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MEETING SUMMARY


University of California Systemwide Advisory Group on 

Cultural Affiliation and Repatriation of Human Remains and Cultural Items


May 15, 2002 – Oakland, CA

12:00 – 5:00 pm

Attendees: 

Advisory Group members:  Robert Bettinger, Chair/Professor of Anthropology (UC Davis); Diane Gifford-Gonzalez, Professor, Anthropology (UC Santa Cruz); Leon Letwin, Professor of Law, Emeritus (UC Los Angeles); Martha Macri, Professor of Native American Studies and Anthropology, UC Davis (At-large member); Phillip Walker, Professor, Anthropology (UC Santa Barbara); Philip Wilke, Professor, Anthropology (UC Riverside); Ernestine Ygnacio-DeSoto (At-large member) 

Other campus attendees:  Richard Hitchcock, NAGPRA Coordinator (UC Berkeley); Diana Drake Wilson, Assistant Research Ethnographer (UCLA)

UCOP staff: Allison Rosenberg,  Director, Research Policy and Development; Ellen Auriti, Assistant Director, Academic Legislative Issues; Rebecca Landes, Principal Analyst, Office of Research; Maria Shanle, University Counsel

Absent Advisory Group member:  Kent Lightfoot, Professor, Anthropology (UC Berkeley) 

I.
Welcome of new committee members; introductions

Attachment 1:  Revised Roster of Advisory Group members

Handout: Overview: UC Systemwide Advisory Group

Three new Advisory Group members were welcomed to the group – Martha Macri, Ernestine Ygnacio-DeSoto and Philip Wilke.  Martha and Ernestine are “at large” members (not charged with representing any particular campus) appointed in February pursuant to the revised UC policy calling for the addition of two Native American individuals to serve on the Advisory Group.  Phil was appointed to the group almost a year ago to represent the Riverside campus.  

Martha was introduced as a Cherokee descendent and Professor of Native American Studies and Anthropology at UC Davis, specializing in Native American languages and linguistic relationships.  She has twice served as the Chair of the Native American Studies department of UC Davis, and has also served as the Director of the Native American Language Center. 

Ernestine was introduced as a Chumash descendent (and daughter of the last native speaker of the Barbareño Chumash language) who has worked extensively with researchers to preserve ethnographic and archaeological information about her tribe.  She has worked with the California Native American Heritage Commission, museums, and academic institutions on repatriation issues, and has served on the UCSB Chancellor=s Advisory Committee on Repatriation of Human Remains and Cultural Items.  

Phil was introduced as a Professor of Anthropology at UC Riverside, with expertise in prehistoric technology.  He has a major research and teaching focus in lithic technology and has developed specialized courses emphasizing practical stone working leading to work in flake and blade technologies, quarrying, production of millstones, and debitage analysis. His research has included blade technology in various parts of North America, the Near East, and Asia, as well as archaeology of the Great Basin.

General introductions were made, and attention was called to the revised copy of the Advisory Group roster included in the meeting packets.  In addition, a handout was distributed providing an overview of the membership and responsibilities of the Advisory Group.  Allison Rosenberg highlighted the importance of the group’s role in advising the UC Office the President on matters relating to repatriation policy and campus compliance with applicable repatriation laws.  She also stated that in order to encourage open and candid discussion, as a general rule, the group=s deliberations should be considered to be internal to the Advisory Group; as a matter of professional courtesy, individual comments generally should not be circulated without permission.       
II.  
Review/recommendation  re: whether to approve UCLA=s revised NAGPRA inventory identifying remains and associated funerary objects (AFOs) from CA-SDI-525 and CA-SDI-603 as being Aculturally affiliated@ with the Kumeyaay
Attachment 2:  Draft revised UCLA Kumeyaay inventory;

Attachment 3:  October, 2001 UCLA report on Kumeyaay Cultural Affiliation;

Attachment 4:  Compendium of written comments from Advisory Group members;

Attachment 5:  UCLA response to comments


Handout:  Cultural Affiliation [Excerpt of NAGPRA definition]


Handout:  5/14/02 Memo from Diane Gifford-Gonzalez


Handout:  4/2/02 letter from Douglas Owsley to Phillip Walker

The Advisory Group advised UCOP on UCLA’s revised NAGPRA inventory identifying remains (and associated funerary objects) from CA-SDI-525 and CA-SDI-603 as being culturally affiliated with the Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee.  The extreme age of the remains in question (5,500 – 7,500 years old) was a significant factor that was discussed, since many members felt the age of the remains had a bearing on whether it is possible to identify cultural affiliation by a “preponderance of the evidence,” as required by federal NAGPRA law.   

