decay facility, assumed that they are
like Bones, or had a gruesome idea of what takes place at these facilities. This finding begs the
question of what other inaccurate perceptions may be held by the public. If a university student,
possibly even one that is majoring in Anthropology, does not have the accurate information
about what decomposition facilities are, the probability that the general public would be correctly

informed is even more remote.
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The popular phrase “Not In My Backyard” (NIMBY) has been used by forensic
anthropologists to describe the negative reaction of community members and the general
populace when the idea of a new human decomposition facility arises. This reaction can possibly
be attributed to misconceptions about what takes place at these outdoor facilities, where the
donations are obtained, and how such a site will affect community health and property values. In
fact, the histories of the current facilities demonstrate that when a university is able to inform the
public through factual correspondence, NIMBY problems tend to dissipate. When questioned
about their community’s perceptions about their respective facilities, most representatives
believe that community members are supportive and, possibly even more surprisingly, even more
aware of the facilities than university students not directly associated with the facility. In fact,
according to representatives interviewed at the STAFS, FOREST, and CFAR, the university-
wide student body generally appears to be unaware of the presence of these facilities on (or
associated with) their respective universities, despite the publicity these facilities have received.

The exceptions to the lack of awareness is, of course, the UT ARF, but also TSU.
Steadman believes that the majority of the student population at UT is aware of the facility due
to the media attention and notoriety that the ARF receives (Steadman, personal communication,
October 14, 2013). Additionally, many young people are now taking forensic-related classes,
mostly in high school, but the FAC also has had students as young as elementary school-aged
visit. Steadman believes this early introduction to forensics as a whole makes the students more
aware. Similarly, at TSU, Wescott believes that, although the community is more aware of the
FAREF, the student populace as a whole is mostly aware also. Both UT and TSU have been the
focus of multiple documentaries, articles, and publications. Furthermore, they represent two of

the three older and larger facilities and are, thereby, considered as having a “rock star” status
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(Wescott, personal communication, August 23, 2013). As mentioned by both Steadman and
Bass, UT is known first for its football team, and second, by its body farm (personal
communication, October 14, 2013).

With regard to public relations, facility representatives do their best to reverse common
misconceptions. Bytheway described how individuals from the general populace tend to have a
very gruesome view of what takes place at the facility, and are “almost afraid.” However, once
she explains to them or, in some cases, shows them what takes place at the facility, they realize
the scientific nature of the facility and are more accepting. She also explains how a number of
students have signed up for classes held at the facility because of an expressed interest after
seeing popular television shows depicting “forensics,” only to realize the true nature of the
facility is nothing like what they have seen portrayed (personal communication, August 22,
2013).

Interviews with local, regional, or national media also help portray these facilities in a
more positive, and factual, light. UT’s ARF most likely receives the most interview requests,
with numerous calls received every day (Steadman, personal communication, October, 14,
2013), although these requests are not always granted. Due to representatives ultimately having
little control over how their words will be portrayed, interviews occasionally may prove
detrimental, rather than beneficial, to a facility’s reputation. Bytheway described a call she
received with a journalist inquiring about “zombie decomposition” and, in the case of a zombie
apocalypse, questioned how long would zombies be able to walk around while decomposing.
Most questions Bytheway fields are more mundane though, with the STAFS facility being
featured on television or in a “large” newspaper once or twice a year and, in more local print,

every couple of months (personal communication, August 22, 2013). SIU’s CFAR director also
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fields questions and calls, usually a couple per month (Dabbs, personal communication, July 23,
2013). In addition to interviews, public lectures, presentations, and publications can also help to
disseminate positive and factual information to the community.

Nonetheless, even with damage control, some facilities may never reach their inception,
partly due to the media, as well as to other circumstances. In the course of researching the
current facilities, information was found on three other facilities, two of which failed to get
started, the third of which was closed down. The first of these facilities is the Tennessee
Cadaver Research Institute (TCRI), proposed by Dr. BJ Ellington, a professor of nursing, and
Mr. Arthur Bohannon, a forensic consultant. The focus of research at the TCRI was to be on the
environmental impact of decomposition rather than on the decomposition process per se. The
location of the TCRI was Jefferson, Tennessee, and Ellington and Bohannon explored both
options of having the facility set up as a private institution or, perhaps, associated with a
nearbyCarson-Newman University. However, despite extensive planning, the TCRI has, thus
far, been unable to garner the necessary funding to get started or to overcome strong community
resistance, some of which was the result of media and social networking interference.

A second example of a decomposition facility that was unsuccessful in starting is one
associated with the Institute for Criminological and Forensic Sciences at California University of
Pennsylvania (CALU), located in California, Pennsylvania. Dr. Joan Bytheway (currently the
director of SHSU STAFS) previously was on the faculty at CALU and was involved in the
attempt to start the facility. However, the facility has not come to fruition and no information is
available on the current website. An email sent to the department inquiring about further

progress received the reply that the facility was “unfortunately...not up and running yet”
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(Institute of Criminological and Forensic Sciences representative, personal communication,
August 1, 2013). Additional emails have received no response.

One final facility is one that once existed but has since closed. The facility was associated
with the Department of Anthropology at University of New Mexico, and was located near the
university at Kirtland Air Force Base. However, after September 11, 2001, access to the base
changed drastically and the facility was closed in 2002. Upon more recent correspondence with
Dr. Debra Komar, a faculty member during the facility’s existence (2008), as well as with
another faculty member during the summer of 2013, no human decomposition facility has been
established since. The examples of facilities that have struggled either to open or to remain
opened are a testament to the difficulties faced with this type of research as well as with the
implementation of the facilities in which such research is conducted.

