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proposal. Details of the public Input and subsequent changes In the proposal

based upon that Input are documented In greater detail below.

Impllcatlons

If the State endorses the proposal and it is passed by Congress and Implemented,
the benefits outlined later will accrue to the State and other parties Involved.

ITf the State does nof support the proposal, or if the proposal is not Implemented
for other reasons, a significant number of possible permutations exist with respect
to the final outcome of Cook Inlet"s selection problem. The four most likely are

listed here, but others which would have profound effects are possible.

1. Cook Inlet loses Its suit— The CIRlI appeal 1Is now In the 9th Circuit.
Should the suit ultimately be lost, and no other remedy found, the
Region would select according to tho withdrawals presently In existence
which precipitated the litigation. Selections would bo In conflict
with over 20 townships the State had previously selected and between
10 to 20 townships that the State would now like to select (including
Kamlshak Day which is the prime lower wost sldo harbor site in Cook
Inlet). The pattern of Cook Inlet Region selections would be dispersed
and would create difficult management patterns throughout the Region.
Substantial land would bo selected which is deemed more appropriate
for public ownership and use (such as the harbor site and lands In the

Lake Clark area).

It should bo pointed out that this result Is somewhat unlikely, oven
If tho suit Is lost, because Its loss would very I1lkoly proclpatate
unilateral Congressional action for tho roason that these selections

are gonorally regarded as Inequitable to the Region.



Guy R. Mar+In-CIRl Proposal 6 December 6, 1975
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CIRI wins Its suit— ramifications of this alternative would depend
largely upon the court"s directives. Cook Inlet would undoubtedly
receive lands of more like and similar character which would be

moro physically suitable for settlement and development, but such
lands are likely to conflict with land uses thought more appropri-

ate by the State. Swanson River revenues might also be included.
Sizeable portions of the Kenai National Moose Range, which is also

a State wildlife refuge, might be selectable by the Region. The

State could lose selections toraling approximately 670,000 acres

in the Upper Susltna Valley near Chalatna Lake if the court concurred
with one of CIRI"s requests for redress (further details are indicated
on the attached maps). Much more Importantly, the entire Alaska v.
Morton out-of-court settlement of September 1, 1972 will be threatened
In that the remaining forty-throe and one-half million acres of state
selected lands pursuant to that agreement would be in jeopardy from
other Native regions or other groups who might like to see substantial

portions of that state acreage In other ov/norship.

Congressional action— having made commitments to help Cook Inlet,
and having waited a considerable amount of time for discussions
among tho throe parties to prove fruitful, Congross might well

legislate an alternative amendment over any objections made by

tho State or others. ItIs hard to be specific about the formsuch
an amendment might take, however, there is good reason to believe
that some alternate form of tho "Frlzzel offer"” might emerge.As

discussed earlier, this proposal has extremely unfavorable conse-

quences for tho Stato.
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4. Administrative settlement- although the least likely of the four,
some administrative settlement between Cook Inlet and the Secretory
might be arrived at which would not be In the Interests ce the
state. Past experience Indicates that any settlement proposed by
Interior must be, because of land availability In the Region, either
unacceptable to the Region or If acceptable, then probably extremely

unfavorable for the State.

Additionally, certain advantages which the State has been able to gain through the
discussions would not accrue. Specifically, the ability of the State to guarantee
Its selection and ownership of lands In the Talkeetna Mountains, Kamlshak Bay and,
more Importantly, lands In the Bristol Bay areas. If Cook Inlot Is forced to
select lands In the Lake Clark area, the State’s bargaining chip of guaranteeing
that those lands remain In public ownership would be lost, and our leverage to
bargain decisively for siate selection rights within tno Lako 1llamna-Bristol Bay
proposed National Resource Refuge would bo lost. One of the most compelling
advantages of this proposal is tho leverage which ownership of lands In tho Bristol
Bay area may give the State in what may be the most Important single post-ANCSA

federal political decision In the State®s history: The 17(d)(2) question.

Basic Objectives Of Proposal
Each of the three parties hod Its own objectives In the discussions and would

emerge with certain specific boneflts.

State— The objectives of the State were basically two.

1. State land ownershlp— bv trading 21.4 townships the State would gain
selection rights and control substantially larger areas of the

Talkeetna Mountains, Chakachamna Lake, Kamlshak Bay, and the Lake Iliamna
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and Bristol Bay areas. In these cases the State has operated from
the standpoint that the State Is much more capable, because of governmental
Infrastructure and location, to more effectively meet the needs of
Its people by owning these lands than can the federal govern-
ment which lacks the "local"™ governmental structure needed to
respond effectively to Alaska’s needs. The juxtaposition of
the Talkeetna Mountains to the rapidly expanding population In
southcentral Alaska will become even more critical upon the
possible establishment of a new capital city, very possibly
Imimed lately adjacent to Talkeetna Mountain lands which CIRI
presently plans to select. In the Lake Iliamna and Bristol Bay
National Resource Range proposal approximately 15 percent of
the lands will bo under the control of private Native corpora-
tions. Tho State can moro effectively administer to tho require-
ments of Its citizens In those areas If It owns the other
lands within that region. Additionally, the tremendous
dependence upon the salmon fishery resources of that roglon,
and the current responsibility of the State to manage thos9
resources, argue cogently that the State should also control

tho uplands In that area.

2* Land ownership pattern— as It Is the State which must pro-
vide those services and governmental functions based upon
the land ownership pattern which emerges from Cook Inlet"s
ultimate sr Hons, It Is very much In the State"s Interest
to assure /crable selection pattern. Under the proposal,

ownershl ."tems would:
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provide CIRI with lands physically wel I suited to
settlement and development.

guarantee that such developable lands would be
located In close proximity to existing government
services and, therefore, significantly reduce

future expense In providing communication, educa-
tion, transportation, and public safety services

to these areas.

hasten the development of these suitable lands In

a much shorter time frame than could be expected

for the remote lands which CI1J would otherwise be
forced to select.

a sophisticated but critical point Is the fact that
certain State selection rights, such as tho IKaHI;
(ANCSA) Issuo, will have to bo resolved very shortly.
The State bolleves It can select In these areas, and
IT It provalls, such 11(a)(1) selections, in combina-
tion with the selections under this proposal, would
result In a highly desirable State resource ownership

patter, particularly In the Iliamna area.

It might well be emphasized that, although the State
believes that Its own ownership In this area Is critical,
an equally high value must be placod on sImplo consolida-
tion of ownership under as few owner-managers as possible
(regardless of who is the owner). This Is so far the
reason that It Is a "mix'| of ownership and management

patterns that creatas the greatest difficulties over the

1975
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long view for a large resource area.

CIRI- The basic objectives of CIRI are to obtain lands of more like
and similar character to those historically occupied by their
ancestors within the Cook Inlet Basin. The proposal would
largely accomplish this, although the Region will have reduced
Its entitlement significantly In obtaining these more suitable
lands and would be taking over 50 percent of Its entitlement

outside the Region. The benefits to the 6,000+ members of

Cook Inlet Region, Inc. would be Increased, and as members of the

Southcentral Alaska community these benefits v/ould have substan-
tial favorable economic and social Impacts upon the State.

