MEETING REPORT

CALIFORNIA INDIAN HERITAGE CENTER (CIHC)
TASK FORCE MEETING
October 11, 2005
PUBLIC MEETING

Resources Building
1416 9th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Task Force Members and Designees present: Timothy Bactad, Ruth Coleman, Gen Denton, Susan Hildreth, Bill Mungary, Larry Myers (Task Force Chair), Jack Norton

Task Force Member and Task Force Director absent: Cindi Alvitre, Walter Gray

DPR Staff present: Maria Baranowski, Leo Carpenter, Jr., Cristina Gonzales, Gina Diaz, Pauline Grenbeaux, Paulette Hennum, Julie Holder

Public present: Diana Caudell, Bob Denton, Jose Rivera

Presenters: Alma du Solier, Jacinta McCann (EDAW)

CALL MEETING TO ORDER—Myers 
Meeting called to order at 9:05 am and Denton gave the opening blessing. Task Force members introduced themselves and Myers welcomed new member Timothy Bactad.

REVIEW AGENDA—Myers 
Myers asked Grenbeaux to discuss agenda item 2a, “Governance and Transition,” in Gray's absence.

In reviewing the agenda, Myers announced the meeting would adjourn by 2 pm due to a Sacramento City Council meeting presentation which some members of the Task Force and project staff would attend in support of a grant application related to purchasing property for the CIHC.

Baranowski proposed that agenda item 4, “Preparing for 2006 Planning,” be moved to the morning just prior to the lunch break. Myers concurred.

 

Coleman opened by defining her role on the task force as a listener and facilitator – someone who can make things happen.

Staff and guests introduced themselves.

TASK FORCE ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES—Grenbeaux 
Grenbeaux emphasized the importance of new Task Force members and staff understanding the Task Force's vision and how it was formed. She summarized roles and responsibilities of Task Force members as outlined in the enabling legislation (SB 2063) and reviewed what has been decided and what has not, noting that there is still plenty of room for input and for changing one’s mind. She described the flow of information between Task Force and staff and Advisory Groups and how it has evolved. Site selection and governance are “almost done.” Gray asked her to clarify that the Task Force is guiding the project until it decides that it is no longer needed. She also reviewed guidance and directives given to staff thus far, including the Statement of Purpose and Vision Statement which were the result of the 2003 visioning workshop, as well as decisions regarding site selection and choosing the Master Planning and Programming consultants.
EDAW PRESENTATION—McCann  

 

McCann introduced herself, her firm EDAW (founded in 1939), project lead, Alma du Solier and the rest of the core consultant team: Ralph Appelbaum and Associates of New York and architect Mark Cavagnero of San Francisco. She shared a PowerPoint presentation highlighting examples of past work by EDAW, Cavagnero and Appelbaum on museums and cultural center projects, both here and abroad, with a special emphasis on projects involving native people and those including wetland planning. She noted that each firm plays a key role and she outlined their respective roles including professional services her firm would provide and the approach they would follow. She also described the major steps in the process and create something very special—fusion zone where creativity, science and culture overlap. Site's ecology will be very important too. 

She described three workshops planned for 2006 and how they will be structured, how information would flow to and from the Task Force, and how the consultants would learn from the Advisory Group members and from the site itself. She anticipates that these meetings will span two days each and deadlines to reach a completion at the end of the process. She stated that Appelbaum will focus on the programming side for the first six months, listening and building trust, collaboration and good communication which are essential to the success of the project. Appelbaum will be interacting with them all. She noted that the outreach component is key. Review of project schedule will be refined as we go through the process. Six advisory groups will convene early in the program – by the end of the first month. There will be occasions for additional input from Advisory Group members between formal meetings. California tribal regional meetings need much more work done in those areas; need guidance; want to discuss with Task Force; not sure how to proceed. There will be an open session for public to attend and provide input. It is important that everyone feels like they are part of the process. Tasks, timeline and programming will be concentrated in first six months, and the scheduling still needs to be fleshed out. Task Force will meet separately along with Advisory Group meetings.

