| ct |eraental riation to the De artment
of Law; arld prowd 8 for an efPect|8e éate P

COMMITTETE REPORT

HOUSE

Mr. Speaker: Date '~ —

The Committee on PIIJAMCL has had hi

under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee
) recommends it DO PASS

) recommends it DO NOT PASS

) recommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)

)

(
(
(
() recommends it BE REPLACED WiTH CS FOR if 15 c AND THAT

S FOR 10 A DO PASS
() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMMITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other”
Members signing the Major 2ty report:
VAT Y L —-1] 7
[~ . -

Members NOT concurring in the Major? ty report;
recommend s :

recommend s :
recommend s :
recommend s :

recommend s :

Cha 1rman
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office of me ATiomr gencral POUCHK - swe CAPITOL
[UHCAU 99801
April 2, 1?75
Honorable Hugh Malone
Chairman
House Flnance Comm| ttee
Alaska State Legis at re
%tate CaAc||tok 9%8
uneau, Alaska
Re: House- Rill 2?1 - gPIementaI Budget
Reouest to the Deoartr.ent of Lav:

Lear Eerresentative Malone;

At a recent hearing on HE 81, you reguested detailed infor-
matjon af.out the travel funds for the state's discovery program In the
cok Ir.let Pricing Case and questioned the amount budgetd or trave
VJe have thoroughly anagsed our transp ortat|on an gn diem nee S 10
ursue the case and we nee agpsorommateg -Ic,9u3. 'This Dbreak's
own _to $5778 for aix _fares for surface transportation, and
$9,9b20 for per diem. The foflowmg table details the basis fcr ' these

numbers:

Single

Faré from Cabs,

Precedmg Sé Per | m Cost Buses,
cit: a@s (%kc/day) For 2 efc.  Total
Anchorage
a Fra%ciaco, Ca. £15;'§ W £360 £17M26 £ 80 V. 3 CO
akersfie Ca. 3 3 120 30*1 25 329
Anchorage V\% 370 — 370
SUBTOTA 17 JbtQ £2100 £105
Anchaorage
Los An g?olas Ca. £173 21 £xp £2,026  £115 £7,17
Anchora e 173 y\t -
SUBTOTA T3Mo 21 A0 £2.372 0115 'v>V
Anchorage
DenVEII"St_O £1§§ 28 £1.120 £2. %17% £150 £2.,7"

%TSTAL [ Trrrrj 72,996

Ac*horn go
Dallas £229 "l £580 £1578 ¢ 80 £1,658
Midland , Toyas 0 g 120 qQ ir; 3 if5
Son Antonio, Texas, 3 200 ﬂ% 35 hog
Anchorage 22 <166 !
SUBTOTA £53 7.2.736 °TT778

mbwi jhkj* B atagBsaaaBBeaMB”nMaBmaaBgBSiBaaw
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fha JHUWI

| -« @ ltree

He: Hour,-* sill ":1 - Sarr>1lo;v.or.ta] Red
Rc-cu-"*s* re the 7'erai tr.cnt of Lav:
Dangie
Foffi fro-. Cabs,
Preceding 6t Ruses.,
City (nav~) -y, 0 etc . Tc ta

Tulsa Cfcﬁl $220 $280 $1,000 $ h- W 5plis

Bartlesville, Okls _6C 300 160* 560

iula«i, Okie. 100* Id;'

Anchcrane 110 r

Clip. iy VAT 17 660 $2,2a0 0305 $2,5*

Anchorage

Toledo, Ohio * van = s 56 min o, K

Finalay, Ohio 560 i 28 1UP

Toledo ** 1Co* &G

Mew York, H.Y. 55 320 750 50 P

Anchorage «186 up 6

SUBTOTAL S52i Jc sgvg 22,327 $305 _ti, 0

TOTAL _FCR DISCOVERY i

BY THE STATE $2,595 121 $2,8AC 17,670 $1,120 Fr0s

Single
Fare fror. Cabs,
Preceding Stay Cost Buses,

City City Fcr 1 etc . Total

Anchorage

San Francisco, ca.  $153 $120 $273  $ 25 $ 295

Anchorage 153 153

SUBTOTAL fJoF $226 $ 25 $ I5i

Anchorage

Woodburn, Oregon $246 $150*** § 396

Anchorage 126 126

SUBTOTAL $121 $37 2 ee15P u/

TOTAL FOR DISCOVERY

BY OTHER FAKTIKS $550 C $2i0 $7 98 $179 m 973

CRAMP TOTAL - ALL )

DISCOVERY $3,153 127 $5,C60 ;X5 ,66B 8L jyoy  $16,9:
Includes $100 car rental, assuming tvntald of :l22r/day, $0.2 */nml le
and drop-oiT See for driving one way, one day, ,00 idles.