Ellen Auriti distributed a handout containing excerpts from the federal NAGPRA regulations setting out the definition of cultural affiliation and setting out the standard of proof required for establishing cultural affiliation.  She reminded the group that the question to be answered in reviewing the UCLA inventory was: “Does the preponderance of the evidence lead to the conclusion that the remains and associated funerary objects listed on UCLA’s inventory are culturally affiliated with the Kumeyaay?  That is, has the standard set out in the federal NAGPRA law been met?”
Diana Drake Wilson began the discussion by noting that UCLA concluded that the remains and AFO’s in question are culturally affiliated with the Kumeyaay.  She noted that her October 2001 Report on Kumeyaay Cultural Affiliation contains more detailed explanations regarding the evidence that led UCLA to that conclusion.  She also noted that after receiving preliminary comments from several Advisory Group members, she went back and reviewed the linguistic and oral tradition evidence in greater depth, and found that it reinforced her conclusion that there is cultural continuity between the Kumeyaay and the remains in question.  According to Diana, UCLA’s determination of cultural affiliation was based on published sources and on discussion with Kumeyaay consultants and with scholars.  Although the consensus among scholars was that neither continuity nor discontinuity could be conclusively established between earlier archaic groups and present-day Kumeyaay, UCLA concluded that the preponderance of the evidence (considering geographical, archaeological, biological, linguistic, ethnographic, and oral tradition) leads to a conclusion that supports the Kumeyaay claim of shared group identity with the remains in question.  

There was considerable group discussion about whether the preponderance of the evidence leads to a conclusion of cultural affiliation.  

One member noted that under NAGPRA, “cultural continuity” is not the standard for establishing cultural affiliation; rather, the law requires a showing of “shared group identity.”  For example, many people in the U.S. could be said to have cultural continuity with 16th Century Englishmen (or with ancient Greeks, from whom we derive many of our core cultural ideas about democracy), but we don’t have a “shared group identity” that would lead to a conclusion of cultural affiliation.  Thus, it was pointed out, even though some of the research cited in UCLA’s report may lead to a conclusion that there are aspects of cultural continuity between the La Jollan people and the Kumeyaay, that is not enough to lead to a conclusion of “cultural affiliation.”  Another member expanded upon this, noting that just because an area is continuously occupied does not mean that the people who are there now are necessarily culturally affiliated with the people who were there earlier.  

Another member pointed out that NAGPRA appears to work better when relatively shallow time depths are involved, but that it is much harder to meet the legal requirements of establishing  “cultural affiliation” when very long time periods are involved.   

Another member pointed out that in considering whether there is a “preponderance of the evidence,” group members should recognize that the NAGPRA standard does not require that the evidence be overwhelming.  Rather, the NAGPRA standard requires that the evidence lead to the conclusion that it is more likely than not that remains are culturally affiliated with the particular group in question.  If the evidence is equally balanced, then the decision should be against cultural affiliation and repatriation.   University Counsel Maria Shanle confirmed this interpretation.     

Additional points raised by Advisory Group members included:

· Physical/archaeological evidence:  It was pointed out that evidence of significant difference in cranial morphology between the earlier La Jollan people and the Kumeyaay, and evidence that there was a marked (rather than a gradual) shift indicates a major discontinuity.  [Diana responded that because there is a gap of 2,000 years in the record, there does indeed seem to be a marked shift, but it is possible that the shift was more gradual and we simply don’t have the evidence to show that.].    

· Burial practices:  It was pointed out that evidence of discontinuity in burial practices (cremation versus burial) suggests a lack of shared group identity.  Several members noted that burial practices are an especially important indicator of cultural identity. 

· Oral history:  It was pointed out that it is difficult to interpret the significance of oral histories, particularly descriptions of events that are impossible to date or identify as unique.  For example, it was pointed out that many groups have oral traditions that refer to origins from the sea, but since there are many seas, it is difficult to conclude that different stories referring to the sea are necessarily linked.   It was also pointed out that in some cases, oral histories are more fixed or verifiable (e.g., cases where a particular oral history is memorized and can be recited verbatim by group members with little or no variation), which may make it easier to find links between two groups, but that that is not the case here.  While several members noted that they found the oral tradition evidence to be important, they did not find it convincing enough to outweigh other evidence suggesting a lack of cultural affiliation.  