Despite the difficulties with media misrepresentation, community protests, or obtaining
funding, facility representatives and AAFS respondents alike believe there is a need for these
outdoor human decomposition facilities. During interviews, every single person asked voiced the
belief that the number of human decomposition facilities must continue to grow in order to gain a
more complete idea of how taphonomic processes affect human decomposition. Furthermore, the
majority of survey respondents agree; only five percent (4.97%, n=9) indicated that they do not
see the need to establish another facility in the future. As to where new facilities should be
established, suggested locations from interviews mirrored those of survey respondents (see
Figure 26) and ranged from general regional recommendations (e.g., northern, extreme north,
southwest desert, southeast) to specific cities (e.g. Boston ) or states (e.g., Alaska, Arizona, New
Mexico, southern California, southern Florida), Finally, a popular answer was some form of

“anywhere there is not one already” and that which contains diverse ecosystems such as a
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tropical environment, underw.

ater, in acidic soil, or in a sandy based region. At this time, five of

the six established facilities are located within similar regions (Figure 44).
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is necessary if these facilities are to reach their true potential (Appendix 8).

For individuals interested in starting a facility, most of the current directors are willing to

provide information and suggestions to help make the process as painless as possible. For

example, Steadman (UT ARF)

fields calls related to facility startups as much as once every other

month. Although the rate of these may seem insignificant, when one considers how few of these
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facilities exist today, the level of inquiry is quite high. These calls come from the United States
as well as other countries throughout the world. Steadman voices support for these endeavors
and often invites interested parties to come tour the amenities that UT provides. Although she
has only been at UT for two years, Steadman fully grasps the requirements for maintaining a
well functioning and world renowned decomposition facility and often fields questions similar
to: How do we get started? What permissions do we get? Are permits necessary? What do | need
to do to get started? How do we DO this? (Steadman, personal communication, October 14,
2013).

The establishment and maintenance of a human decomposition facility is a long term
commitment that many interested parties may not fully grasp initially. The amount of inquiries
that Steadman receives from individual entities is large, but the actual follow through is slim.
One possible reason for this fact is that schools and organizations may feel they have the support
of their administration and the necessary funding for startup, only later realizing the true
obligation necessary. Rarely does Steadman receive more than one or two calls from any given
person before the inquisition abruptly ends.

Although the popularity and establishment of these facilities has increased since the
ARF’s inception and, although the need for more facilities is evident, the need for collaboration
and correspondence among those already established, as well as between the facilities and the
forensic community, may be more pressing. Surprisingly, when examining data from both
interviews and surveys, it became evident that certain misinformation is not limited to the public,
but is also found amongst forensic professionals, particularly with regard to locations where
facilities may or may not be established (e.g., Wichita, Boston, JPAC and Hawaii, Maine,

Australia, and India, among others). Whether or not these locations have indeed established

115



human decomposition facilities remains unknown to this researcher, despite extensive research
and inquiries.

The task of opening the dialogue about “body farms” should not fall solely on facility
directors and representatives, but on the forensic community as a whole. Researchers who use
and benefit from these facilities could make such utilizations obvious, by including facility
information in proceedings, presentations, and publications. Although the inclusion might seem
obvious, this researcher noted a number of instances from the 2014 AAFS conference where
information relating to the facility used for research, though mentioned in the verbal
presentation, was not included in the abstract Proceedings. Because the Proceedings are
distributed to the entire AAFS community, as well as posted on the organization’s website, the
opportunity to disseminate data about decomposition facilities was missed.

Despite the challenges of establishing and maintaining a human decomposition facility,
the benefits to the students, university, and law enforcement community are many. Aside from
the teaching and research opportunities, such facilities bring invaluable notoriety to the host-
university and department through the workshops, publication of research, and forensic
anthropological assistance provided to law enforcement. For example, several volunteers who
were interviewed admit to having first been attracted to the school because it was the location of
a human decomposition facility. Additionally, student volunteers are able to gain practical
experiences which help place them in graduate programs or in positions within the law
enforcement or medicolegal communities. In fact, a number of students hope to use the
knowledge gained while volunteering to start their own human decomposition facility one day.

Although I began this research with the hope of creating a document to assist with the

startup and continuation of facilities both past and present, my goals were more difficult to
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achieve than first realized. Just as those who try to start a human decay facility may not initially
comprehend the enormity of the task at hand, I, too, did not realize the extent of this project. I set
out expecting to find clear answers and an easily definable end in my research; I now realize
there is so much more to be said. Although the original facility, so popularly called the “Body
Farm,” has been established for over thirty years, extending the concept of the decomposition
facility beyond the original to different settings and environments is still in its infancy.
Additionally, thouch much research has been conducted over the years, PMI is highly variable
and there is still much to learn. With the creation of each new facility, forensic anthropologists
make progress in their efforts to help law enforcement with the task of determining time since
death and, thereby, to bring closure to many families that are the victims of crime. The continued
collaboration between facilities, the creation of new research goals and questions, and the
persistent dissemination of accurate information about these facilities is key to their future.