¥ City on route to another where there 1is d ther a change in “eeeins-
portal.luti mode (i.e., rented car to airplane or vice versa. r an

#** Includes. $1 ",n ear renl al, assiii.ing rrnt.al of $S"/May and 0. s"./m! le
1"or driving round 1r.li*, three days., -100 rile:-,,
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k\ WILLIAM A. [GAN, GOVERNOR

DEI "VimiEXT OF LAW

CFHCE CF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL POUCH K - STATE CAPITCL
JUNEAU 99501

March 1] 31975

The Honorable Hugh Malone
Chairman

House Finance Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 998l!

Dear Mr. Malone:

The Att%rney General has re%uested me to answer
%our letter of Februatry 1975, concerning House Bill 8]
ecause e re resented th ree of t he art|es .opposing the State
?h let PI‘ICIH% Case hefore assu |n hf rgsg
utles v/it State and has, therefore, ualif Imself
rom part|C|pat|on In matters pertaining to tha case.

The Cook Inlet Pricing Case mvolvei three major
ISsues of d|3|o<ute between the S ate . and the eeve? oil ﬁro—
ucers nlet; |rs at is the value, for purposes
Rroductlon tax (AS 4255 OO) and the State's royalty. share
V\f] taken In ca? of the crude o1l wh en it 1s metered |nto
e aC| lities o te common carrier pipel |nes servmg
Inlet area? In the Rlast compani s ov/nin Rtere ts |n

comln? rom the same have Be orted t }ate as
many as six dirfferent values for a barrel of that 0l

Seco should alt and roduction tax ayments
be made usln rhat odj [J y nPter mﬁo th e gm
carrier nne Ine, or § ou deductlon be anwe }
costs of ovm‘g the o1l to s ore In order to net the value
back to the o&shore glatform n 1967 t he Director of [ands
our orte ed the net-back approach for royalties; In

this (Jt %n was reversed bg the Commissioner o? NaturaJ
theeSOHtfgegtl%nn that attempt to reverse the policy precipitate

Th|rd | f a charge for movm% the 0.l from platform-

to-s e s fo e allowed Yor et er r (}/ | va{ue or the

er cen a Ya uE pro octlﬁ af how sh uld that dedugction
om u I e] e.0l compfnﬁs ave claime

Pat ?r to s ore 3 S rangmg fr cen(tj foer barrel

0 rre rther g mang fas three different charge

ar e|n S|mu aneousl ca|me ferent companies for

oil from the same eases moving to shore through the same
pipelines.



The Honorable Hugh Malone -2- March 13, 1975

Since 1970 é tate has taken over 33 OOO 000 barrels
of royalty oil in kin efsoro- las| cin etro eum
Corporation; cumulat|ve roduct|on rom o ore Coo

leases Is seyeral hupdred million b arre S, Bprommate]z

one elghth o se arrels are the State's outright;

Inam er are al ct to ro uc |o[1 tax. prod| lous
mes necessarly mae larg ollars- and-cents per barrel.
ur atest Fshm te sug st% that the State W|n as much
a? 7 million oIIars in back royatles an uct|on taxes

It won on all [ssues and stan Is “to ose so over

$4 million If |t lost on evervt mg oreover ec use an
adverse ad{ 1d|cat|on 0 ate’ ts couId se
Rreceden North SIo easgs re s m|I I0nS 0
dollars in future royalti s coula be afecte

Because the Cook Inlet Pncmg Case IS important
to the State, an active program of disc ver from the othe
artles has een underta en to asce a]m preparation o
r|a w hat Rgene as the seeds o litigation were Panted.
e first g se of that program, t Stat Propoun ed
the eleven producer companies over eleven hundred a?eé totaI
of interrogatories and equests for tt} production o ocuments
re a{ ? heir treatment of the 0|l or Income tax E[)ur 0Ses
or Internal accountlﬂg re%ar mgat eir transac
etween and among each oth€r, and regar thelr Invo vement
(P varioys historical events th at now ave S|gn|f|cance in
etermining the outcome of the litigation.