Most Important, the Roglon would finally have accomplished
certainty In Its selections, which Is extremely Important for

the stability of the Corporation.

Fecoral Govornmont— The objectives of tho Federal Government wore to
settle tho responsibilities of the Secretary with respect to tho
requirements of AfICSA and to accomplish this In a manner which
would have minimal Impacts upon other values for which the
Secretary Is charged with protection. Moro specifically, the
proposal v/ould permit a more acceptable Incursion Into the Kenal
National Moose Range, thus protecting Ffish, wlldllfo and their
habitat as well as the substantial recroatlonal volues of the

Refuge. The proposal would also loavo certain key areas In tho

lako Clark area under Federal control and management. This makes

sense In terms of oiher Federal ownership In tho area. Mosf

Importanr, It would settle with finality one of the most difficult

and complex legal and resource Issues under ANCSA, one which has

1975



required substantial governmental resources.

negotiation Process

The First approach to the State requesting State participation in land trade
discussions occurred in mid-February when Andy Johnson, President of CIRI, met
with the Director at the Division of Lands. Following the loss of Its District
Court suit, and the resultant hardening of the Department of Interior"s bargain-
ing position, Cook Inlet then took the legislative solution route and only
occasional discussions among and between the three parties occurred during the
remainder of Februo>y, March, and early April. However, as It became obvious
that a legislative solution not in the State"s Interest was a real probability,
and following a request for State participation during Congressional hearings,
a doc!sion was made to pursue discussions concerning the proposed trade. At
this time, the Commissioner and Governor were briefed, guidelines and general

pollcios and objectives were set, and authorization was procured.

Somewhat regular meetings began In approximately mid-April and Intensified
considerably toward iho 1attor part of April and the first week of May. By this
time considerable public Interest had boon generated by media reports of the
proposed amendment and the Anchorage Area Borough, in addition to the State, was
working with representatives of CIRlI on a very regular basis. Discussions on the
part of the State were led by tho Director of Lands. Staff assistance was requested
when necessary and various staff attended certain of the meetings. Other divisions
within the Department of Natural Resources, particularly -the Divisions of Oil and
Gas and Parks wore consulted to a significant extont and other departments were
askod to Input when It was felt certain torms In the discussions affected their
areas of interest. The Division of Aviation and tho Department of Fish and Game
wero particularly Involved. The ongoing progress of the discussions was regularly

transmitted to the Commissioner of Natural Resources.



Guy R. MartIn-CIRl Proposal 12 December 6, 1975

By the end of the Tfirst week In May substantial progress had been made and it
appeared that CIRi would be willing towithdraw Its proposed amendment on the
basis of the tentatively proposed agreement. However, It was explicitly stated to
the Region and Interior Department that final State concurrence could not be

had until a public review and comment process had been effected. CIRl understood
this and agreed to request that Congress not act Immediately on their proposed
amendment, but rather allow enough additional time for the proposed land trade to
be agreed to by all parties. On May 7 a briefing was conducted by the Director
of Lands for the Commissioner, the Governor, and the several appropriate depart-
ment heads In Juneau. On the basis of that presentation and ensuing discussions,
the decision was made for the State to also request thatCongress refrain from
acting ori Cook Inlet"s proposed amendment Immediately and to allow additional

time within which the parties could move to a final agreement following public

Input In Alaska.

On May 16 the Commissioner and tho Director presented such testimony to the appro-
priate House and Senate Interior Subcommittees respectively. Prior to this
testimony the three members of the Alaska Congress lone) 1 Delegation and appropriate

staff wero briefed In considerable detail concerning the tentative proposal as It

then existed.

Shortly following tho Congressional testimony, the Cook Inlet Region, Inc. Board of
Directors, for Internal reasons not fully understood, voted to reject the then
oxlstlng proposal and this led to an approximately three week period during which
little discussion occurred between tho State arid CIRI. The Ulack of agreement was
based primarily upon the Region®"s Insistence that It ultimately obtain full surface
entitlement under ANCSA, even If outside tho Region. The State felt that full

ont*tlemant In addition to the lands which tho State had proposed to trade to CIRI
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was unacceptable. The Hlatter part of June, Tollowing some Region concession on

the full entitlement Issue, discussions began again and continued Intermittantly
throughout July, August, and September as Congressional deadlines for action
continued to recede. The extra time available was invaluable in allowing the

State to more closely scrutinize various aspects of the proposal and to work

with the Interior Department to insure the State could agree with the concessions
which Interior Was proposing. During this period additional meetings with the
Congressional Delegation, other division and departmental staff and representatives
from CIRI occurred. Documentation of these meetings Is contained in greater

dotal 1 iIn the file.

On September 24 additional testimony was presented before Senator Haskell®"s Interior
Subcommittee concerning the proposal. Presentations and discussions were hold with
various Interested parties In Washington, including the Congressional Delegation,
and a more detailed presentation concerning tho state-federal aspects of tho pro-
posal was made by the Commissioner and DIlroctor to the Department of Interior"s

Alaska Task Force.

On September 26 the Director announced that a public briefing of the proposal

would bo hold In Anchorage on October 2 with public testimony to bo received

orally on October 3 with at additional period for written input. On September

30 a very detailed briefing of tho proposal was made to both Division of Lands
staff and a second briefing to representatives from other divisions within the
Department of Natural Resources and representatives of other State departments.

On October 1 another vory detailed briefing was given to the Press, radio, and
television media. Before the public presentation additional detailed presentations
wore made to various groups which had expressed considerable Interest In the
ongoing discussions. These included representatives of three affected

municipal governments (Anchorage, Matanuska-Susitna Borough, Kenai Borough),
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Legislators, and environmental groups. Public presentation on October 2 and the
meeting the following night for public Input were very well attended and, In
response to requests for a similar hearing In Fairbanks, another presentation

was made In Fairbanks on October 7. As a result of the media campaign and the
public meetings, significant public Input was received and a number of meetings
were held between the Director and Interested parties as well as several additional
detailed briefings to groups specifically requesting them. These latter Included
the Bureau of Land Management, Anchorage Chamber of Commerce, Kenal Borough
Assembly, Capital Site Selection Committee, and the Federal-State Land Use Planning
Commission. A summary of the Input f"-on the public and the various Interested

groups, as well as the State"s response to this Input,lIs detailed later.

Sped flc Nature of Propose l

Tho proposal Is basically composed of three different parts; a State-CIRI
agreement, a CIRI-Foderal agreement, and a State-Federal agreement. All

aspects of each sub-agreement must be executed before the entire proposal would
bo binding. In essence, the State of Alaskawould mako available to CIRI State
lands which the Region feels are of like andsimilar character to those lands
which 1t has historically used. In return, the State would fall heir to approxi-
mately one-half of Cook Inlot"s 12(c) entitlement In the Talkeetna Mountains,
Chakachamna Lake, Lake Clark, and the Kamlshak Bay areas. Tho remainin®)
approximately one-half of Cook Inlet Region®"s 12(c) entitlement would remain In
federal hands and the Federal Government would In turn convey to the State an
equivalent amount of acreage In the Bristol Bay area. Additionally, the Federal
Government v/ould convey to Cook Inlet certain other lands within the region,
including lands from the Kenal National Moose Rungo, as well as a total of

approximately 26 townships to be selected from federal lands outside of Cook

Inlet Reg lon.
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Because certain Cook Inlet Region village selections have or are likely to Impact
state, TfTederal or CIRlI Interests related to Cook Inlet"s selections, smaller
sub-agreement proposals have been discussed with approximately seven villages

or groups. Those proposals function very rationally within the framework of the
Cook Inlet Region selection proposal. Without the inclusion of these sub-
agreements the Interests of one or more of the three major parties would be

likely frustrated by the existing village or group selection patterns.