With the completion of this thesis, my hope is that the information presented within can
be used by the forensic and lay communities to understand the benefit of human decomposition
facilities, including how they are started, the requirements of daily maintenance and operation,
and their uses beyond taphonomic research. To paraphrase an answer provided by an AAFS
survey respondent, “the future is now for these facilities.” If the current trend of newly
established human decomposition facilities continues (e.g. University of Nevada-Reno is
currently in the process of establishment), the continuation of publishable research will help to

keep these facilities running, and relevant, for years to come.
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Ls F:225.678.6792
irb@isu.edu | Isy.edulith

TO: Ginesse Listi
Anthropology
FROM: Robert C. Mathews
Chair, Institutional Review Board
DATE: June 13, 2013
RE: IRB# 3391
TITLE: What is the role of the "Body Farm"?

New Protocol/Modification/Continuation: New Protocol

Review type: Full __ Expedited _X Review date: 6/14/2013
Risk Factor: Minimal __ X Uncertain Greater Than Minimal
Approved X Disapproved

Approval Date: 6/14/2013  Approval Expiration Date: 6/13/2014
Re-review frequency: {annual unless otherwise stated)

Number of subjects approved: _1000

Protocol Matches Scope of Work in Grant proposal: (if applicable)

By: Robert C. Mathews, Chairman

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING -
Continuing approval is CONDITIONAL on:

1. Adherence to the approved protocol, familiarity with, and adherence to the ethical standards of the Belmont Report,
and LSU's Assurance of Compliance with DHHS regulations for the protection of human subjects*

2. Prior approval of a change in protocol, including revision of the consent documents or an increase in the number of
subjects over that approved.

3. Obtaining renewed approvai (or submittal of a terrmination report), prior to the approval expiration date, upon request
by the IRB office {irrespective of when the project actually begins); notification of project termination.

4. Retention of documentation of informed consent and study records for at least 3 years after the study ends.

5. Continuing attention to the physical and psychological well-being and informed consent of the individual participants,
including notification of new information that might affect consent.

6. A prompt report to the IRB of any adverse event affecting a participant potentially arising from the study.

7. Notification of the IRB of a serious compliance failure.

8. SPECIAL NOTE:

*All investigators and support staff have access to copies of the Belmont Report, LSU's Asstrance with DHHS, DHHS

(45 CFR 46) and FDA regulations governing use of human subjects, and other relevant documents in print in this office

or on our World Wide Web site at hilp.//iwww.Isu.edu/irb
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Application for Approval of Projects Which Use Human Subjects

This application is used for projects/studies that cannot be reviewed through the exemption process. l su

~  Applicant, Please fill out the application in its entirety and include two copies of the competed

application as well as parts A-E, listed below, Once the application is completed, please submit to the i
IRB Office for review and please aliow ampte time for the application to be reviewed. Expedited B“gu{;"ngeﬁ’ iew Bcehar.d
reviews usually takes 2 weeks. Carefully completed applications should be submitted 3 weeks before r- 01 §1 Daavtldeé/:r)s);d HE:II
a meeting to ensure a prompt decision, Baton Rouge, LA 70803
P:225.578.8692
F:225.578.5983
irb@lsu.edu
Isu.edu/irb

- A Complete Application includes All of the Following:
{A) Two coples of this completed form and two copies of part B thru F.
(B) A brief project description (adequate to evaluate risks to subjects and to explain your responses to Parts 1&2)

(€} Copies of all instruments to be used.
*If this proposal is part of a grant proposal, include a copy of the proposal and all recruitment materal.

{D) The consent farm that you will use in the study (see part 3 for more information.)
(E) Certificate of Completion of Human Subjects Protection Training for all personnel involved In the project, including students who are
involved with testing or handling data, uniess already on file with the IR, Training link: (http://phrp.nihtraining.com/users/login.php)

(F) IRB Security of Data Agreement: {(http//research.lsu.eduffiles/item26774 pdf)

1) Principal Investigator*:IGinesse Listi I Rank

*Pl must be an LSU Faculty Member

Dept: ANTH Ph: 225-281-6929 E-mail: lglistﬂ @lsuedu l

2) Co Investigator(s): please include department, rank, phone and e-mail for each
Nicole Kiein; ANTH; MA in progress; nklein3@lsu.edu 5 86S-zsu-eL27

3) Project Title: What is the role of the "Body Farm"?

4) Proposal Start Date: |6-19-2013 5) Proposed Duration Months:

6) Number of Subjects Requested: 7) LSU Proposal #: r J
ERgLaNE
8) Funding Sought From: lWest Eund ] g hma Ef: ;U$
<u;ﬁ&g$
ASSURANCE OF PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR named above B gg oo 3 g
| accept personal responsibility for the conduct of this study {including ensuring compliance of co- o 28 ¢ o oy <
investigators/co-workers) in accordance with the documents submitted herewith and the following vNoaLe ?‘? ; ?:
guidelines for human subject protection: The Belmont Report, LSU's Assurance (FWA00003892) with s-wo®e % ®
OHRP and 45 CFR 46 {available from httpy/www.lsu.edufirb). | also understand that copies of all consent NEQC Dy
forms must be maintained at LSU for three years after the completion of the project. If  leave LSU g @ SJ g =
before that time, the consent forms should be preserved in the Departmental Office. B g: 3 8 @
g m o FaQ
Signature of PI /&VKXM W Date S/,B /}3 M-y
7 7 B,
ASSURANCE OF STUDENT/PROJECT COORDINATOR named above. If multiple Co-Investigators, please §
create a "signature page" for all Co-Investigators to sign. Attach the "signature page” to the application, 3

1 agree to adhere to the terms of this document and am familiar with the documents referenced above.