Dur* 9 the Pnrer{)tgratmn of these masswe mderrosqlatorles

nd reﬂuests docu It became ap arent tions
rom an ayerage of S|Xx or Seven qersons (1; com an s ould

e taken In P e arat|on for trial. Because 0 t é Istory
efore and since this dispute has arisen, near these
eople are utside Alaska—in San Franc13f geles

nver, Dallas, Houston, San Antonio, Mid and ( exa ulsa,

Denve Da
artte >Ille” (Oklahoma), Findlay | I§Oh|o d C|t
where the companies maintain their regiona natlona headquart

The request for a s rﬂglemental aplpropr|at|on contem-
glated theg) % |I|t that some or al he ‘companies would
IS t e|r VIl agre to make the documents that
requested availab e or ou msP t|on in their varrous offices
aroun the country. Slnce litera % ousan s of documents .
were Lequeste from each c?nkpan the election b(v the com anies
to ents ava!a le “for our Inspection a copying
elr mang fes would. require .th con3| erabe tim
e s ent ach o C|t|(es mentlonﬁ/l e |n or er t
ct and co aII those ocuments. Mos op(iae
dpsm ns wo COVer . mattea at the ocurpent would also
on, so that would be mpractic unWése
to atte ﬁt to depose elgf eople without havmg the documentary
background to take an effetCtlve deposition.



Rather then make two trlé)s through all those cities—

one tr| for document Iinspection and another to

takei osﬁlons after th docurat ntcarg ater|aIs have Reen
yze evaluated— it was decide that one trip should

e atemgteéi to achieve both Pur 0ses. = Since the documents

wou e tax record s urchase .and sale materlals etc.,

which might prove quite tim consum|n% through We conser-

vatively ?st|maé ed the Bate at which de osmons coiﬂd be

prepared for an aken a two- at&orne team, While t|me

consumed by the whole Pr gram could, be as much as elg man-

weeks, we ex ect that he events WI show transportatl n

costs to pla Fs as far "’ﬁ New York City to be major factors

in the overall cost of the deposition program.

transonpﬁs of all the dePosmons will be neoesslar
% re;t)are for tria Court. rep ortn services were consulte
a he cost of tr%nscrlgtlon '[SI e The estimates we
oelve were about I a ha t -full- dfay deposition,
\é/ Ich we exp ect will be the average th o ro Oﬁe%
eposit |ons If we need av\téranso |pt epared a5|3
fgure was glven assumed t at no transcrlpts woul
have to be rush jobs.

Our estimate of the t}tal cost of the deposition
o ram is 537000 This 1s de |ved as ows rans ortation
early zen C|t|es across the countrX E)er die

i obel 3 e S el s
renta c))f Xerox maPcthmes $3(3 6 /

The remamger of the $107,900 reques}ed for the

Prlcmg Case is based on estimates of $1*1,000 for seryjces
perts to assist in trial preparation and to teftlf at

tr|aI gs to supplement the resent seoretarla staff;

$6,500 for moreased fice eﬂo nI es suc a phone calls,

osta e ang |ce mac ine renta or consumable _office
é% 000 for Outside travel aIready taken in FY 75;

for a typist's desk and chair.

| should also bring to our attentlon thefact that

settlement p053|b|l|t|es amoun e or 5 arties

are being actively explored resent severa companies

do not “feel inc neﬂ to sette nd V\B expect rooall the

way to trial with these COH’I panies. th other and, If

(}tement c achelve n)lllth the other parties, the case

be sllmp onS|dera y and |ts concom|tant Costs

re uced | Wecome the opporét a/ twﬂﬂ your

committee, shou you SC de5|re to discuss furt er the present

posture of the case
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additi oy have requested us to explain  the
54 100 |n addl tion I onies which "Commissioner of Administration,
n ew Warwick, eq Fsted In_his letter of February 2 N 1975
e s ted in his etter these funds were re ue}
Padl of the law firm %us e enses
urre in re resentrn% the AIaska |n State of Alaska
et al. v Chevron sphaI ompan et al. This case Is an anti-
frust case [n which the State of Alaska and 5 Alaskan municipal-
ities Anchorage Ketchikan, Fairbanks and Fairbanks North
Star Borough) have Jornéd 4 other States, (Washrngton Oregon,