Attached as Appendix A to this document Is a more detailed breakdown of the
specific aspects of the "original”™ proposal as presented publicly on October 2.
Each aspect of the proposal was specifically keyed by number to an attached map
which shows the location of that particular aspect of the proposal. Each
aspect was also briefly explained as It pertained to the overall proposal. With
only a few exceptions those aspects were tho same ones which we had been dis-
cussing since last flay and, therefore, there was relatively littlo new with
respect to the proposal at that time. Following public Input, as described
below, and as a result of the U.S. District Court®s finding Salamatof and
Alexander Creek as certified villages, the proposal was modified and Is shown

In 1ts final form under the "Current Status" hearing below.

Characterl zatlon of Pub1lc and Agency Input

Tho m.>re or less finalized "original' proposal was presented to rtate agencies
and tbs public In detail during the first week of October. As a result of

this process Input was rocolved from many sources, primarily the public. This
Input was used for a scries of additional sessions with CUM In which signifi-
cant modifications were made. This resulted In the "modified" proposal
described later. The characterlzatlon below represents agency and public input

with respect to the "original” proposal before mod Iflcatlon.



Guy R. Martin-CIRl Proposal 16 December 6, 1975
As with the public Input, other state agencies generally supported the concept
of the State’s attempts at Insuring rational land ownership patterns. One
aspect of the proposal, that of the approximately 12 township selection In the
Beluga area, generated significant comment from the Division of Geological and
Geophysical Survey as well as the Minerals Section within the Division of Lands.
This Input, both oral and written, emphasized both the amount of known and
Inferred coal reserves as well as the potential for coal exploitation under
various conditions. While general parameters of the coal resource In the Beluga
area had been known during the discussions with CIRl, more detailed and specific
Input from these agencies was requested and received. The specifics of this
Input may be found In the case file. Input from other state agencies which
requested specific alterations or suggestions, e.c. the Department of Highways,
was Inputtod during the modification discussions and this Input may again be
found In the file. Other agencies generally expressed approval either orally

or written of the basic aspects of the proposal.

Public input following presentation of tho "original™ proposal came In both oral
and written form. Tho vast majority of respondents Indicated favorable support
for the concept of the State entering tho discussions and tho general expression
was that, with the exception of certain aspects of the proposal, the overall
benefit which accrues to tho State outweighed any deficits Involved. Against
this background of significant public support for the concept of the proposal,

eight specific areas were singled out which received comment.

1. Mental Health Lands - Testimony brought out the fact, Inadvertently
overlooked by all parties, that approximately six and one-half townships
from within the original pool of land CIRI could select from In the Uoiuga area
had been selected by the State as mental health lands. Input and Interest

concerning these lands was rocelved not only at the public hearings but
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also through several telephone calls from Interested members of the public.
It might be noted that this finding alone made the extensive public process
invaluable, and demonstrates the need for public exposure on all similar com-

plex Issues.

2. Coal Deposits - By far the most controversial aspect brought out
by tiie public hearings and subsequent Input concerned the inclusion of the
"Beluga Coal Fields"™ 1iIn the proposal. Concern was genuinely expressed,
although facts, Tfigures and questions were often uninformed In nature.
However, the sum total of input at the public hearings, from interested
calls and appearances at the Division of Lands by Interested parties, and
Inquiries from several groups Indicated a definite feeling that significant

acreage of lands with coal potential were felt to bo "too much."

3. Insufficient Tima - A number of comments wero received which Indi-
cated that because of the complexity of the proposal Insufficient time
was available within which to satisfactorily study and comment. Interested
parties were understanding of the fact that tho "deadlines™ wero largely
a result of a Congressional time schedule beyond our direct control, but the
fooling of 1inappropriate time constraints was still evident. Later announce-
ments by the State that over five weeks were available for public Input

ameliorated this feeling considerably.

4. State Agency Input - A few respondents Indicated that they felt that
Insufficient Input had been received from some State agencies during the
negotiation process. While such comments generally Indicated an understanding
that specific recommendations from all agencies could not necessarily be
accommodated In tho proposal, the feelings were that all resource aspects

should bo addressed equal 1/ before a final doclslon Is made on tho proposal.
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5. Legal Aspects - Two respondents raised the question of the authority
of the State to enter into such a proposed trade. Their comments were
almost exclusively directed at the authority of the State to alienate sub-
surface resources In apparent contradiction to the Alaska Statehood Actand

to the process by which "equal value" was determined.

G. Parks and Recreation Protection - A very significant number of
respondents indicated approval of those few aspects of tho proposal whichoffered

some measure of protection for future open space and/or recreational options.

7. Accelerated Development - Several respondents indicated a favorable
disposition to those aspects of tho proposal which, by providing the Native
corporations with lands appropriately located and suitable for development,
would hasten tho settlement and development of these lands In a manner which
would favorably Impact tho State’s economy. It was also felt that the
location of private development !n the Cook Inlet basin was appropriate and

Ilmely.

d. Extra-Ronlonal Selection - Comments wore received from three regional
corporations which protested the out-of-roglon entitlement for Cook Inlet.
Those comments contorod largely on a fear that CIRI*s intorosfs would not be
compatlblo with those of Native residents of other roglons, particularly with
rospoct to CIRI*s responsiveness to their life styles and subsistence needs,

A four Hi rogion, however, testified In favor of the proposal.

Al a meeting of the Alaska Legislative Council In Anchorage on November 4, a
presentation to the Council concerning the proposed Cook Inlet land trade was
made by Mr. Harold H. Galllett, Jr. Mr. Gal Mott was particularly concerned

with tho (ieluga lands aspect of the proposal. Not being familiar with tho
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"modified"” proposal which resulted from public Input of the preceding month,

Mr. Galllett"s presentation unfortunately conveyed some erroneous Information.
As a result of the presentation and an ensuing discussion, the Council became
very Interested In the proposal, and a subcommittee, chaired by Senator Kay
Poland of Kodiak, was appointed to look Into the matter and to report back to
tho Council. This subcommittee met In Juneau with the Governor, Commissioner of
Matural Resources, and Director of Lands on Koven. r 7. In addition to

Senator Poland, other Legislators present included Senator Rader and Represen-
tatives Smith, Miller, and Specking. The session Included a detailed presenta-
tion of all aspects of the proposal followed by extensive questioning. The
session lasted approximately three and one-half hours. On Monday, November 10,
a conference telephone call was held among members of the Legislative Council
concerning tho proposal and tho response of the Council was made In a letter
from Council Chairman Gerilo Chance to Commissioner Martin on November 12. The
Council felt that because of the early time deadlines and complexity of the
proposal that the Council was In no position to either condone or oppose tho
trade proposal. Senator Chance did, however, Indicate that members of the
Council wero free to express Individual opinions on this or future land trade

proposal s.