Signature of Co-Pl (5) W ' /éﬂ Date 6/ 13/ l%

1
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1. Study Title:

2. Performance Site:

3. Investigators:

4. Purpose of this study:

5. Subject Inclusion:
6. Number of subjects:

7. Study Procedures:

8. Benefits:

9. Risks:

. 10. Right to Refuse:

11. Privacy:

The Role of the “Body Farm”: Past, Present and Future

University of Tennessee, Western Carolina University, Southern
Illinois University, Sam Houston University, Texas State
University

The following investigators will be available for questions about
this study,

M-F, 9:00 AM. -4:30 P.M.

Nicole Klein 865-254-8627

Ginesse Listi 225-281-6929

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the role and evolution of
the decomposition research facility by addressing the following
questions: how such facilities are started, what they are used for,
how their utilization may have changed since their inception, and
what their role is in the future of forensic anthropology.

Individuals that are associated with decomposition facilities.
Approximately 10 people (max) at cach university.

This study will consist of interviews conducted at different
universities around the country. Directors, staff, representatives,
students, and volunteers may be interviewed. A digital recorder
may be used and/or notes taken, depending on the preference of the
interviewee. Additionally, tours of facilities, campuses, and labs
may also take place, as allowed by each university,

This study will hopefully yield valuable information about the role
of decomposition facilities as they apply to forensic anthropology,
and may lead to additional, similar research.

Because this research is interview and survey based, there is no
risk involved.

Subjects may choose not to participate or to withdraw from the
study at any time without penalty.

Results of this interview may be published. Each person
interviewed will have the opportunity to read over a copy of the
finished material to verify that they were portrayed in an
appropriate manner. Additionally, the person interviewed may
choose to remain anonymous. All notes and transcripts from
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interviews will remain in a locked file cabinet available only to
interviewer and her thesis committee.

12. Signatures:
The study has been discussed with me and all my questions have been answered. I may direct
additional questions regarding study specifics to the investigators. If I have questions about
subjects' rights or other concerns, 1 can contact Robert C. Mathews, Institutional Review Board,

(225) 578-8692, irb@lsu.edu, www.lsu.edu/ith,

I agree to participate in the study described above and acknowledge the investigator's obligation
to provide me with a signed copy of the consent form.

Subject Signature: Date:

The study subject has indicated to me that he/she is unable to read. 1 certify that I have read this
consent form to the subject and explained that by completing the signature line above, the subject
has agreed to participate.

Signature of Reader; Date:

Study Approved By:

Dr. Robert C. Mathews, Chairman
Institutional Review Board
Louisiana Slate University

203 B-1 David Boyd Hall

225-578-8692 | www.Isy.edyfirh
Approval Expires: _éz‘ /JZJZ_,@/‘;’
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Appendix 2: Facility Interview Questions

When did your facility open? Who initiated the addition of a decomposition facility to
your university?

Did the university run into any problems when the facility was beginning?

How do you get funding for your facility? Do you get support from the state? Federal?
Do you conduct research with human subjects, animal subjects, or a combination?

Do you believe decomposition facilities are beneficial to the forensic community, or can
most of the research conducted at a facility be replaced with laboratory research?

Do you have a donor program? What information do you collect about these donations?
Avre there different forms for donors to fill out? (i.e., one for skeletal research only, one
specifically for decomposition studies, etc)

How many bodies have you had donated/have you received?

What do you do with these donations?

What is the size of this facility? How many “projects” are usually being worked on at any
one time?

In addition to conducting decomposition research, in what other ways is your facility
used?

Do you have a skeletal collection as part of your facility/department?

What is the focus of your facility? What do you hope to understand or learn from the
research conducted there?

Have you seen a shift in the types of research conducted at your facility?

What other areas in the US/in the world do you think should start a facility?

Have you ever had problems with people trying to break into the facility?
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

What is maintenance like? Daily upkeep?

When did you being working/volunteering here?

How many fulltime, part-time employees and volunteers do you have at your facility?
What immunization requirements do you have for your employees?

What is your academic background?

What is your role at the facility?

What is the most beneficial part of your job?

What do you like least about your job?

From personal experience, what do people perceive your job to entail?

Can you give some examples of the kinds of questions people ask you about the
facility/your work there?

What do you think the future of the decomposition facility is?
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Appendix 3: All Sections AAFS Survey Questions

1. How familiar are you with human decomposition facilities? If you are familiar, are you

able to give an example(s) of where one is located? List as many as possible.

[ ] Very familiar [ ] Somewhat familiar [ ] Not at all familiar

2. What types of research/work do you think are conducted at a decomposition facility?

Please check all that apply.

[ 1] Decomposition studies using humans [ ] Cadaver dog training

[ 1] Decomposition studies using animals [ ] Law enforcement training

[ 1 Trauma analysis [ ] Mass disaster recovery training
[ 1 None of the above [ ] Other (Please specify)

3. Do you believe decomposition facilities are beneficial to the forensic community, or can
most of the research conducted at a facility be replaced with laboratory research? Please

briefly explain.

4. Do you believe decomposition studies need human subjects or are animal replacements

(i.e., pigs) sufficient? Please briefly explain your reasoning.

5. Where do you think the next decomposition facility should be established? Why? Or if

you do not think there is a necessity for another facility, please explain why.
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6. Where was the first decomposition facility established? By whom? What year

(approximately)?