lifornia, and Arizona n%ﬂgatdc’utrtx aﬁnag”f,tr.&ppr?xé@ﬁﬁ%'r’( l‘rom

| companres or cons
1960 to 1969,
Ala s ka's suit is against Chevron Asphalt, a subsidiar
of Stand d Il of California, and Union OA ompan e& Y
g an ive Alaska cities are regresente ergvuson
Bur el of Seatt |ch also regre ents the at nd man
grunrcr |t|es ? das gton. rquson. & BurdeI are rega ded
I%/the alntift and detense attorfeys in this case as perhaps
the mos} competent xperienced attorneys on the West Coast
In the field of p a|nt|f anti-trust litigation,

In. 1971 Alaska's Attorney General eptered into an
reement with Ferguson Burgen Y/vh(i:’ch rovt9 8 ?or the then
ree g a|nt|ff States to share expenses to be Incurred in

grsco%/ ry an tria Pregaratlron which they determined would
enefit all plaintiffs equally

This agreement contajns a formula for appor |on|
the ex enses a 91 H]e p arntr’f States accor in ch gr%
portion of each State's damage claims to the tot ama e
carms of all plaintiffs which are artres to the exgense
sharing agreement. AIaskas proportion the, expenses as
determined by this formula is ap{)roxrmately SMJof the total
amount spent”during the term of the recent billing.

Because of the reIatronshrﬂ between the Attorne
Generals stgff attorne}/ k|n% with Ferguson urdgll on
his case an he rel tonshr etween Ferguson L
and the other plaintiff's attorneys who ar artres
expense sharing agreement, It is not poss| or the Attorne
General to demand”the current baIanf % are of
t\e expepses excernt ar times mutually agree y the other
ainti steering committee attorneys:

Attorne%Gene\/rael\’\lhgsc 5@ ?ktvadgfih’y'gagd dsectpetdolHSStrt ate

these expenses for the next |sca

It is_probable that Alaska's case will be concluded
EX s[ﬁ)rlng of 1976, but whether by trial or settlement is not
own at present.
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To date the State
of approximately $1,500,000
a counter offer of $3,100,00

. . Preé;ently the case is very active. The Sta.tﬁ of
California and the’ cities and counties in Its case wil belqln
trial of their ant of cases on March (7, * IS fria
IS expected to last a?promm tely six months. It Involves
claim aga| st .several asphalt producing oil companies for
a total of $29j000,000.

has received a settlement offer
Bo which we have responded with

.. Alaska's attorneys, Ferguson & Burﬂell arﬁ: a?5|s_t|ng
the California Attorney General's” office In the trial o th||s
case and concurrently ‘continuing trial preparation and settle-
ment negotiations on Ala}s]ka case. This cfc,elerated, c?ncen—
trated dactivity (n what has been an ardugus five years of
discovery and trial preparation may conclude this”case within
the next” six months.

It should be emphasized that Ferguson & Burdell's
repres ntFtlon of the State In these cases has roduc?d a
great geal of valtie .compared to . the costs,_gar_ icularly . in
view of the complexity and requirsd expertise inherent in
large anti-trust cases.

$ilson L. Condon
Deputy Attorney General

WLC:j eh



TERRY GARDINER
P. 0. Box 1092
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 99901

Alanlta £»UUr ?jr«ulutnrp

Phone 225-3551

POUCH v

February *, 1975 JUNEAU, ALASIA SoR0L

Rep. Hugh Malone
Chairman
House Finance

Dear Rep. Malone:

Although the House Judiciary Committee passed HB 8l as
amended on February 3, 1975, the Committee stipulated
that the following be submitted to the Finance Committee
for their consideration:

Testimony of Mr. Bob Shroedor, Department of Lav;, indicated
that part of the request, $107,900, 1is for continued
funding of the Cook Inlet Oil Pricing case. It v;ould

cover expenses necessary to bring this case to an end

and v;ould cover funding that extended past FY 75 into

FY 76. It would appear improper for a supplemental

request to extend past the current fiscal year.