The press was somewhat Indecisive In commenting on the entire proposal. Tho
"Dally News'"™ did not discuss specifics, but rather applauded this attempt

by government to actively participate In a proposal which would have ouch a
great effect on the State. The "Dally Times" pointed out some of tho benefits
to bo accrued, particularly the aspects of putting lands more suitable for
development Into native hands at an early time, but also questioned whether
all aspects of the trade had been publicized so that a full and complete
judgement might be made by the public. More recently, following the Interest

expressed by the Legislative Council In early November, the "Times" questioned
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why the State was even Involved In the matter iIn light of the paper®s feeling

that the problem was really one between the Federal Government and the Natives.

Generally, press coverage of the entire process has been extensive, and It is
safe to conclude that public exposure, for those who chose to follow the Issue,
was extremely high. The Press briefing given by the State regarding the

InltTal proposal was probably the most extensive ever given on any Issue re-

garding State Ilands.

Current Status

As a result of public and agency Input certain substantial changel were

made to the tentative proposal which was made public during the first week
of October, in addition, the decision by Judge Gazell in the United States
District Court, which found that the villages of Salamator and Alexander
Creek were certified and therefore entitled to select large acreage within
areas very Important to tho agreement, caused other necessary changes to the
original proposal since certain aspects of the proposal sought an agreement
before a decision was rendered. The significant changes to tho "original”

proposal, which have resulted In a "modified" proposal, are outlined below.

1. Deluga Area— the original propose |l won Id have perm1lted

CIRlI to select 12 townships from a pool of approximately

22.5 townships In tho Beluga Aroa. The modified proposal
would permit CIRlI to select 13.5 townships out of a pool

of approximately 16 townships. The reduced pool reflects

the 6j townships of Mental Health lands which wore with-
drawn from tho pool. This reduction would leave approxi-
mately 75 per cent of tho measured or Indicated coal reserves

In State ownership. Despite this very significant dImlnu-
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tlon of value to Cook Inlet Region, the modified proposal

calls for only 1.5 additional tov/nshlps which may bo selected

from tho diminished pool. In addition, a much larger area

on the coast southwest of the Tyoriek Reservation would re-

main In State ownership for future resource development In

that area. Rather than CIRI owning a land corridor from Its

selected lands to the coast, the State would guarantee a

public right-of-way for various resource and other transpor-

tation needs.

2. Bristol Day Area-— the original total of approximately 30
townships in the area of the Interior Department®s Lake Clark
d(2) proposal which were to be traded by the State In return
for an equal number of townships In the Dristol Bay Area
has been reduced to approximately 25. This change resulted
from a determination by the State that If would be of greater
benefit for the State to receive title to approximately 5
townships In the Lake Chnkachumna Lake area. In addition to
the Inherent value of these lands, the Interior Department
Is very Interested in these townships for Inclusion In Its
d(2) proposal. For this reason, the State would retain a
very strong bargaining position by obfalnlng title at this

time to those lands.

3. Anchorage Bowl Federal Surplus Lands— whllo the original proposal
specifically prevented CIRl from obtaining title to Federal Surplus
Lane,s In tho Campbell Tract, Point Campbell and Point 1/oronzof with-
drawals, the modified proposal goes further in also protecting the

Goose Lake withdrawal and In guaranteeing transfer of the Campbell
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Tract to the State Immediately and the Point Campbell and Point
Woronzof of those surplus properties to the State or the Anchorage

Municipality surplus properties as soon thereafter as possible.

4. Other Federal Surplus Lands Or Withdrawals— the origlnal proposal
permitted CIRI to select up to 3 townships of Federal lands In
the Cook Inlet region from a pool of Federal surplus property,
revoked Federal withdrawals and unperfected public land entries
such as homesteads, etc., on an acreage basis. The mod I M gj
proposal recognizes that such Federal Ulands may have significant
economic values and there Is therefore a provision to reduce CIRI"s
selection entitlement by 1 acre for every 5500 of land value
selected by CIRI from such Foderal lands. In addition, the State
Is given certain veto and appeal prerogatives to Insure that

public Interests are protected prior to selection by CIRI.

5. Extra-Regional Selections— In response to Input by other Native
regional corporations which expressed apprehonslon at CIRIs
ability to seloct lands In close approximation to their Iland
selections, tho modified proposal permits affected village and
regional corporations outside Cook Inlet to exercise a veto
over CIRI"s land selections In their 11(a) withdrawals. This
will assure the other Native corporations of protection for
subsistence, economic or other values. To Insure that CIRI
v/ould have sufficient lands available to select from, the modified
proposal permits CIRlI to select from d(l1) lands extra-regional ly
by following a selection process which guarantees both tho Federal
and State governments a role In determining the Ilocation of

so leel lons and In protecting each government"s own specific Interests.
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6. Kenal Natloral Moose Range— the District Court"s finding that
Salamatof Is an eligible village immediately Impacted the Moose
Range with an additional 56,500 acres of selections. Since It
appears the Federal government may appeal the decision, the
Impact and final date of land selections on the refuge are un-
known at this time. The modified proposal therefore assumes a
maximum selection by all Native corporations of approximately
108,000 acres. If the Federal government appeals and Is success-
ful, then the lands otherwise selected by Salamatof would probably
go the CIRl as shown In the original proposal. However, If
Salamatof does remain an eligible village, CIRl would obtain
lands In the refuge only to the extent that some of tho villages
wero willing to trade out of the Moose Range and r ke lands
available for CIRI. In essence, therefore, total Impact upon
the refuge would remain roughly the same as In the original
proposal; the only difference world be which corporation would

own the Ilands.

7. Lake Clark Village Selection Tradoouts— as a result of the Dis-
trict Court decision which found Salamatof and Alexander Creek
as eligible villages, the acreage of village selections In the
Lake Clark area approximately doubled. Allhough tho State would
still trado out those village selections on a | for 4 basis,
total State acreage Involved v/ould romaln about the same. Tho
only dIfforoncos from tho original proposal would bo that 4
rather than 2 villages would bo Involved, and tho Federal govern-
ment would be required to provide any other additional acreage

from within other village deflcloncy withdrawals.
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Clght specific aspects of the original proposal were commented upon during
the public Input process. These aspects arc outlined above on pages 15-17.
Aspects number 1 (Mental Health lands) and 2 (coal deposits) were very

substantively addressed and the changes described under number | of current

status above. Aspect number 3 (Insufficient time) has been taken care of by the

6,

continued Congressional postponement of action which has provided over 60 days

for public reaction and Input. Aspect number 4 (State agency Input), If a
valid basis for comment ever existed, was also addressed during this 60 day
period. Contacts with most state agencies, particularity tho Division of
Geological and Geophysical Survey, resulted In additional comment and Input
from those agencies. The Division of Geological and Geophysical Survey In
particular submitted additional memoranda and reports concerning resource

values In the Doluga area. Items number 6 (Parks and Recreation Protection)

and 7 (accelerated development) wero merely supportive of certain aspects of the

original proposal. Those aspects wero retained In tho modified version.
Aspect number 8 (extra-regional selection) was specifically addressed In
number 5 under current status above. Only aspect number 5 (legal aspects)
of the public Input summary has not yot boon specifically addressed In this
memorandum. Those logal points of the proposal are discussed iIn groator

dotal I In tho following section.