7. What do you think the future of the decomposition facility is? Please briefly explain.

8. To what AAFS section do you belong?

[ 1 Criminalistics [ ] Digital and Multimedia Sciences
[ 1 Engineering Sciences [ 1 General

[ 1 Jurisprudence [ ] Odontology

[ ] Pathology/Biology [ ] Physical Anthropology

[ 1 Psychiatry and Behavioral Science [ ] Questioned Documents

[ 1 Toxicology

9. How many years of experience do you have in your current career?

[ ] <1 [ 115
[ ] 6-10 [ 1 11-15
[ 1 16+

10. If you are in the Physical Anthropology section and work in an academic setting, in
addition to the above questions, please copy and paste this additional link to briefly
answer 4 more questions: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ZPSNX97. Make sure to

click Done for this survey before completely exiting the browser.
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Appendix 4: AAES Physical Anthropology Section Survey Questions

If your university does not have a facility, do you think your university should have one?

Why or why not?

If your university does not have a facility, please briefly describe why it does not have

one.

Does your university have any other type of facility (lab, etc) where decomposition

studies are conducted? If yes, please list them.

Do you know of any students from your university that have traveled to other schools

(with a decomposition facility) to conduct research at that facility? If yes, could you

briefly describe the type of research done?
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Appendix 5: University Students Survey Questions

1. Are you familiar with what a decomposition facility is?

[ 1 Yes [ 1 No [ 1 Maybe

2. If yes, are you able to give an example(s) of where one is located? List as many as

possible.

3. What types of research/work do you think are conducted at a decomposition facility?

Please check all that apply.

[ 1] Decomposition studies using humans [ ] Cadaver dog training
[ 1] Decomposition studies using animals [ ] Law enforcement training
[ 1 Trauma analysis [ ] Mass disaster recovery training

[ ] Other (Please give an example)

4. Please list three tasks that might be part of a forensic anthropologist’s job description.

5. Do you watch any of the following? Please check all that apply

[ 1 NCIS [ 1 Law and Order: Criminal Intent

[ 1 CsSI [ ] Law and Order: Special Victims Unit
[ 1T CSIMiami [ 1 TheFirst48

[ 1 CSINew York [ 1 Withouta Trace

[ ] Bones [ 1 The Mentalist
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[
[

] Law and Order

] Hawaii Five-O

[ ] Castle

[ ] None of the above

6. Please check the box that indicates your age

] 17 and younger
] 18-19

] 20-21

[ 1 22-23
[ ] 23-25

[ 1 25and up

7. Please check the box that includes your major or concentration:

] Humanities

] Biological Sciences
] Social Sciences

] Education

] Undecided

[ 1 Business

[ ] Engineering

[ 1 Medical (Pre-Med, Nursing, Dentistry)
[ 1 Other (please specify)

[ ] lam not a degree seeking student

8. Please check the box that indicates your year in school:

] Freshman
] Junior

] More than 4 years

[ 1 Sophomore
[ 1 Senior

[ ] lam not a degree seeking student

9. Please check the box that indicates what school you attend.

] Western Carolina University

] Texas State University

[ 1 Southern Illinois University

[ 1 Sam Houston University
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[ 1 University of Tennessee [ 1 Louisiana State University

[ 1 University of Nevada Reno [ 1 Mesa State College
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Appendix 6: FAC Body Donation Program Packet

Forensic Anthropology Center, University of Tennessee, Knoxville
Body Donation Program Policy

The donation of a person’s body after death is a fremendous gift. We are grateful for everyone who
expresses an interest in body donation. We appreciate your attention to the following.

1. Unlike medical schools, we do not refurn remains to the family. The skeletal remains
are a very important component to our research and teaching program. The first donation made to
our program in 1981 continues to be studied by researchers today.

2. We reserve the right to decline donations of individuals who have some form of infectious disease
such as HIV, tuberculosis, hepatitis of any kind, or antibiotic resistant infections such as MRSA,
even if contracted after donation is arranged.

3. Donors with an infectious disease who still wish fo donate may do so by choosing fo have their
remains cremated. We have a growing collection of cremains that provides an invaluable learning
resource. People choosing this option should contact us prior to making arrangements. This
allows us to work with the crematory involved to ensure the remains are not pulverized. The
family must assume responsibility for the arrangement and cost of cremation.

4. We also reserve the right to decline a donation if our facility is at capacity. In case of denial
by the University, alternate final arrangements should be discussed by the donor and/or the family.

5. We will arrange transportation to our facility if the deceased is located within the state of
Tennessee and within 100 miles of Knoxville. Outside the state of Tennessee or more than 100
miles from Knoxville, the donor and/or the donor’s family must make arrangements for the
transportation of the body to our facility and assume responsibility for any associated costs.

6. We are unable to transport from a private residence or nursing home facility. The donor’s family
must arrange for transportation and assume responsibility for the cost. We will transport a body
from a hospital, funeral home, forensic center, or some healthcare facilities that are within the
geographic limits stated above.

7. We need to have signed donation documents or releases prior to transporting. This may be a faxed
copy, buf the original must be sent as soon as possible. Your donation paperwork will not be
complete until originals are returned.

8. Pre-donor paperwork needs to be returned to the Forensic Anthropology Center at the time of
completion in order for a file to be established. Changes of address or medical status should be
sent to keep donor files up to date.

9. Pre-donor paperwork needs 2 witnesses to verify your signature, but does not need to be notarized.

10. We do not perform autopsies to determine cause of death on donations to our program.

If you have any questions or concerns that have not been addressed in this letter, please feel free to
contact us at 865-974-4408 or donateinfo(@utk.edu.