In Workshop 3, the consultants will offer a series of alternatives: three site/building plans for Task Force review and reaction; the outcome will result in the master plan site plan alternatives and will produce visual materials to use in outreach, funding and marketing to help people understand what is happening. Stressed importance of capturing what is wanted.
EDAW will develop a website to assist with outreach and to allow broader community access and a way to follow the progress of the project. They recognize that not everyone has a computer or access to the Internet but sufficient numbers of people do to make it worthwhile. It is important to use website to put up documents for reviews and dates of future meetings. EDAW needs advice on how to work with tribes.
Tasks to be completed:

· Meetings and outreach (six groups; Task Force member on each one).
· Programming (interpretive and architectural).
· Site and facility showing the development in 3-D for people to better understand including illustrative perspective.
· Phasing and implementation: test steps, economic evaluations of preliminary site and planning options.
In response to an inquiry about the meaning of “Institutional Program,” McCann commented
on program, on mission – information that helps achieve consensus on goals and mission feeds into master plan and may also refer to thinking about how things will be managed, etc. setting up the institution, understanding the mission, roles,(will determine a lot about the center creating a cohesive institutional perspective. Definition driven(purpose, goals by Task Force roles/responsibilities, governance. She defined Interpretive Program as methods employed in the display or experience of audience. Appelbaum does this so well. Goals, cohesive institutional model and all decisions made upfront.
Mungary stated that a signed contract is in place with EDAW.
After EDAW presentation, there was discussion about various aspects of the project:

Holder asked where/when facility issues such as noise be addressed? 

Mungary said that those issues will be addressed by Cavagnero in the second half of the year.

Mungary said that the interpretive method used at National Museum of the American Indian (NMAI) was disappointing:  use of video; nothing new; overuse of this method (like watching TV); need something more creative.

Also discussed terminology and the need to be inquisitive about what language really means. If we have a better term that will help Indian people understand, we need to use it. McCann noted the need to establish a common language and that the Task Force should force EDAW to help them understand. Mungary suggested attaching a definition of terms or glossary to documents as a solution.
Rivera stated that DPR is “stuck” on the use of the term “interpretation.” Commented that this term refers to genre of education and that the CIHC should concentrate more on education. Interpretation is agency/resources oriented, education is community oriented. Native methods of education need to be emphasized, rather than developing a tourist center, but one responsive to community’s needs. It should be part of the cultural fabric of the community; needs to be center to educate youth.
Diaz said that it was important to attend all meetings so you don't miss out. 

Hildreth said three aspects that need to be clear: Organization, Education (Story), and Facility. 

It was suggested that Advisory Groups focus on key areas, but they should also come together to talk as one big group.

Grenbeaux said that Advisory Group 6 has themes and education.
Hildreth commented that the advantage is that from the 1991 Study and in discussions today, will learn how things have been changed.

Holder asked if there has been any evaluation or feedback from projects that EDAW has done.

Baranowski stated that an RFP was sent out, and approximately 30 applications were received. The Selection Committee consisted of Walter Gray, Cindy La Marr, Josie Talamantez, Connie Reitman and Kerry Gates, Chief Landscape Architect (DPR). There was a process of review and discussion. The team did not work independently, they did ask around. 

There was discussion about restrictions on money for Task Force travel. There is a budget for Advisory Group meetings and travel for Task Force members and Advisory Group members.

Meeting continued through lunch.

TASK FORCE MEMBERS AND ADVISORY GROUPS—Hennum

Hennum gave a PowerPoint presentation on the Advisory Groups. The role of the Advisory Group members is to advise on key technical issue which influence the master planning process, to ensure that California Indian values are reflected in every aspect of the development and operation of the CIHC, to form a network of California Indian specialists who can advise CIHC in the future and to serve as ambassadors for the project. The selection criteria was described and Hennum noted that recommendations for participants were made based on information from Task Force members and personal and professional contacts of project staff. She noted that the advisors are subject matter specialists, primarily California Indians but also non-Indians, as appropriate. To conform with State regulations for volunteers, Advisors will be required to take an oath of allegiance and they will be given per diem and reimbursed for their travel expenses. She noted that each Advisory Group has a Task Force member and staff lead and that the current groups were as follows:  Collections Management:  Walter Gray/Paulette Hennum/Leo Carpenter (Task Force Member/Staff Leads),Contemporary Art:  Cindi Alvitre/Paulette Hennum, Library and Archives: Susan Hildreth/Julie Holder, Local tribes/outdoor programming: Gen Denton/Leo Carpenter, Operations: Bill Mungary/Maria Baranowski, and Interpretive Planning: Jack Norton/TBD. Hennum noted that each group works a little differently, depending on the nature of the area they represent. For example, for the Libraries and Archives Advisory Group, the Lead gathers information at public meetings and assembles it for review by the rest of the group.  It was noted that Advisory Group members are not subject to public meeting requirements. Hennum finished her presentation by summing up what has been learned so far:  Advisory Group members want “the full picture”; to interact with other Advisory Groups, to meet with EDAW and finally; Advisors are cautiously optimistic that the State will follow through with the project and that they have given this topic a great deal of thought. Baranowski added that the Operations Advisory Group clearly synthesizes whatever is being talked about in the groups.  The end document will pull all the information from the Advisory Groups together.
LANDSCAPE RESTORATION ON NORTH SIDE OF RIVER—Grenbeaux 
Grenbeaux reported on the land acquisition on north side of the river. Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) has secured “an intent to sell” letter from the current owner. There are concerns about the quarry, it needs to be reclaimed for safety reasons. There is also some money to restore the whole area into a natural habitat, perhaps from Prop 50 competitive grant program due in middle of October (Resources Agency). Endorsement for grant proposal as the city’s request for prop 50. City pulled two other projects to strengthen this proposal. In the next few months, city, county and SAFCA will meet to formally agree that everyone intends that CIHC be in that space, regardless of the facility size or placement. The quarry needs to be restored in a way that represents California Indian values and resource management. This is an opportunity coming up quickly. There are still questions, such as—what is the land need and what kind of habitat can be created? Planning will need to happen for layout. Opportunity, strengths and limitations of quarry need to be drawn up, then EDAW will come in. Opportunity also to have Indian people and local community stakeholders come together and learn from one another and will also help build confidence in local community. Cache Creek Conservancy – manages 130 acres of property, an area designated as a tending and gathering garden. Indian people were steering committee for how it would be restored and how it is now managed. Diana Almendariz, lead educator there and director are willing to help. Myers will take some of the SARA and other local interest groups out to see it. Conservancy representatives will come to Northgate site to see the CIHC site. Tours can happen during the process, trails, etc. will allow for programs that can be done now. Outdoor programming may be in place as early as next year. Relationship building, identifying shared values with local people and environmental groups, will help with educational tours/cultural demonstrations. We will also need to talk about how cultural people can be brought in on restoration of landscape.