Major Considerations Deforo Doc Islon

Two Important considerations In all land exchanges were emphasized by a few

membors of the public and also by tho Special Legislative Council Subcommittee:

1. Is thore ox Isting logal aufhorlty to conclude an exchange?
2. Would the State bo receiving at least equal value for the value

It glvos?

1975
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These aspects had, of course, been Investigated by the State at the onset

as an Integral part of any such decision-making process.

1. Authority - It Is the opinion of the Attorney General and, we
believe, of most other attorneys who have addressed the matter In
detail that the Executive presently has State statutory authority
to undertake this proposed land exchange. Authority has apparently
existed since the enactment of "the Alaska Land Act shortly after
Statehood for the State to conclude an agreement such as this land
trade proposal. Under AS 38.05.020(b)(2), the Commissioner, and,
under AS 38.05.035(a)(14), the Director, have several times since
Statehood ontered Into land trades or other agreements affecting
lands that wore not treated os sales or leases under the Land Act.
Additional specific authority for land exchangos such as the
present proposal was provided by the 1972 Legislature In the form
of AS 38.95.060 as a counterpart to Section 22(f) of ANCSA. Among
other things, this law pormlls tho Slate to exchange land or
Interest In land with a Native corporation for the purpose of
affecting land consolidations or do facilitate the management or

development of the land.

Tho authorlt/ cited abovo does not proh bit the alienation of
minerals as proposed In the trade. Although there Is no State
statutory obstacle, the Statehood Act prohibition against such
alienation, found In Section 6(1), Is regarded by some as a Federal
constraint. Many persons take the position that Section 6(1) has
been amended by Implication In Soctlon 22(f) of ANCSA so that It does
riot cone Into play In such exchange transactions. To erase any

questions, the Federal Legislation which will Implement the Iland
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trade proposal will spoclflcally address this matter to remove

any doubt as to Congressional Intention regarding state authority

to enter Into such a proposal.

Equal Value Consideration— In determining whether equal value will

be received for value given In an exchange such as this proposal,
there are basically two different types of "values™ which require
consideration. One 1is a value which can be determined with reasonable
accuracy to have an economic value, often expressed in dollars.
Secondly, there is value which either may be capable of expression

In economic terms but for which a specific dollar value cannot be
estimated with any particular degree of certainty at this time, or

for which an economic value may never bo specifically determined.
However, values in this second category are very real and a reasonable
person would recognize their existence and Importance In computing

tho choral 1 value received or given In a trade. With respect to

this proposal paragraphs A and B below outline, respectively,

tho two types of values mentioned above.

A- Economic Values— The Information presented below represents
a summary of oconomic values idontlfled with respect to
State Intorests in the proposal. The Information is based
upon reports from various State sources and Is expressed
In terms of curront 1975 dollars, 1l.e. economic values of
resource potentials such as the Beluga coals have been
discounted back to prosont day value. Only those resources
specifically known to ox1st wero valued. For example,
although there are unquestionably very real and significant

subsurface economic mineral values on lands which the State
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would receive under the proposal, since they are as of this
time unidentified no attempt was made to irfer a particular
economic value. In the Beluga area where certain measured
or Indicated reserves exist, however, estimated valuations

were made.

Under the proposal the State would exchange approximately
21.2 townships of Its land In return for 51 townships of
Federal land and the right to select, at the State"s dis-
cretion, an additional 20 townships. Also, the State
would receive title Immediately to the Campbell Tract In
the heart of the Anchorage Bowl as well as a commitment
to an expedited transfer of the Federal surplus lands at
Point Campbell and Point V/oronzoff. In estimating the
economic value of the lands to bo given and received by
the State, estimates were made on the value of tho Iland
Itself, any timber thereon, and any known mineral resources
thereunder. The table below summarizes these values.

Documentation may bo found In the files.
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TABLE L.

ESTIMATED ECONOMIC VALUES, IN PRESENT DOLLARS, OF LANDS
GIVEN AND RECEIVED BY THE STATE

LANDS GIVEN BY STATE

VALUES (SMILLIONS)

LOCATION ACREAGE LAND MINERALS TIMBER TOTAL
Scattered

Tracts 69,721 15.7 — 1.8 17.5
Kenal Penn. 107,650 16.1 — 1.3 17.4
Be luga 314,640 22.0 15.9a 1.2 39.1
TOTAL 492,011 53.8 15.9 4.3 74.0

LANDS RECEIVED BY STATE

VALUES (SMILLIONS)

LOCATION ACREAGE LAND MINERALS TIMBER TOTAL
Kamlshak Boy 276,480 111 2 11.3
Koksotna R. 161,230 6.4 2 6.6
Talkeetna Mts. 161,230 6.4 N 6.5
Br istol Bay 576,000 23,0 23.0
Campbell Tract 3,930 5.9 c c 5.9
Pt. Campbell 1,179 6 .6d - 6.6
Pt. Woronzoff 593 4 .2d _ 4.2
Capt. Cook

Rec. Area 4,000 .3 1 .9
TOTAL 1,223,742 64.4 .6 65.0

The 15.9 value for tho Beluga Coal resources Is based on the mliddllo of three
scenarios for production In that area (pessimistic, medium, optimistic). The
value has been discounted at eight percent from future revenues to present dollar
values. The most optimistic scenario, which makes several very optimistic assump-
tions, would yield a discounted value of $33.2 million (figures attached to memo).
b. A very conservative Tfigure of three thousand dollars per acre has been assumed
for the Campbell Tract. This figure has then been discounted fifty percent under
the assumption that If the State did not gain Immediate title to tho area under
this proposal It would still stand a respectable chance of obtaining the land at
some time In the future.

c. Although other valuos Including timber and specifically gravel are found on
the Campbell Tract, sufficient data wero not Immediately available to make a good
estimate of value. However, the value of gravel alone, located as It Is within
the center of the Anchorage Bowl, v/ould be very substantial, certainly totalying
In the millions of dollars.

d. As with the Campbell Tract the values of the Point Campbell and Point Woronzoff
surplus lands has bee., discounted to recognize that the State might obtain these
lands at some unknown future date In other ways if the proposal is not executed”
However, because these lands are outside of the two-rnlle radius of the old city"”
boundaries, and because they are not as Important as the Campbell Tract for other
public purposes, there Is a measureably greater probability that these surplus
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Table 1. NOTE d. continued.

lands would go to CIRlI under some other form of settlement of their

Therefore,

the conservative values of $8,000 and $10,000 per acre,
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claims.
respectively

are further discounted only thirty percent.