· Linguistic evidence:  It was pointed out that the linguistic evidence suggests that there was considerable population movement, which does not support the theory that people remained in the same place.  This does not support a finding of cultural affiliation.  

· Lack of evidence of earlier group’s cultural identity:  It was suggested that there is not enough evidence regarding the earlier group’s cultural identity to establish a connection between that group and the Kumeyaay.  That is, we do not know what the earlier group looked like, what its cultural practices were.  Evidence of distinctive cultural practices is needed (not just mill stones, for example, which were used by many cultures) in order to establish shared group identity.

· One member noted that while the claim from the Kumeyaay certainly appears to be heartfelt, and while there is a lot of good research that went into the UCLA report, the preponderance of the evidence standard, in their view, had not been met.  Several other members voiced support for this view.  

· One member recommended approving UCLA’s finding of cultural affiliation with the Kumeyaay, even though the evidence is not strong, given that it is extremely difficult to establish shared group identity at such a large time depth, and given that the Kumeyaay may have as strong a claim as any group is likely to be able to establish.  

Conclusion:  The majority of the Advisory Group advised that the NAGPRA standard for cultural affiliation was not met in this case (i.e., that the preponderance of the evidence does NOT lead to the conclusion that the remains and associated funerary objects listed on UCLA’s inventory are culturally affiliated with the Kumeyaay).  

Follow-up:  After the meeting, Ellen Auriti brought the Advisory Group’s advice back to OP.  The OP decision was that based on the group’s advice, UCLA should modify its draft revised inventories to indicate that SDI-525 and CA-SDI-603 are culturally unidentifiable.  Once the inventories are so modified, UCLA should submit them to federal and tribal officials in accordance with NAGPRA.  

III.  
Review/recommendation re: whether to approve  UCLA’s revised  NAGPRA inventories identifying remains from CA-HUM-? as being  Aculturally affiliated@ with the Wiyot 
Attachment 6: Draft revised UCLA Wiyot inventory

Diana Wilson provided background information about this inventory, noting that UCLA’s experts acknowledged that making the determination of cultural affiliation in this case was difficult.  She noted that the determination of cultural affiliation was based on an assumption that the mandible in question is Native American and that it is recent.  

Several Advisory Group members raised questions about whether such assumptions were supportable.  In particular, concerns were raised about the age of the remains.  It was pointed out that without evidence that the remains are recent, a finding of cultural affiliation is not warranted.

Conclusion:    The Advisory Group’s advice was that the NAGPRA standard for cultural affiliation was not met in this case (i.e., that the preponderance of the evidence does NOT lead to the conclusion that the remains listed on UCLA’s inventory are culturally affiliated with the Wiyot).  

Follow-up:  After the meeting, Ellen Auriti brought the Advisory Group’s advice back to OP.  The OP decision was that based on the group’s advice, UCLA should modify its draft revised inventory to indicate that  CA-HUM-? is culturally unidentifiable.  Once the inventory is so modified, UCLA should submit it to federal and tribal officials in accordance with NAGPRA.  

IV.
Review/recommendation re: whether to approve  UCLA’s revised  NAGPRA 

inventories identifying remains from CA-RIV-126, CA-RIV-364, and CA-RIV-366 as being  Aculturally affiliated@ with the Luiseño (Pechanga).  
Attachment 7: Draft revised UCLA Luiseñ
o, Pechanga inventory

Diana Wilson provided background information about this inventory, noting that the Pechanga representatives with whom UCLA consulted felt very strongly that the items in question (which were heavily burnt) were part of a memorial rite.  After some discussion among Advisory Group members, it was suggested that each site number in this inventory be considered separately, since there were differing circumstances for each.  With respect to CA-RIV-126 (Accession number 232)  and CA-RIV-364 (Accession number 473):  Though there was some discussion about whether there was sufficient evidence that the pot sherds and quartz crystals were ceremonial, several members noted that the oral evidence was strong (and relatively recent).  In both cases, the group recommended approving UCLA’s determination of cultural affiliation with the Luiseño.  Several members suggested that UCLA should go back to determine whether there are additional Luiseño groups that should be included in the cultural affiliation (i.e., that the best practice would be to list all the possible Luiseño groups that could be culturally affiliated).    