Grenbeaux stated that a commitment from the City of Sacramento and SAFCA are in hand and that it appears that Sacramento County will sign on soon. Even if CIHC does not end up at this site, the state is advocating for a strong Indian presence at this particular location.

It was asked if CIHC will have regional aspects that represent other parts of the state.
Grenbeaux responded that ecologists, native people, and others will have to help guide us as climate will make a big difference in what can be done. She stressed the importance of good communication and being inclusive and noted that if people are invited to participate, they should have things that represent them. Mungary noted that there are constraints though as to what can be done to interpret and manage. People have asked for regional museums, but the legislation calls for a state museum.

Grenbeaux stated that “buy in” from politicos necessary to ensure that Indian presence is there. 

Mungary asked if the unfilled exempt position at Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) referred to in a previous meeting was still available - an option.
STAFFING—Grenbeaux 
Grenbeaux reported on Gray's behalf that he is still pursuing approval for positions and that the staffing goal is to get permanent positions and to hire people before the end of the year. She noted that the issue of filling the Director position had been elevated again but that positions like this are particularly difficult to create because they require exemptions from civil service.
Myers asked if he could convey the Task Force's support for the grant proposal to be discussed at the City Council afternoon meeting.  Task Force agreed to support the grant proposal.
SCHEDULE NEXT MEETING—Myers

January 9th and 10th, 2006 is the next Task Force meeting.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Julie Holder reported on attending the recent California Indian Conference in Humboldt which was well attended especially by Northern California participants. She stated that the consensus of Indian participants is that little if any progress is being made in making the Center a reality and/or with meaningful involvement of California Indian people by hiring them in civil service positions.  Interested in regional not statewide institution, how the collection will be turned over to California Indian people. She noted that Rivera's paper on "Institutional Paternalism" was very critical of the CIHC project though it contained many truths, and that no one was there to offer a balanced view. She stated that the Indian conference is a good place to learn and to share what is going on and it offers access to CIHC's target audience: educators, students, and others interested in Indian issues.

Jose Rivera stated that many people, including Dr. Sherrie Smith-Ferri, Dale Ann Sherman and others are extremely concerned about the proposed location of the CIHC in terms of storage and conservation of collections. He stated that he had shared Gray’s intent to set up independent governance and that funding would not be sought from gaming tribes until the State has raised a substantial amount of money. Northgate site is a good site for a cultural center but not a good site for a collection. Mungary responded that they have no intention of putting anything in flood plain. The south side of the American River is not in the flood plain. The Task Force has not been good about getting information out about the project, and now getting people on-board with the project is more difficult. Key decisions have yet to be made. Website not kept up to date.  EDAW needs to take care of this. He stated that it is sad that bad info was given to large groups of people. Unless others come up with alternate funding the state funding is what there is to work with. The site selection is a public process. Norton noted that there is a lot of frustration and mistrust of the State on behalf of Indian people in the Arcata area due to Kroeber's work and a history of robbing of spiritual wealth. He said that he was very critical of the State, but had seen positive changes, and in DPR's commitment to Indian integrity.
Denton gave a closing blessing.
ADJOURN - 1:19 pm