In addition, the catch all phrase, "and for specialized
legal services”™ was removed and language changed (see
amendment) to limit the appropriation to the Cook Inlet
Oil Pricing case and the late billing charge of $12,*100.
Mr. Shroedor stated that I1IB 81 was to cover these cases
specifically.

Sincerely,

Terry Gardiner
Chairman, House Judiciary Committee
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M EMORANDUM State of Alaska
to; V. Kent Dawson, Director date: January 29, 1975

Division of Budget & Management

Department of Administration FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:
from: Robert I*, bchroeder SUBJECT: FY75 Supplemental Budget
Legal Administrator Request - Cook Inlet Pricing

Department of Law Case Litigation

The Department of Lav; requests a supplemental appro—
priation of $107,900 to the FY75 Legal Services operating
appropriation. The funds requested are for costs expected to
materialise during the remainder of conducting the state’s
portion of the Cook Inlet Pricing case. (A period including
FY75, and in all likelihood, the first half of FY76). The
Department does not have sufficient funds available 1in its
FY75 budgets to cover these costs. Neither are those costs
expected to occur in FY76 reflected in the FY70 budget request.

The Cook Inlet Pricing Case is a case involving
disputes between the state and eleven oil comoanies and the
purchaser of the state®"s royalty oil. The matters involved
in the lawsuit are complex, but essentially the case.involves
me price 0L 011 upon wnicn com royalties ana taxes are to
be calculated, and whether certain deductions from this price
are allowable in computing the state"s royalty and taxes.

This case has reached a critical stage in which it
is necessary to incur additional costs to complete the state"s
discovery of important documents and information. These costs
are compounded by the fact that the case covers events extending
bade into the early 1900"s and involves persons and businesses
situated throughout the United States.

The $107,900 requested is composed of $17,100 for
personal services, $41,000 for travel, $48,000 for contractual
services, $1,500 for commodities and $300 for equipment.

Personal Services

This case currently requires full time attention by
two attorneys and part time attention by another attorney 1in
addition to most of the time of one legal secretary. All are
on the Department®s present staff. For the duration of the
case, 1including the impending trial in the state Superior
Court In Anchorage, this came level of personal services will
be needed. In addition to the present commitment of personnel,
the Department estimates that, with twelve other parties opposing
the state, an overwhelming amount of legal documents and
written communications between the state and the opposition
will necessitate the hiring of another legal secretary on a
permanent full time basis for the duration of the case and a
temporary cleric typist for six months on an as needed basis.



V. Kent Dawson, Director January 29, 1975
Department of Administration - 2 - -
Travel - - -

During the course of taking depositions essential to the
state®"s case, it will be necessary for the state"s attorneys to
travel to the locations of p rtincnt persons and businesses, and
almost all of these are >utside of Alaska. Based upon past exper—
iences with cases of similar nature, the department estimates 30
weeks of travel will be necessary at an average cost of $500 per
week. This amount includes transportation and per diem.

Contractual Services -

The amount requested here 1is to pay for approximately
eighty depositions and transcripts at $300 each - $2*1,000; antici—
pated costs of Services of experts - $1*1,000; cost to produce
necessary copies of pertinent documents - $3500. Cost of communi—
cation services, postage, office rent and office machines rent -

$6500 - - - %o

Commodities -

Consumable office supplies - stationary, etc.
Equipment “ - WL * o -

Typist desk and chair.

RFS:jdg e "V



/(EMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO:

HtoM

Ron Lind, Deputy Director DATK: December 10, 197 %
Divis Inn of Budget and Management
Department of Administration rilL NO:

TELEPHONE NO
yP . TW*"T ] ]
Roboi"t P. Schroeder subject: 1975 Misceii1aneous Claims
Legal Administrator

Department of Law

Attached are three statements from the law firm of
Baker and Botts for the contracted services of Thomas M. Phillips,
attorney consultant in the Lower Cook Inlet case. These are
for services from December 1973 through June 30, 197;l. Because
we did not lapse sufficient funds in Contractual Services 1in
the Legal Services Program for FY 1971, we are asking that the
statements, totaling $12,350.00, be included in the Miscellaneous

Claims.