To the valuos to be received by the State as estimated
above must be added values which, If the proposal Is
not consummated, might be lost to the State. The two
most prominent values In this category are the ninety
percent royalty revenues which the State receives from
oil production In the Swanson River area of the Kenal
National Iloose Range, and 26 townships of stato selected
land which CIRl would select If they prevailed in their
court suit and the Secretory made such lands available
for native selection by refusing to convey them to the
State. Any estimation of tho value of these two possi-
bilities to tho State must assume certain levels of
probability that the situation would occur without

oxocutlon of tho proposal.

Swanson River Revenues— There are any number of factors

which may enter Into assuming a probability that the

Secretary or the Congress might convoy to CIRlI substan-

tial subsurface title In the Mooso Range. While only

15 months ago such a possibility vould have seemed small
(

to the State, ownership of 15 townships of Moose Range

subsurface estate Was offered to CIRlI by the Secretary

In September of 1974. Had CIRlI accepted the offer at
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that time the possibility of that event would have been
one-hundred percent. In view of both that offer and
Congress” assurance to CIRl of some settlement of their
land claims problem, and assumption of a .5 probability
does not appear unreasonable. Using State revenue pro-
jections for oil and gas royalty rocelpts from the Mooso
Range for only the next 14.5 years, and discounting those
revenue projections at eight percent, a figure $41 million
Is obtained. Use of a probability of .5 yields an estimated

value of $20.5 ml 11 lon.

Chalatna Lake 26 Townshlps— In assuming a probablllty that
the State might lose title to lands currently selected
south of Mount McKinley Rational Park In the Lake Chalatna
area two probabilities must bo estimated. The first Is
tho possibility that CIRI would prevail In Its court suit.
Assuming that CIRl did prevail, a probability must then

be estimated as to whether tho Secretary would attempt to
break tho 1972 out-of-court settlament of Alaska v . Morton
and whether he would be successful In that attempt over
almost certain State court action. Humorous agrumunts may
bo proposed regarding those two probabilities but for this
analysis probabilities of 50 arid 40 percent respectively
aro used. Applying those probabilities to an ostlmatod
current land value for tho 26 townships of $24.0 million
and an estimated value for timber of $3.3 million, a value

of S5.5 million Is found.

A third value which must bo estimated 1is that of the
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additional 20 townships which the State may select
at Its discretion. Although statehood selection
entitlement would be used, three factors must be
considered. First, there Is a possibility that the
Stato may never be able to exercise Its full
selection rights under the Statehood Act and that
the State must look closely at every opportunity
It has to select lands. Secondly, the Ilands which
could be selected are, relative to tho lands that
will be remaining after implementation of ANCSA and
settlement of tho d(2) question, certainly In closer
proximity +o0 existing state lands and populated areas.
Thirdly, an exorcise of Stato selection rights would
bo tho first selections under the Statehood Act in
the past four years. In other words, the "right to
select” certain lands now that are in close proximity
to existing state selections Is In and of Itself of
value. Using the very conservative total value for
those lands of $40 per acru, and discounting the 20
township selection right by a factor of two-thirds to
account for the use of selection entitlement, Tho

result Is an ostlmate of $6.1 million.

Thus, tho total estimated value of tho three factors doscrlbed

above Is $32.1 million. This iotal, when added to the estimated
appraised values cited In Table 1. above, gives a total estimated
economic valuo to tho State of $97.1 million. To this total must

be added or subtracted tho values described below to which a reasonable

economic value cannot be applied at this time, or perhaps ever,



Guy R. MartIn-CIRIl Proposal 32 December 6,

with any degree of certainty.

Other Values— As mentioned earlier, there are two types of
other values which must be taken into consideration for pur-
poses of evaluating this proposal. First are econo,nlc values
which cannot be Identified with any reasonable specificity

at this time, and secondly there are those values which might
never be capable of having a specific economic value attached
to them, but which are unquestionably of significant value
none the less. Paragraphs number one and two below pre-
sent, respectively, positive and negative values to the

State associated with the present proposal. Although certainly
not exhaustive, the listing attempts to out!llno the major

non-economlc values Involved.

I. Positive Valuos— the following positive values would

accrue to the State should tho proposal bo consummated.

@ CIRI Court Suit— as explained earlier In
this memorandum, If Cook Inlot wins Its appeal
the Stato might lose not only considerable
acroago from Its present so lections south of
Mt . McKinley National Park, but It might also
lose substantial additional Ulands should tho
Soptemhcsr 1972 out-of-court settlement with
the Secretary bo abrogated. In view of the
District Court"s decision that the Secretary
was In error concerning his finding eleven

villages ineligible, Cook Inlet Region®"s chances

1975
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of success with Its court suit were measurably

Increosed.

(b) Moose Range Surface Protection- prlvate
surface ownership within the Moose Range v/ould
be kept to a minimum, thus protecting the very
significant wildlife and recreational values

of the Moose Range. The Moose Range Is also

a state wildlife refuge and its already tremen-
dous value for recreational pursuits including
hunting, Tfishing, canoeing, etc., will continue
to grow with Increased settlement and development
of state and private lands outside the refuge
on the Kenal Peninsula. Some, however, would
argue that maximum Moose Range Hlands should be
given to the natives so that development may

OCcur.

(c) Suitable Lands In Private Ownership— the
stato lands rocolved by the Native corporations
are lands suitable for settlement and development
because of physical characteristics and location,
thus substantially reducing future costs to the
State to provide services to those areas. Addi-
tionally, the Natlvo corporations receiving these
lands will be In a much better position to
develop them at on oarller date, thereby stimu-

lating economic development and providing an
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additional tax base Doth to the State and to

the local governments Involved.

@ Kamlshak Bay Lands— under the prooosal the

State would receive title to approximately 12

townships of land on the west side of Cook Inlet

on Kamlshak Day. These lands would represent
the only State presence on the west side of Cook

Inlet for at lest 400 miles south of Kalgln

Island. Kamlshak Bay Itself, owned by the State,

Is believed to have significant oil and gas
resource potentials and these coastal lands re-
present the only feasible areas for onshore
development facilities. This proposal would
put these lands In Stato hands. Additionally,
the terminus of tho Inferior Department”s
"western transportation corridor™, which
originates In Petroleum Reserve Number 4, ter-

minates on Druln Day which the State would

also rocelve.

() Talkeetna Mountaln Land- the State v/ould

receive approximately 14 townships In the

Talkeetna Mountains area, some of which would

bo located Immediately adjacent to currently
State patented land. Throe of these townships
are contiguous to one of the throe final sites

to be considered for the new State Capital.

Additionally, the proposal would bring to

December 6,

1975
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State ownership lands otherwise selected by
Motive groups which would be included in the
current Talkeetna Mountain State Park oroposal.
The land trade would permit a manageable park
boundary proposal to be established, thus
obviating the inevitable costly routine of
buying back private property in the Tfuture.
Also, watershed protection for a new Capital
or for other settlement to the west would

be assured.

(f) Addition To Captain Cook Recreation

Area— the proposal would insure that a minimum
of 7 sections of land would be added to the
Captain Cook Recreation Area from federal

lands within the lloose Range. Otherwise, Native
solection of these sections would result In a

significantly loss manageable recreation unit.