Vs 2012

Replicated Courtesy of the FAC
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| Body Donation Program Instructions for Donors ®

Forensic Anthropology Center, University of Tennessee, Knoxville & :

\Q\?i_n_-‘f-f This packet contamns all the forms required for registering with our body donation program; policy y

body donation document, and body donation questionnaire. Please feel free to contact us with any
questions you may have.

Body Donation Document

A. Capies of the Form

a. Three copies of the body donation document are provided to you. We need an original with a
valid signature returned with your donation paperwork. The other 2 copies should be retained
by you and/or your family for your records.

B. Signature Completion of the Form

a. Top portion of the form 1s to be completed by the donor. The donor should be of sound mind
and aware of the nature of our program at the time of signing.

b. The middle portion is to be completed by two adult witnesses. At least one witness should be
someone other than a close family member, guardian, or who exhibits a special care for the
donor.

c. A notary 1s not required for completion of this portion of the form.

C. Trauma Research request

a. Knowledge of how trauma occurs 1s of significant interest to the biomedical and
anthropological communities. Understanding trauma allows us to better interpret forensie
case material and help us to work towards the prevention of such trauma m living patients.
This would directly benefit the legal community and aid military personnel protective
equipment needs.

b. Please initial the statement at the bottom of the form if you are interested in participating in
trauma related research. A donation will only be used for this type of research when mitials
are present and there 15 a need.

D. Simulation Center training (Graduate School of Medicine)

a. Medical residents at the UT Graduate School of Medicine use cadavers occasionally to learn
new medical procedures. The FAC and the Simulation Center are partnering to provide
cadavers for temporary use for this training. The remains are then returned to the FAC.

b. Please initial the statement at the bottom of the form if you are interested in participating in
trauma related research. A donation will only be used for this type of research when initials
are present and there 1s a need.

E. Special Requests

a. We ask that you state any special requests you may have as to how we use your remains at
the bottom of this document or on an attached sheet. We will make every effort to honor any
requests.

Biological Questionnaire
A Please complete this form to the best of your ability.
B. Information provided is needed for the completion of the Certificate of Death and contributes
mformation for our research.
C. We ask that any changes of your statistical information be forwarded to us (ex. Name change,
address change, significant health changes) in order for us to keep our record updated.

Acceptance into Program
A, Acceptance into our donation program will be determined once forms are completed and mailed
back to us. Please see points 2 and 4 1n the Program Policy Sheet.
B. You will receive a letter of acceptance and a donor card with contact information to carry m your
wallet.

Vs 2012
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Forensic Anthropology Center, University of Tennessee, Knoxville
Body Donation Document

IR . do hereby dispose of and give my
(donor’s name)
body, after my death, to The University of Tennessee, Knoxville. for use by the Department of
Anthropology or its designee, for educational and research purposes. I request, authorize, and instruct
my surviving spouse, next-of-kin, executor or the physician who certifies my death to notify The
University of Tennessee, Department of Anthropology (telephone: (865) 974-4408). immediately after
my death of the availability of my body.

Witness my hand and seal this day of . . at
(day) (month) (year) (time)

Donor’s Signature

Address

On this day of . . signed this Body Donation Document in
(day) (montl) (year)
our presence and we, as attesting witnesses, at the request of the Testator and in his/her presence and in

the presence of each other have also signed this document.

WITNESSES:
Name:

(Print Name) (Signature)
Address:
Name:

(Print Name) (Signature)
Address:

I wish for my remains to be used for trauma research/Simulation Center that will provide the
foundation for fraining professionals in life saving techniques and in the construction of equipment that would

enhance and/or prevent the need for these measures.

V8 2012
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Forensic Anthropology Center, University of Tennessee, Knoxville
Body Donation Document

L . do hereby dispose of and give my

(donor’s name)
body, after my death, to The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, for use by the Department of
Anthropology or its designee, for educational and research purposes. I request, authorize, and instruct
my surviving spouse, next-of-kin, executor or the physician who certifies my death to notify The
University of Tennessee, Department of Anthropology (telephone: (865) 974-4408). immediately after
my death of the availability of my body.

Witness my hand and seal this day of . . at
(day) (month) (year) (time)

Donor’s Signature

Address

On this day of . . signed this Body Donation Document in

(day) (month) (year)
our presence and we, as attesting witnesses, at the request of the Testator and in his/her presence and in
the presence of each other have also signed this document.

WITNESSES:
Name:

(Print Name) (Signature)
Address:
Name:

(Print Name) (Signature)
Address:

I wish for my remains to be used for trauma research/Simulation Center that will provide the
foundation for fraining professionals in life saving techniques and in the construction of equipment that would

enhance and/or prevent the need for these measures.

V8 2012
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Forensic Anthropology Center, University of Tennessee, Knoxville
Body Donation Document

L . do hereby dispose of and give my

(donor’s name)
body, after my death, to The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, for use by the Department of
Anthropology or its designee, for educational and research purposes. I request, authorize, and instruct
my surviving spouse, next-of-kin, executor or the physician who certifies my death to notify The
University of Tennessee, Department of Anthropology (telephone: (865) 974-4408). immediately after
my death of the availability of my body.

Witness my hand and seal this day of . . at
(day) (month) (year) (time)

Donor’s Signature

Address

On this day of . . signed this Body Donation Document in

(day) (month) (year)
our presence and we, as attesting witnesses, at the request of the Testator and in his/her presence and in
the presence of each other have also signed this document.

WITNESSES:
Name:

(Print Name) (Signature)
Address:
Name:

(Print Name) (Signature)
Address:

I wish for my remains to be used for trauma research/Simulation Center that will provide the
foundation for fraining professionals in life saving techniques and in the construction of equipment that would

enhance and/or prevent the need for these measures.