Enclosed is a copy of a letter from former Attorney Gen—
eral, Norman C. Gorsuch to Mr. Phillips and his reply. This 1is
the culmination of our long drawn out effort to get periodical
billings from Baker and Botts so that payments can be made in
compliance with state fiscal periods. The attached billings are
the first positive results we have achieved even though they are

not timely.

This case has been proceeding for a few years with this
firm representing the state. We have passed the point of termina—
ting their services without seriously jeopardizing the outcome of
the case but we will make every other effort to obtain timely bill—
ings from them for the duration of this case.

RFStjdg

Attachment:

» T 4 r > «JEfvv-; —e



November 27, 1974
State of Alaska

ONE SHELL PLAZA

BAKER & BOTTS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Attorney General Norman Gorsuch
99801

United States of America v.

al:o of Alaska
tn.:

Pouch K
Juneau, Alaska

X
Re

1973
nce
nston,

%h Cra
8 Driet,
f '
c

{

n

0

[

T O o e S S
OO0 O 4 S 0O
oOTCaw S w—©
0

long dista
- stud

~from December 1
ter wi
0
A
|
|
e
0
f
[

b
e

c— O o LE

——S a8 nnm o D — O O
= (o T ttprsa|8de
o =P EX QLo o
= EoS Vo S T v T
L P v+ —w — o o
—— = o — D

(&) o - - [ =l —_
> laGprreeOt aer.lt -
— = —_—a Ne— — O —c
LOME— & e e— O T O
w © 0ot CM® TS

$3,900



BAKER & BOTTS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Houston . Texas 77002

November 27, 1974

| f Alaska
ilfn Attorney General Norman Gorsuch
FORERK Araska 99801

Re: United States of America v. State of Alaska

To fee
through Marc
ferenCe Wlﬂt
cones ond en

r
ntenta %r ?,
rn trial cour
qurng case in
ranston [
Appeals; leg
acqurescence

[ se es rendgred rom Januar 1, 1974
31 inclu rst nce con-
e rn Calrornra re rrng fbrief:
ame: lon ? distance teléphone call to
motion Yor leave to f| I ?uPﬁled

OO

f
h
of:
el

— —CD

—— ﬁ—‘: D —ep

sta
urs
fte

on same: review all brre
uit:
| ation of o arguments in Court
£
n
argument January San Francisco;
[ ral
ar
qufh Circuit Court on sion of case and made Ap-
M
conference wrt Stwckwell re status of
ep |n conference wrﬂt I e Stone? memoranda to
e,
In

t of ‘Appeals preparatory to
pplon grsﬁurce c%nterence
between drﬂerence between
te", preparanon for ora
gh Ja nuarg
further prepa 0 mentconfeHed with
Cranston an coordrnate% ur, %uments appeared |
pellee’s openrng ar ume returne to Houston: review
8t ﬁg%ers Report b¥ F er?I Government: long
Louisiana tidelands case gowes ondence with Cra" rn:
lefter to Olrve Stone; éﬁslatrve history:
te hone
r etter to Stone? stu Court of A ppeals
Opinion; letters to Cransto and Stone.
49.5 Hours $4,950

00



BAKER & BOTTS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Houston, Texas 77002

November 27, 1974

ate fAI sk
RSotnh EAt e?/ General Norman Gorsuch
SORERK Alaska 99801

Re: United States of America v. State of /Alaska

To fee for services rendered from April 1, 1974
through June 30, 1974, ‘including: long distance con-
ferente 'with Cranston re ﬁ)roﬁo meefings wrfh Depart-
ment of Interior personne Washrn ton s,
conferences and correspondence with our Was rngton _
office re making pPornt ent for conference lon drs
tance conference with Bradley; % tpartmen
nterror and made aP orntment Wit olrcr rrzzell

d distance conference with Attorney General Gorsuch;
ned Presentatron to be m de to Solicitor Frizzell:
d ile and completin g rangements and

sentation to S ||cr r Frizzell: April
22, 1n Washrn ton C.
0

[

ral ?OrS[?L?(Ph t¥
e

3
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[

of petition
%Pposprtron brief
ev

ositlon to peti-
gy
th lew of file

35 Hours $3,500
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00



ynv-mbor 21, 107m

LoRx, * b — e e ®

him ji V*O'f Kt
?21°>m
housto;”~ M::?.n T7TX"2

ur. Mo @e*  0VE LTrl/V
V)C for;:

hefore delvin.y into the subject matter of this
letter, | “T* to once nyaln “rr'r.ov.1odyo the r.bate’s aporec-—
ial:ion for the unt-i“ie ?.r.d invaluable vorh you have ocrforvr.ed
JZ2 the 7"nol: Inlet Oasc*. “he P-tate"fi fr.vore.ble posture In
the aniJ"j at chin moment .la directly related to your efforts.