With respect to CA-RIV-366 (Accession number 473), the group’s discussion focused on the concern that there was not enough evidence to conclude that the items from this site are funerary objects.  In fact, it was pointed out that there was some question as to whether human remains were associated with this site at all (the missing bone referenced on the inventory may have been deer bone).  Therefore, the Advisory Group endorsed the suggestion made by one member that the items referenced in the inventory from CA-RIV-366 be treated as non-NAGPRA items (which could be given to a requesting tribe via a non-NAGPRA deaccession).  A question arose as to whether systemwide (Office of the President) approval is needed for museum deaccessions of items not covered by NAGPRA.  Both Ellen Auriti and University Counsel Maria Shanle responded that they knew of no such requirement, but stated that they would research this point and advise the group of their conclusion.  

Conclusion:    

A.  CA-RIV-126; CA-RIV-364:  The Advisory Group’s advice was that the NAGPRA standard for cultural affiliation was met in the case of Accession number 232 (CA-RIV-126) and for part of Accession number 473 (CA-RIV-364) (i.e., the group found that the preponderance of the evidence supports UCLA’s conclusion that the remains and cultural objects listed on UCLA’s inventory are culturally affiliated with the Luiseño).  Though approving the affiliation with Luiseño, several  members advised that UCLA should consider listing additional Luiseño groups as part of the cultural affiliation.  

B.  CA-RIV-366:  The Advisory Group’s advice was that the items referenced in the UCLA inventory from CA-RIV-366 be treated as non-NAGPRA items (i.e., not be listed on the inventory), which the campus could choose to give to a requesting tribe via a non-NAGPRA deaccession.  

Follow-up:  After the meeting, Ellen Auriti brought the Advisory Group’s advice back to OP.  The OP decision was a) to approve UCLA’s revised inventory identifying CA-RIV-126 and CA-RIV-364 as culturally affiliated with the Luiseño; and b) to ask UCLA to modify its draft revised inventories to remove the reference to items from CA-RIV-366 (which should be treated as non-NAGPRA items).  UCLA should submit its revised inventory to federal and tribal officials in accordance with NAGPRA.  


With respect to the question that arose regarding deaccessions:  After having researched systemwide policies, Maria and Ellen concluded that there is no generally applicable requirement that campuses obtain OP approval for non-NAGPRA deaccessions from campus museums.  OP approval is needed for repatriation and deaccession of Native American remains and cultural items made pursuant to the “University of California Policy and Procedures on Curation and Repatriation of Human Remains and Cultural Items.” There may be policies that apply to other specific cases, but there is no generally applicable requirement that campuses obtain OP approval for every deaccession.  

V.  
Review of UCB request to deaccession ten Native American beads
Attachment 8: UCB Letter requesting deaccession approval

The group discussed an issue raised by a recent request from UC Berkeley for approval to  deaccession ten Native American beads from the Hearst museum's collection for destructive analysis in a research study being conducted with the consent of appropriate Native American Most Likely Descendants.  It was noted that the beads were not found by UCB to fit into a category of objects covered by NAGPRA, and were not listed on UCB's NAGPRA inventory. 

Ellen Auriti asked for the group’s input on 1) whether deaccession was appropriate in the case cited in the UCB letter; and 2) whether this type of deaccession falls into a category that does not warrant systemwide consistency/review.  After some discussion, the group responded affirmatively to the second question.  It was pointed out that since the beads were not found by the campus to fit into a NAGPRA category, and since they were not listed on a NAGPRA inventory or the subject of a NAGPRA request, there was nothing to indicate that anything other than the museum’s normal procedures should apply (i.e., there is no need for systemwide consistency or review).  

With respect to the question of whether deaccession was appropriate in this case:  Although no member expressed concerns about UCB’s use of the beads for the proposed research project, several members pointed out that a formal deaccession probably was not necessary, since the beads in question were just a few out of a larger collection.  That is, since the collection remains with the museum, a “deaccession” was not necessary.   It was pointed out that this was simply a matter of internal campus museum procedures; Richard Hitchcock agreed, and said that he would bring that advice back to his campus to guide future similar situations.   