(@) Public Lands— the proposal would insure
that lands with significant public Interest
v/ould remain In pub Ilc ownership, particularly
In tho vicinity of Lake Clark. In addition,
tho State v/ould receive lands In tho
Chnkachamna Lake aroa which would give the
State significant bargaining power In Influenc-
ing federal action with respect to hunting,
mining or other State Intorests in any perman-

ent federal withdrawal in the Lake Clark area.
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(h) Increased State Presence in Bristol Bay-
tho proposal v/ould increase tho State®s presence
In the Bristol Boy area by gaining for the State
approximately 25 townships of d(2) land In
addition to the 12 townships on Kamlshak Bay.
The 17(d)(2) 1land would, of course, be otherwise
unavailable to the State. This enhanced state
position will strengthen the State"s bargaining
power with respect to the proposed Rational
Resource Range In the Bristol Bay-Lake Iliamna
area. If tho Resource Range proposal Is adopted
as presently proposed, tho State, with the single
exception of tho Wood RWer-Tf kchlk aroa, would
be totally removed from any significant land

ownership position west of Cook Inlot.

(1) State Intorests In Other Foderal Lands— under
the proposal other federal surplus lands and un-
perfocted public land entries which might go to
CIRI within the region would bo subject to a State
veto and/or appeal process to protect State and
public Interosts in those lands. SlInco tho

eventual settlement CIRI receives, whether by agree-

ment, legislation, or by court action, will undoubtedly
Include these lands, tho proposal represents the Stafe"s
only opportunity to participate In protecting the

public Interests on those lands. As an example, the
Bradley Lake Power Withdrawal |Is specifically pro-

tected from Native ownership; If the withdrawal should
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be revoked, It could be selected by the State.

2. Negative Values— the following negative values would accrue to

the State should the proposal be consummated.

(@ Oeluga Coal Management— the proposal v/ould remove
the State from its current position of almost total
ownership of lands In the Beluga area by putting Into
CIRI’s hands approximately 23 percent of the measured
and Indicated coal reserves and surrounding lands which
may contain additional reserves. While the State v/ould
still of course have very substantial environmental
controls over mining through Its air and wator quality
standards, etc., and while It could pass surface mining
legislation applicable to prlvato lands, It would lose
the additional landlord power to control strip mining
operations. However, with regard to revenues, tho State
would lose Its royalty Interest, but all Informed
opinion agrees that a severance tax would yield the best
returns, and Is the proper course for the State to

follow.

() Loss of Port Area— approximately 7 sections of land
northeast of tho village of Tyonek with potential for
Industrial development and docking facilities would bo
transferred to native hands. Perhaps tho best site on
the west side of northern Cook Inlet, which is located

Just.to the south of these 7 sections, Is already owned



by the village of Tyonek. The State would retain, however,
another site of at least equal suitability and potential
Jjust west of the Tyonek viliage londs. This Ilatter

site is the one which has benn primarily suggested

arid studied from the standpoint of tho use and/or shipping

of coal from the existing coul leases In the Beluga area.

Lconomic Summary— As mentioned earlier in determining equal value two
types of value have been used; value in economic terms and value in
a sense which cannot be strictly expressed in dollars. As outlined
above, the economic values themselves which accrue to the State are

In excess of those values which the State relinquishes. These are

calculated as shown below.

TABLE 2.
SUMMARY OF (IST IMATED ECONOMIC VALUES ($M ILLIONS)

GIVEN BY STATE

Existing values relinquished ,'UP
TOTAL 74 .0

RECEIVED BY STATE

New valuos rocolved 65.0
Existing values not lost 32
TOTAL 97.1

To the total economic values received by Ihe State the non-oconomlc
valuos cited above, both positive and negative, must bo added. Since
the degroo to which those ncn-eronomlc valuos accrue positive or nega-
tive benefits to the State Is somewhat subjective, certainly no
quantlfcation Is posslblo. However, they aro very Important consid-

erations and any decision making process must reasonably Incorporate
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them in determining the overall equal value consideration.

Finally, 1t should be emphasized that the agreement represents a
neggg}éted settlément, wh{cﬁli; an extremely important factor.
First, it can certainly be suggested that negotiation, particularly
regarding non-quant ifiable items, is man"s best procedure For

reaching equity. While this is not relied upon for legal founda-

tion here, it Is nonetheless crucial for public policy reasons.

Second, a settled three party negotiation implies that each has
left the bargaining fooling that either he got a fair ana equal
share, or more likely, a better share than the others. The
Director would certainly assert the latter in terms of a
negotiated value for the State, but would recognize that each
party may feel the same for its own reasons and seek to demon-

strate this to Its constituency or higher authority.

Third, It is important to convey some sense of- the "paths not
taken"™ rogarding trading Items and other valuos. While no
blanket conclusion Is possible, there can ho every assurance
that a comprohensl vo of fort took placo, ovc:r many months, to
seek out and discuss a multitude of alternatives before

reaching the agreement herein.

Cone lus lons and Recommedatlons

This memorandum of transmittal has attempted to outline In a structured fashion
tho basis for State participation, the process of that participation, and the

results as found In the proposal. It Is my conclusion that State participation
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In the modified proposal as described above Is iIn the best Interests of the
State and that the State will receive considerable excess value for tho value

It relinquishes. As your approval and the concurrence of the Governor are
needed to authorize State participation In this proposal, this document can
serve as basis for that decision, augmented by any further Information you

may require. In this particular case since you have been very closely and con-
tinuously Involved with the process, and as the Governor has been fully briefed
at several different times, 1 believe most of the aspects are suitably covered
above, and In the complete flies on this matter.

1

While It Is my opinion, and that of most others 1 know who have addressed the
matter in detail, that tho Executive Branch presently has the state statutory
authority to execute this proposed land exchange, It Is also true that questions
have been raised by members of the public and by legislators concerning the
adequacy of this aifhorlty. While 1 believe that those questions would certainly
be answered by tho courts In the executive"s favor, the process of litigating

a test case would be Inordinately time-consuming. That Intervening litigation
period would protract the commencement of passage of lands under the agreement,
a consequence which all parties regard as undesirable, and possibly fatal, IFf

tho basic merits of tho agreement are accepted.

lhero is no doubt that the proposed oxchango cannot come to pass without prior
federal legislation clearing Its way under MEPA and Section 6(1) and dealing with
other matters of implementation. The opportunity - perhaps the only opportunity -

for such legislation 1is upon us now with the omnibus ANCSA amendments bill.

After tho Congressional legislation Is passed, It of course will be necessary for
the State to assent to the oxchange. While the Commissioner Is authorized under

existing law to give that assent, unilateral executive action on a matter of this
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magnitude would be Inconsistent with the policy of the present administration that
all important social institutions should have the opportunity to participate to the
fullest extent possible In such decisions. Therefore, 1 believe the State should
structure the proposed transaction so as to maximize the Legislature’s ability to
participate iIn tho decision. (Indeed, the Administration endeavored to involve
the Legislature _.hroughout the public review process as tho proposal has been
developed.) The problem, of course, is that there Is no mechanism by which

the federal government can legally "negotiate'™ the matter through the Legislature
during the session, for Congress must act now to get federal authority for a
specific proposed transaction. llor is 1t likely under our Constitution thatithe

Legislature could, or would choose, to do so.