V8 2012
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Forensic Anthropology Center
University of Tennessee
Body Donation Program

The Forensic Anthropology Center (FAC). Department of Anthropology at the University of
Tennessee relies on people like you. and we are very appreciative. As you know our research
focus has always been on human remains following death. However, we have been considering
some research areas that could involve you as a living subject.

Examples of living subject research by faculty and students of the FAC might include such
things as surveying why you are interested in donating your body at death. or taking body
measurements or 3D scans of faces and fingerprints.

Each research proposal will be subject to the University of Tennessee’s Internal Review Board

for use of living human subjects for approval.

(please circle your desire for this program)
Yes, I would like to be considered for living subjects related research.

No, I would not to be considered for living subjects related research.

Print Name

Signature Date

V1-1/2013
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Forensic Anthropology Center
University of Tennessee, Knoxville

Body Donation Questionnaire
Please complete the following information by filling in the blank and/or circling an option.
If you need more space, additional sheets may be attached.
All of the information will be considered confidential.

Name / / Sex: male  female
Last First Middle
Social Security # — — (cﬁﬁgﬁé)\mﬁte / Black / Hispanic / Other
Date of Birth ! / Age  Place of Birth (city/state)
Home Address
City County State Zip
Phone Number Inside City Limits: yes  no
Mother’s Name (include maiden) Place of Birth
Father’s Name Place of Birth
Driver’s License Height Weight Recent Weight Loss: yves  no
Handedness: Right  ILeft =~ Shoesize  Blood Type H(air Eflt})lm'
natur

Marital Status: (circle one) Never Married Mamried  Widowed Divorced Unknown  Other

Spouse: / / Living_  Deceased Unknown
Last (include maiden) First Middle

Number of Children:

Highest Education Level (indicate number of years) Military Service: yes  no_

Elem/Second (0-12): College (1-4; 5+):
Childhood Socio-Economic Status: (crce one)y Lower Lower Middle Middle Upper Middle  Upper

Usual (life-long) Occupation Business/Industry

Residence History (list additional locations as necessary)

Childhood Hometown (0-15 vears of age):

City State Start Date End Date
City State Start Date End Date
City State Start Date End Date
Location as an Adult (any place you have lived for more than 1 year)

City State Start Date End Date
City State Start Date End Date
City State Start Date End Date
City State Start Date End Date

PLEASE CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE
Version 3: 12 2009
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Name

Last First Middle

Dental History — Check all that apply

O Extensive Dental work O Most/all teeth Teeth Missing
O Lower Dentures: When O Bridge O Few

O Upper Dentures: When O Gum Disease O Many

O Upper and Lower Dentures: When O Dental Disease O All

0O Partial Plate 0O Other

O Braces

Medical History (please indicate the approximate year for each). Please do not provide just a Doctor’s name.

O Surgery (general) O Plastic Surgery (indicate type and location)
O Fractures O Cancer (type)
Treatment:
Length of Illness:
O Auto Accident (traumatic)
O Smoker If yes. how long?
0O Spinal Injuries
O Alcoholism
0O Open Heart Surgery
O Amputations O Diabetes Type:
O Prosthetics (e.g. Hip or knee replacement) 0O Other (Including childhood disorders)

When:

Please describe the above and any other information vou feel may be important, mncluding
Medical History (continued) —  current medications. timing of mnjuries, the locations of traumatic mnjuries, or a fammly history
of an 1llness, etc. Please attach additional pages as necessary.

Habitual Activities (1. jogging. repetitive motions, life-long occupation activities, etc.) -

PLEASE CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE

Version 5: 12_2009
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Name

Last ' First Middle
Eve .
" Blue O Green O Gray O Brown O Hazel O Other
Color ’ -
O Yes Description:
Tattoo(s) If yes.
O No Body Location:
O Yes If yes, Description:
Body
Piercing(s
8 No Body Location:

Next of Kin Information

Name Relationship
Address Phone number
City State Zipcode email:

Informant Information (if other than donor or Next of Kin)

Name Relationship
Address Phone number
City State Zipcode email:

DO NOT CONTINUE IF YOU ARE A LIVING DONOR

Location of death (if applicable) Date of Death
Institution/Hospital

Address

City County State Zip code

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire.
If we can be of further assistance. please feel free to contact us.

Return completed forms to:
Dr. Lee Meadows Jantz
Department of Anthropology
250 South Stadium Hall, Knoxville. TN 37996-0720
email: donateinfo@utk.edu
phone: (865) 974-4408

Version 6:8_2012
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Appendix 7: FAC Research Request Forms

T, # ¥ETing,
r&Fen N
w rorensic Anthropology Center "ﬂéw‘
cwe COLLECTIONS RESEARCH REQUEST FORivi Cewe®

Department/insttution

Address
Citv/State Zip Code
e-mail Telephone

Student: Q Yes* fz No

*If yes, please provide the name of your advisor and your status (e.g. Ph.D. candidate,
undergraduate). A signed letter from the advisor must accompany this application. See the
Protocol for Research Requests.

Proposed Dates for Study:

What is your proposed sample size and composition?

What is the research question and scientific merit of the proposed research?

FAC Research Request Form: V-2

Approved Date: October 2011

Effective Date: January 2012

Approved by: Director Pagelof2

Replicated Courtesy of the FAC
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What specific collection(s) do you wish to study and how is this collection(s) relevant to your
research question?