Conclusion:  The Advisory Group recommended that in cases where a campus determines that a Native American item does not fit into a category covered by NAGPRA (i.e., it is not human remains, a funerary object, an object of cultural patrimony, or a sacred object) and where there has been no repatriation request under federal or state law, there is no need for systemwide Advisory Group review prior to deaccession.   Ellen Auriti confirmed that OP will not require systemwide review in such cases (but noted that campuses should advise OP of cases in which there is likely to be a dispute regarding whether an item is covered by NAGPRA).   The group also advised that in this particular UCB case, formal deaccession probably was not necessary in order for the research in question to occur.  

Follow-up:   None needed. 

VI.
Discussion re: Advisory Group/OP Review and approval process re: claims, repatriations, deaccessions   
Attachment 9: Draft claim form 



Review of draft form:  Ellen Auriti noted the need to streamline the process for reviewing and approving campus decisions regarding cultural affiliations and repatriations of items covered by NAGPRA.  She solicited input regarding a draft form designed to collect the information that Advisory Group members need in order to provide meaningful advice and recommendations.  Advisory Group members offered some suggestions for improving the form, but agreed that it contained the basic categories of information needed to review a claim.  It was suggested that a separate simplified  “notice of claim” form may be useful in addition to the “request for Advisory Group review” form.   

Trigger for Advisory Group review:  There was some discussion regarding the point at which a claim is ready for systemwide review.  It was pointed out that in many cases, a campus may have numerous interactions with a tribe with respect to a claim before the claim is ripe for review (i.e.,  even though a campus may not respond affirmatively to an initial repatriation request, that decision may not be final, since more information may be requested, additional consultations conducted, etc.).  It was noted that it would be unduly cumbersome to solicit Advisory Group input at every state of the transaction. 

It was suggested that Advisory Group review should be sought at the point when the campus determines that NAGPRA repatriation requirements have been met and recommends repatriation. At that point, the campus should fill out the form requesting Advisory Group review and send it to OP

Exception to need for Advisory Group review:   With respect to streamlining the review process, it was suggested that there is one category of repatriation which generally does not warrant Advisory Group review:   Group members agreed that there is generally no need for the Advisory Group to review a campus recommendation to repatriate if:

1) the repatriation involves only human remains and funerary objects that were listed on the campus inventory;

2) the campus inventory identified the remains and associated funerary objects as being culturally affiliated with the tribe requesting repatriation; and

3)   the campus inventory was already reviewed/approved by the Advisory Group.  

The reason additional Advisory Group review is not needed in such cases is that the Advisory Group already approved the cultural affiliation in question.  Once human remains and associated funerary objects have been identified as culturally affiliated with a particular tribe, repatriation is legally required upon request unless a NAGPRA exception applies.  NAGPRA exceptions include cases in which there is a competing claim or in which the remains are indispensable to the completion of a specific scientific study of major national importance.  

Notifying campuses of repatriations:   It was also suggested that OP keep track of repatriations made by UC campuses, and circulate a list of repatriations to the Advisory Group annually, to keep members informed of systemwide repatriation activity.  Ellen Auriti agreed that OP would do this.    

 Conclusion:   When a campus determines that NAGPRA repatriation requirements have been met and recommends repatriation, the campus should complete the form requesting Advisory Group review and send it to OP, for distribution to the Advisory Group.  However, Advisory Group review will generally not be required in cases where the campus repatriation recommendation pertains to remains and AFO’s that were listed as culturally affiliated with the requesting tribe on a campus inventory that was previously approved by the Advisory Group.  

Campuses recommending repatriation of remains and associated funerary objects that meet the above criteria (i.e., that were already identified as culturally affiliated with the requesting tribe on an inventory approved by the Advisory Group) should advise OP whether any NAGPRA exceptions (e.g., competing claims) apply or whether there are other specific issues of potential controversy.  If not, there will be no need for additional Advisory Group review.   

Follow-up:   Rebecca Landes will revise the repatriation claim form in accordance with the discussion and circulate the revised form(s) to the Advisory Group.  In the mean time, campuses should use the draft form to notify OP of written repatriation claims they receive from tribes and of any campus repatriation recommendations.

VII.     AB 978  follow-up
Attachment 10: Assembly Bill 978 


Handout:  AB 978:  Summary of Main Requirements
Ellen Auriti distributed a document outlining the main requirements of Assembly Bill 978, the bill that enacted the California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, effective January 1, 2002.  She reminded the group that all campuses with collections must be ready to submit a copy of their federal NAGPRA inventories and summaries to the yet-to-be-formed state Repatriation Oversight Commission within 30 days after the date on which the Commission is formed.

