2008 COGNA

State/Federal Roundtable Session 1

How do State Names Authorities receive input from tribal communities?

Smith: 1. a tribal person on the committee, been on a long time.  2. Send out communications to the tribe.

Julyan: Sending letter doesn’t get fast results.  Eventually there is a response.

Vaughan: Oregon has a clearing house, which sends letters to all the tribes; they know the contacts.

Yost: Federal level.  What about names that look like Indian names but are not.  Point not clear.

Boulay: entering into a new era of contact with tribes, which are giving more input than earlier.  

Julyan: The list of tribes to be contacted is staggering.  These are tribes whose present or historical connection is within 50 miles of the features.  This takes a lot of time to process.  

Yost: Lately some DNC members have been concerned about that.  

Messenger: Use 1890 map showing every treaty between 1780 and 1890, based on information about the whereabouts historically.  

Fagan: Executive Order 13175, issued in 1990.  Consultation and coordination with Native American nations.  It was issued to 1. establish meaningful consultation with “recognized” tribes. 2. Strengthen government-to-government relationships.  3. reduce the imposition of unfunded mandates on tribes.  It recognizes the special status of tribes, a status higher than that of the states.   Implications for the BGN: 1. we must zealously apply the consultation requirement. 2. Key phrase in the order is “actions that have substantial direct effects on tribes. 3. We have applied the Exec Order too zealously.  4. We apply it to naming proposals not only on current trial lands, but also ancestral lands.  PROPOSAL: When on current tribal lands: 1. contact tribe the same as we do with the state. 1. accept the tribe’s recommendation, whether we like it or not.  When on ancestral lands: 1. no need to define boundaries.  2. simply tell tribes that may be on ancestral lands, or may otherwise be of interest to them.  3. tell them we value their opinions.  4. Inform them of the quarterly review list.  5. Provide them with web link, and/or send them the quarterly review list.  6. Invite them to comment.  Proposal essentially is to send the whole list to tribes and let them decide whether there is any concern.  

Marinucci: must we contact all 600 tribes each time?

Fagan: Likely.  About 50% have e-mail addresses.

Chris Barnett: would the states no longer have the responsibility of contacting tribes?  

Fagan: When personal contacts exist, they should be maintained.  Many tribes don’t care to deal with states.

How do State Names Authorities deal with names in wilderness areas?

Smith: reject them!  In 20 years on the board hasn’t seen a proposal worthy of accepting.

Hoff: Most in AZ have been in Grand Canyon; they are all examined for merit, including the educational advantages of naming in these areas.  In recent years, four names have been approved for Grand Canyon Wilderness Areas.

McArthur: Oregon has occasionally received proposals, generally discouraged.  USGS has proposed about a hundred names in one of the wilderness areas.  This will clutter up the map in a small area.  He proposes instituting a “scientific name” category, names that don’t appear on most maps.  

Gardiner: Oregon has interim committee which pre-screens name proposals.

Vaughan: In a few cases, Oregon has considered wilderness area names and has approved some of them as changes.  (Wilderness Area Policy does not apply to name changes.)

Darryl Willams: What is the policy?

Yost: Explains

Fagan: An area where man does not remain, untrammeled landscape. 

Yost: there are exceptions, such as an overriding need.

Why are English generics required for Native American geographic feature names but not required for geographic feature names of English, French, Spanish and other foreign names?
Gardiner: asked to explain the difference between “drop” and “falls.”  They decided that the falls were too small for a “fall.”

McArthur: There are many features that aren’t vertical drops that are called falls.  

Gardiner: In case of saddle vs. ridge, proponent agreed it was not a ridge.

Payne: Cindy is misinterpreting the generic list; it is simply a compilation of found generics.  Also, the GNIS is obligated to serve the general users, not scholars.

Smith: Admonished by Payne on Squaw Tit to Pushtay.

Vaughan: favored “drop” because of width and height.  
Chris: danger of hierarchy

Runyon: Public is intimidated by the experts on the board and will accept generics when they shouldn’t.  

McCormick: Defends the board.  Was it a ridge or a point?  We don’t just reject a name because of generic. 

Gardiner: ridge vs saddle in Oregon.  There were high points on each side, both with names.  

Is using only the first name of a person considered a commemorative name?

General response: Yes

Julyan: Elvis

Runyon: name proposals came in from Florida such as Emily Lake, etc., with no information as to the identity of the person.  

Smith: Washington requires that the person be identified unless there is long-term local usage.

Hoff: Arizona had a woman’s name proposal, Becky Spring, and the identity is known.  But it has been in use a long time.  

Julyan: Sometimes a proposal with a first name is important, such as Harmon Draw for a man named Harmon Black.

Why is the full version required when the abbreviated form is the one in common use by churches?  

McArthur: why can’t we use the standard abbreviations

Barnett: Isn’t St. Louis officially abbreviated?