Provide a synopsis of the examination procedures (methods) to be followed. You may also
submit a research or grant proposal as an attachment (this is highly encouraged).

Does your research at the FAC involve radiographs? ( 2 Yes* § 2 No

Does your research at the FAC involve photographs? O Yes O No

*Be sure to follow the guidelines of the FAC Protocols for Research Requests for radiographic
equipment.

| agree to the following:
1. Provide the Forensic Anthropology Center with a copy of the data collected.
2. Provide the Forensic Anthropology Center with a copy of all results, including theses,
dissertations, manuscripts and publications.
3. Provide the Forensic Anthropology Center with a copy of any photographs taken.

| have read the attached Guidelines for Collection Research.

Signature Date

FAC Research Request Form: V-2

Approved Date: October 2011

Effective Date: January 2012

Approved by: Director Page2of2
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ANTHROPOLOGY RESEARCH FACILITY RESEARCH REQUEST FORM

Canre® Cenre®

Name

Department/Institution

Address

City/State Zip Code

e-mail Telephone,

Student: Yes* No

*|f yes, please provide the name of your advisor and your status (e.g. Ph.D. candidate, undergraduate).
A signed letter from the advisor must accompany this application. See the Protocol for Research
Requests.

Proposed Dates for Study:

What is your proposed sample size and composition?

What is the research question and scientific merit of the proposed research?

FAC ARF Research Request Form: V-2

Approved Date: October 2011

Effective Date: January 2012

Approved by: Director Pagelof2

Replicated Courtesy of the FAC
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Fomg,

Provide a synopsis of the examination procedures (methods) to be followed. You may also attach a
research or grant proposal as an attachment. =

Does your research require electricity or other infrastructure? If so, explain.

By signing below you agree to the following:

1. Provide the Forensic Anthropology Center with a copy of the data collected.

2. Provide the Forensic Anthropology Center with a copy of all results, including theses,
dissertations, manuscripts and publications.

3. Provide the Forensic Anthropology Center with a copy of any photographs taken.

| have read the attached Guidelines for Collection Research

| have received the Hepatitis B vaccine (initials)

| have had a tetnus booster in the past 10 years (initials)

Signature Date

FAC ARF Research Request Form: V-2

Approved Date: October 2011

Effective Date: January 2012

Approved by: Director Page 2 of 2
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Appendix 8: Climate Data Maps

30-yr Normal Precipitation: Annual
Period: 1981-2010

Annual Precipitation (in.)
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http://www.prism.oregonstate.edu/

Copyright (¢) 2013, PRISM Climate Group, Oregon State University
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30-yr Normal Minimum Temperature: Annual
Period: 1981-2010

Temperature (°F)
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30-yr Normal Mean Temperature: Annual
Period: 1981-2010

Temperature (°F)
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30-yr Normal Maximum Temperature: Annual
Period: 1981-2010
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Appendix 9: Human Decomposition Facility Websites

The University of Tennessee’s ARF: http://fac.utk.edu/

Western Carolina University’s FOREST: http://www.wcu.edu/academics/departments-schools-
colleges/cas/casdepts/anthsoc/academic-programs/foranth/western-carolina-human-
identification-laboratory.asp

Texas State University’s FARF: http://www.txstate.edu/anthropology/facts/

Sam Houston State University’s STAFS: http://www.shsu.edu/~stafs/

Southern Illinois University’s CFAR: none available

Colorado Mesa University’s FIRS: http://www.coloradomesa.edu/firs/index.html

Tennessee Cadaver Research Institute: http://thebodyfarm.org/
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Appendix 10: Additional “Body Farm” Resources and Appearances

Books

Beyond the Body Farm: A Legendary Bone Detective Explores Murders, Mysteries, and the
Revolution in Forensic Science: Dr. Bill Bass and Jon Jefferson; second nonfiction collaboration
between the authors

Bodies We’ve Buried: Inside the National Forensic Academy, the World’s Top CSI Training
School: Jarrett Hallcox and Amy Welch; book about the NFA that collaborates with UT’s ARF;
with a foreword by Dr. William Bass

The Body Farm: Patricia Cornwell; novel in which character Dr. Thomas Katz is based upon Dr.
William Bass; book that gave Tennessee’s ARF it’s nickname

The “Body Farm Novel” series (eight total): Jefferson Bass; written under a pseudonym for Jon
Jefferson and Dr. William Bass; character Dr. Bill Brockton based on Dr. William Bass, set in
Knoxville, TN

Stephen Fry in America: Stephen Fry; book with chapter dedicated to a visit at UT’s ARF

Stiff: The Curious Lives of Human Cadavers: Mary Roach; contains a chapter that features UT’s
ARF

Television

Episode 6.17 of “Bones” titled “The Feet on the Beach”: Dr. Temperance Brennan and her
partner visit a fictional human decomposition facility at the University of Hogansburg, NY

Episode 2.15 of CSI: Crime Scene Investigation titled “Burden of Proof”: a murder victim’s
body is dumped at a “body farm”, amongst research subjects

Episode 3.2 of Law and Order: SVU titled “Wrath”: Several murder victim’s bodies are dumped
at a “body farm,” amongst research subjects

Episode 2 of documentary series “Stephen Fry in America”: Fry visits UT’s ARF
NOVA scienceNOW documentary titled “Death Detectives”: features TSU’s FARF

National Geographic series titled “Biography of Corpse”: episode one features UT’s ARF
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knowledge, and applying her hands-on experience, within the medico-legal aspect of forensic

anthropology.

151