She also noted that the campuses must be ready to prepare supplements for those portions of their Federal NAGPRA inventories and summaries relating to remains and cultural items that originated from California but that were not found to be affiliated with any federally recognized tribes.  She noted that with respect to those portions of their collections, campuses will have to consult with non-federally- recognized tribes and identify any  Astate cultural affiliation@ that can be found with those tribes.  She noted that the inventory and summary supplements will not be due until 1 year after the state Commission releases a list of California tribes, but that some campuses may want to get started on any necessary preliminary steps.  

She also noted that inventory and summary supplements prepared under the state law should be treated the same way as federal NAGPRA inventories under UC policy – that is, upon completion, they should be submitted to the Advisory Group and OP for review and approval.  Any “state cultural affiliations” should be reviewed by the Advisory Group.  Ellen requested that campuses notify OP if they receive any claims under the state law.  

Ellen also asked the Advisory Group for assistance in identifying potential UC nominees to the State Repatriation Oversight Commission and encouraged Advisory Group members to consider whether they would be willing to serve on the Commission.  She noted that since the law gives the Commission a key role in making decisions that will affect museums and agencies with collections of remains and cultural items, service on the Commission will be an important way of serving the University and the state.  She noted that UC’s nominee should be an individual who is familiar with UC’s collections, is able to articulately represent the concerns of UC on repatriation issues (particularly with respect to potential impact on research, teaching and public service), is familiar with federal NAGPRA compliance, and is willing and able to work effectively as part of a group in which scientific interests may be the minority view and in which considerable political and cultural sensitivity is required.  

 There was some group discussion about potential interaction between the state law and Federal NAGPRA, and about how the new state repatriation process would work.  

Follow-up:  No immediate follow-up is required, but campuses should be prepared to take steps to prepare the inventory and summary supplements required by AB 978.  Advisory Group members should contact Ellen Auriti with suggestions for potential UC nominees to the state Commission.   

 VIII.
New state legislative proposals restricting excavation on Native American historic, cultural or sacred sites
Attachment 11: Senate Bill 1816 

Attachment 12: Analysis of Senate Bill 1816

Attachment 13: Senate Bill 1828 
Attachment 14: Analysis of Senate Bill 1828
Ellen Auriti informed the Advisory Group members about two pending state bills – Senate Bill 1816 and Senate Bill 1828 -- that may have an adverse impact on archaeological research.  She noted that though both bills appear to be designed to promote a goal we support – preventing defacement and vandalism of Native American sacred and cultural sites -- they are written so broadly that they could prevent legitimate archaeological research.  

Ellen gave a brief overview of the bills.  AB 1816 makes it a crime to excavate upon any Native American historic, cultural or sacred site on private or public land, with an exception for activities carried out under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and for “agreements” entered into pursuant to provisions of existing law relating to the Native American Heritage Commission.  AB 1828 amends CEQA to, among other things, prohibit an agency from issuing a permit for any project if a tribe declares that the project would have an adverse impact on a site that the tribe declares to be sacred.   

The group had a brief discussion about the potential impact of the bills on research.  Ellen noted that UC’s State Governmental Relations Office is working with the authors’ offices in the hope of getting a research exemption inserted into the bills.  

Follow-up:  Ellen Auriti will continue to work with the UC’s Office of State Governmental Relations office and with other impacted Divisions to attempt to resolve concerns about adverse effects of the bills.  

IX.   Other business
The group had a brief discussion about forthcoming draft regulations that the Department of Interior plans to release regarding disposition on culturally unidentifiable remains.  This issue was expected to come up at the May 31 – June 2 NAGPRA Review Committee meeting in Tulsa, OK.  Dick Hitchcock noted that he planned to attend the Tulsa meeting.  

It was noted that there is some question regarding whether the Department of Interior has authority under NAGPRA to issue regulations that would be binding on museums regarding disposition of culturally unidentifiable remains. 

The group also picked tentative dates for future Advisory Group meetings.  Members were asked to set aside the following dates for meetings from 10 AM – 3 PM, with the understanding that one or more meetings might be cancelled if there is no business that needs to be addressed:


SEPTEMBER 23  (Monday)


JANUARY 22, 2003 (Wednesday)


MAY 19, 2003 (Monday)

Follow-up:   Members should mark their calendars with the above meeting dates, and should advise Ellen Auriti of any agenda items.   
X.  Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 pm.
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