Yost: Cartographers have the leeway to abbreviate

Payne: It’s a convenience to spell out

Marinucci: Census dept. abbreviates all states.

Name may originally have been associative not commemorative: i.e., an individual owned land on which feature is located.  How much evidence is needed to support the change?

McArthur: There are probably 13,000 biographic names in Oregon GNIS.  Not more than a few hundred are truly commemorative.  Most are simply referential.

Westington: Agrees with McArthur to an extent, but a biographical name does tell a story about a person.  To change it is to uncommemorate.

How do State Names Authorities deal with commemorative names or names perceived to be commemorative vs. long-term local use?

Smith: local usage and long-term usage should predominate

Vaughan: Example: a couple had a long lease on land.  Turner Drop was named for this couple.  Forest people referred to the cabin as the Turner Place.

Marinucci: There is a tendency to name things for themselves or for relatives.  Very reluctant to change names because of recent ownership.  

Smith: has counseled people to put up a sign so that local usage can take place.

Boulay: Some people have named things for themselves or family.

Smith: a DOT person sits on committee

Norton: A citizen in Arizona put up a sign on the post office and tried to get the board to change the name.

Yost: Board is reluctant to change any surname that has been in usage for a long time.

Fagan: agree

Should there be something more added to the commemorative names policy concerning changing a commemorative name (or names perceived to be)?

Marinucci: Even long association shouldn’t allow names to be changed.  In fact names shouldn’t be changed at all without any really good reason.

Barnett: Unclear which are commemorative

Fenniman: example of husband wanting to name a feature in Alaska but took it back when they divorced

Smith: another example

McArthur: Only case in a long time when a biographical name was removed (changed from Daley to Wanema).

Payne: Commemorative policy clearly states that ownership is not a reason for a name change.  

Gilbert: Question of direct association.  Piestewa Peak is an example.  How important is that.  Let’s discuss that after lunch.  

Fagan: We should defer to tribes, etc., for features on tribal land.

Gilbert: Re name changes.  Piestewa Peak renamed by Governor for first Native American woman killed in Iraq.  Violated the five-year policy.  Board approved it at recent meeting.  

Yost: He told the press there was regional notoriety, although no direct association.  

Norton: Directly involved, but nervous about talking.  

Smith: Exceptions to everything.  She had special significance to the nation.  Represents ideals, sacrifice, etc.  Other features have commemorative names with no direct connection.

Fagan: The whole process was wrong from the Board’s point of view and to the Native Americans’ point of view.  But we have to live with it.  We held to the five-year policy.  The governor overstepped when she acted under the heat of the moment.

What constitutes a reliable source for names?

Is there any kind of rating?

Any web address, newspaper, book, and/or map?

Any published occurrence of the feature name?

Should there be more than one published occurrence of the name if it does not appear on Federal sources?

McArthur: Follow published sources but be skeptical

Smith: Always be skeptical.

Messenger: Yesterday an issue of whether Corps of Engineers or GNIS is correct.

Julyan: Always be skeptical

Smith: Example: everyone thought a certain name was of Indian origin, but turned out to be biblical

Marinucci: Official websites are generally reliable, especially those maintained by GIS people.  

Yost: agrees, but always nice to have more than one to verify

McCormick: A number of good websites, but it’s hard to verify when the source is GNIS.  Use your common sense.  

Gardiner: Has contacts in GIS community to check with.  She knows who can be relied on.  

Yost: After a while one gets a feeling for what is right

Payne: Policy is still just to deal with natural features

Do State Names Authorities find the policies, practices, and procedures of the US BGN/DNC easy to work with?
Do they meet their needs?

Is the US BGN.DNC interested in hearing feedback on possible changes?

Apparently yes.

Westington: don’t understand the question.

Payne: California has an insignicant feature policy; BGN doesn’t

Whetstone: couldn’t hear her

Runyon: Does commemorative names policy need to be tightened up; many people want to honor their grandparents?  There are other ways to honor.  Staff has trouble dealing with these people because the policy is a bit vague.  Should the staff be doing more?

Marinucci: Would like to see it tightened up, better guidelines for commemoration.  

Smith: Association on two levels: association and contribution should be considered.

M. McArthur:  How to do things seems to be the most important concern for many proponents rather than the philosophy

Runyon: Many feel that settling the land is a greater contribution than, say, serving on the school board

Liston: What are some of the problems that exist or are solved that justify changing a name or applying a new one. 

Caldwell: the rules say that twenty or more years is enough to justify commemoration. 

Loy: The new policy drops that but is even looser

Fagan: In the park service, to be permanently commemorated is a very high honor.  That attitude should be applied to all names.  A basic question is, does the feature really need a name?  

Messenger: Not in favor of commemorative names in general.  Do the honorees want to be honored?  