Fov ?v?r, your billin7 practices am on."oatiny orc-
trr.oe problems for the fopartr.ont of I>.e. o department
operator on a fiscal year bar;In berluninr July 1 ar.d onnlnm
on the folloviny June 3a. In you. hr.ev;, your oor.trnot running
from July 1, If'73 to June 30, 107~, rcoulros ellliry on n
monthly baric.. The July 1, 7<r! tio June 30, 1*75 contract
rvoulran bill*nm on a calendar ouartor. The nurpor.o of such
VIIIIny urr-viriicr.r. It to Innr.ro that all char70a attributable
to a7farticular fiscal yanr are orosanfcl to the deourtir.enfc
duriry that fiscal year. Phw department doer, not !"..?x0 foe
latitude to InbemLn rle fury*a of dIffin"ont Pineal ycorn» ™for
77 174, thi0 a:partme.at laraed about approximately =0,000.
If your oilliny for serv.iceo ran.erred In 7T ’701 had been timely
prorented, the lapred 110,000 vould anv0 been wood to pay your
bill* rurth-w, In IT ’73, your Mil for servicer rendered in
that flocal year mans not r.r*"rooted, n time to cucumber yy 17]
rionior. As a result, rone "13,-12 vhle.h the dic-r.artnent had
allocated to your cootroot lapsed. Ilhe do7"?rbr-.o>t vaa able
to pa,7 the **7 °73 bills vith rv r7” menlor,. ilocovcr, in order
to do so, the department vent r.hreurh rou.e very 1ior.oo bolt-*
tlr;:teni?".y flj.h 1involved a reduction In both the runrstity
and euallty of our .aerv.lcor to tba oltl;:ona of m-ieka) and
for availlo, the denartmc-.". omr,";totouted a 77 *(K deficit*

Ir. accord. v.*Ith th.o above, the mhapartment le. returning
your ?."ow:,iv* <& lo.i L.villiny in the amount of IIN ddl.33 ard
r-"cu”r.tin"* t.het the cha¥ contained In this b.llliny be cep-
.=mated out on rL calendar r;nrl;er laria. “>iu*will result :n



BAKER & BOTTS

OHi: sHuLL PiA2A
HOUSTON. tiixas 7700~

1701 r*rNNf«YLVANIA AVC,N W Ali*i0C«ATCO OrriCLS
WASHING ION. & C. 20000

UiH'M O N f.

MArio uc la ncfot*ma 7g
(r€)?3 .13/ .J000 ml/ico o r wrr.ico

cauli ¥#OFf <diovt *virti * . .
A Avinuc ocae,i V. rc tiegt.
1"AVIS. ILMIANCE
C.-24,3G3

Uni tod PtnlLos of America v .
State of Alaska
(Cool: Inlet) November 29, 197-1

The Honorable Norman C. Gorsuch
Attorney General, State of Alaska
Pouch K - State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801 PN

Dear General:

I thank you for your letter of November 21st
concerning our previous statement. First, let me ex—
press my appreciation for the confidence you have ex—
pressed with regard to our work. This case, as you
know, has been a fascinating experience, although it
has not been financially rewarding to my firm. Secondly,
I regret that our business practices have caused you to
suffer problems. I simply was unaware (or forgot) that
you were having these problems. I offer no excuses, but
by way of explanation | might state that in working on
this case ray attention was more closely focused on ob—
taining a victorious result for the State.

I have complied with your request and am sub—
mitting our bill, broken down 1into the periods you sug-—
gested. The enclosed and revised statement is for
$18,900. From this you will observe that we have doi.e
practically no work in this case since the close of
September, 1974.

I trust that the enclosed statement will meet
with your approval and again apologize for the problem
that, our billing practices have caused you. With warm
esLoom and personal regards.

Your."; very truly

TMP :-34

Fuel.
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