Smith: Example: Turnbull didn’t deserve commemoration, but the feature needed a name, so he was handy, more associative than commemorative.

Fagan: At some time in the past, there was some sort of policy that set up a hierarchy of features that could be named in relation to the importance of the person being commemorated.  

Payne: that’s the way it operates in Antarctica

Liston: The Turnbull case.  Did it resolve a problem?

Smith: Language is for reference.  That’s what the name Turnbull does

Vandegraft:  Works for Fish and Wildlife, but didn’t know the source, but most refuges are named for local features

Gardiner: looking at PPP online

Runyon: Antarctica does not have the living persons policy.  Mt. Payne is a second order feature

Marinucci: Are we disenfranchising many who came to the country too poor to own land and didn’t have features named for them?

Smith: Language users 

Westington: Noting an earlier comment on what it means to commemorate someone versus an associative connection.  

Gilbert: In Turner Drop case, we know the story, but in most cases we don’t

Gardiner: Several names in the last few years like the Turner case.  People of no importance who hung around a spot.  These names have significance for the proponents but not for anyone else.

McArthur: ANS a few years back had a committee on classification, including a category of “biographical,” with associative and commemorative as sub-categories.

Gardiner: When the public sees a name they don’t usually know or care.
Although GNIS is a database of official names for Federal usage, the U. S. BGN/DNC strongly encourages states and others to use only the official federally recognized name.

Shouldn’t the US BGN/DNC be more willing to recognize state needs and thoughts?

Smith: Of course (answer to first question above)

Payne: Only two states require that the state honor BGN names

Boulay: In Minnesota, what should be done when county and state approve a name and BGN turns it down?  He doesn’t know of any names that the state has changed after a negative BGN decision

Julyan: GNIS has become the coin of the realm, and most GIS people will use that database more and more in the future.

Runyon: Minnesota wants to be kept informed

Yost: many names are identified as not official

McArthur: Comment on Julyan’s suggestion that GIS people will more and more use GNIS.  For non-natural features, it’s better to rely on other sources for towns, etc.

Gardiner: Something about ?

Yost: GNIS is old, thus many errors.  We work with states for updates

When can we expect official approval and publication of the PPP? 

Yost: it’s been in process for years.  The size of the staff prohibits finishing it quickly.

Kanalley: Last year committee met for a day and a half in Shepherdstown and did much work toward a final draft.  It’s very close.

Payne: New administration may delay things

Kanalley: Done perhaps by January 2009

Should Physiographic features/areas that appear named on physiographic maps be entered into GNIS?

Surface geologic features that have a name: Is there a way to tie these into GNIS?  Should they be?

What are the plans for the U.S. Geological Survey to continue supporting GNIS?

Yost: they probably will continue.

How long should DNC wait for states that won’t make a decision?

Yost: perhaps a year

Payne: That was Rupe Southard’s mandate

Runyon: Urges states to be understanding about this and get their work done

Should there be a pet names policy?

Smith: Unless there is a major association, it shouldn’t be done

Kanalley: PPP excludes pet names in commemorative category; otherwise on a case-by-case basis
Smith: Policy lacks clarity.  Needs more detail

Concern with duplication of names or similar names in close proximity.  This has been inconsistent.  

Should COGNA develop resolutions from the Roundtable discussion?
All though not part of the Roundtable a discussion was presented to see if COGNA should implement resolutions.

Presented by Roger Payne and Wayne Furr

Payne: Resolutions are a way of passing information on.  Should COGNA have resolutions?  It would state clearly how the Council views policies and other aspects of applied toponymy.  It might help legitimize COGNA, giving it more visibility.  One can go to the website and see what the group intends to get done.  After the resolutions, then a committee can address the problems.  Any individual can submit resolutions, but only the state delegates could vote.  Wording would be formal.  

Yost: Who would decide on these resolutions?  

Payne: Anyone, any group of three who would be willing to go through the notes to see if any were warranted.

Julyan: This seems too formal; likes things the way they are now.  He is confident that his voice is heard.  

Furr: This was one of the best roundtables he has seen.  He agrees that COGNA’s voice is being heard.

Payne: The purpose of the resolution is to formalize the voices. 

Yost: Can the minutes be the source?

Loy: At roundtable we get a sense of things that need to be done.  But there is nothing really very specific.  Some sort of statement would help.

M. McArthur: Agrees from a state perspective; many good ideas, but no focus

Smith: Resolutions take time and effort.  Minutes should be circulated, but there is a need to focus the ideas, prioritize them.  

Revie: Canadians have a more formal meeting. Members vote on issues.  But committees are set up to work on the problems that are identified.  These are called “action items.”

Ross: That helps focus on main topics but also on the small matters

Furr: Minutes from last year were done by a couple of people

Payne: We get a sense of what people want.

Payne concluded by mentioning the e-mail proposal to change Mt. Hood to Mt. Schnitzermeier.  