Given these premises, the only opportunity that the State has to insur-" that the

Legislature may pass upon the merits of the proposal is for Congress to enact

legislation empowering the Secretary to consummate the transaction (removing
obstacles to the State"s participating), such legislation to be subject

to the State"s subsequent consent. The state administration, In its turn, pledges

that consonf to the Congressionally legislated "offer"™ will be forthcoming, IFf

at all, only after review and consideration by the Legislature. An action by the

Legislature disapproving the exchange should result In an action by the Governor

denying consent.

If tho doelsion is made to seek legislative review the time factor Is particularly
Important, for several reasons, including the Congressional need for certainty
tho Inexorable progress of Cook Inlet’s appeal, and the dynamic nature of Iland
stafus in Alaska, final action by the State would be needed as soon as practicable
consistent-wl fh the Legislature®s need to have a thorough opportunity to review
the proposal In sufficient detail to make responsible public policy. I believe we

would be iIn a position during the 4 Irst week of the sosslon to thoroughly brief
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members of the Legislature and make available to them any Information we might have
concerning the proposal. Under that scenario It vould appear that 50 to 60 days
should be sufficient timo for the Legislature to thoroughly review the proposal,
particularly In view of the already widespread publicity and general public

awareness of the various aspects of the proposal.

I close with the request that action taken affirmatively and expeditiously on this
matter as | believe It to be a unique, perhaps singular, opportunity to achieve

a vital series of public and private objectives. It is Important, and in my view,



RESOURCE ASSOCIATES OP ALASKA. INC.

3230 AIRPORT WAY. FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701
TELEPHONE (907) 479-G231 / 6097
TELEX. 090 35402

February 20, 1976

Mr. Frank Ferguson
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

State Capital

Juneau,

AK 99801

Dear Senator Ferguson:

I feel that it is in the best interest of the State of Alaska to approve the

Cook Inlet-State-Federal Agreement. This Agreement does the following for
the State of Alaska.

»

&)

©)

®

®

®

®

Nets 30 more townships of land (691,200 acres) to State above en-
titlement. The State needs all the land it can get from the Feds
and this is the last chance to get it.

Provides the State with an opportunity to select valuable future
mineral lands from withdrawals to be abolished by the Agreement.

Protects the State-Federal Agreement of September 1972 involving
45,000,000 acres of valuable mineral lands.

Increase likelihood of early mining at Beluga which will generate
tax revenues in excess of lost royalties.

Increases the land tax base of boroughs in the Cook Inlet basin by
453,888 acres.

Provides lands in private ownership in the Anchorage basin badly
needed for expansion.

Provides for Native owned lands in the 17D-1 areas outside the region.
These will be private lands which can be bought by all and the exis-

tence of which helps prevent formation of more grand park plans by the
Federal government.

Resolves pending litigation which is adverse to the State"s best interest.

I believe that the Agreement is in the best interest of the State of Alaska and
should be passed in an expeditious manner.

LEH/dc

Sincerely yours

Lawrence E. Heiner



to.

FitoM:

StOio Alm Hy

A Il Members of the Senate

date: MarCh 30, 1976

SUDJECTI

senator Mike Colletta

For you information | have attached a copy of a letter | received frem Kent
Frizzell, Under Secretary of the Interior. It clarifies the position of the
Department of the Interior on the Cook Inlet land Trade as pertains to

Point Woronzof land.



AN United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C.- 20240

March 26, 1975

AIRMAIL

Senator Mike Colletta
Asscnibly Buil.clj.ngj
Room 100

Juneau, Alaska 99001

Dear Senator Colletta:

This letter is in response to your inquiry concerning the effect of
the State of Alaska Legislature's recent ratification of the Cook
Inlet land trade on lands on Point Woronzof. It was certainly not
the intent of the Department of the Interior that transfer of lands
on Point Woronzof bo restricted to park and recreation uses. It is
our understanding that 'the State of Alaska and Cook. Inlet Region,
Inc., had similar intentions during the negotiation of the land trade
agreement. Unfortunately, the language of the agreement doss not
reflect the intent of the parties, because of typographical errors

in the final document,

We view the exclusive language relating to Point Woronzof in the
land trade agreement as an oversight, and v/e intend to take correc-
tive measures to attempt to resolve this matter. In this regard,
we are now having discussions with representatives of the state and
Cook Inlet Region, Inc., to identify methods by which the .intent of
the parties may be accomplished.

If the State of Alaska desires a portion of tho tract for a runway

such a transfer would bo appropriate, we w ill take whatever actions
arc necessary, within our authority, to accomplish such a transfer.

We hope that this letter clarifies our jxjsj.t.on on this matter.

Sincerely your

\ \v CONSERVE
\) \ AMERICA"'S
<{ J ENERGY






EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
DR DEL A BROCK
ALASKA ASSOCIATION FOR QUALITY EDUCATION dr.margarﬁﬁrﬁﬁﬁ)
er

ALASKA CHILD CARE CENTERS ASSOCIATION shirley bratc

February 15, 1975

The Honorable Frank Ferguson
State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 9901

Dear fir. Ferguson:

| regret that we were unable to attend the Public hearin,([; on Senate bills 120
and 121 held yesterday in Anchorage and request that this written testimony be
entered in the record.

Our orqanization represents 20 members providing day care and private school to
approximately 2000 children in Alaska.

We would urge that a clarification of Senate b ill 120 be made Prlor to passage,
concerning the intent as tc whether private centers v/ill be funded to care for the
children qualified or whether Agenpy centers will be funded to be in direct competition
with private centers. As worded, it would seem that the Agency could choose to enter
the field, both requlating and operating. The care to he provided bY this legislation
IS needed, but the great expense per child, which would result from the inefficient
operation by a government agency, would lim it its benefits. Past experience in other
states shows that EEmvate centers can provide the services under contract at much
lower costs, thereby benefiting more children. The typical charge for day care in
Anchorage is $1800 per year. Parents cannot afford to pay more and centers cannot
provide more care under present regulations.

If there are insufficient facilities available now for the number of families
requiring service, it is due to the restrictions imposed by state staffing regulations
which make operation of a center ifficult, if not impossible, unless the operation is
fortunate enough to have free rent, free staff or other benefits adequate to offset
the deficit. Contributing to this marginal operation is the lowrate paid by the state
for the care of children of families receiving state aid. State compensation currently
paid is less than that Eald_by the BUb.“C for the same service, while requiring centers
much additional record keeping and billing for only those state children. Payments
arrive 60 days after the payment would have been received had the care been provided
to the paying public.

The often quoted "federal mtera?ency day care standards," considered the hase
standard in the country, have recently been modified by Confressto allow lower
operating costs in daycare.  To quote from the January 8, 1975issue of Education
Daily*s "Report on Preschool Education™: President Slﬁns Social Services B ill - -
"Major eligibility changes for social services under the Social Security Act and a
relaxation of Federal day care standards are among provisions of HR. 17075 which |
passed hoth houses of Congress on December 20 by Voice vote.... Lavers Staffing Ratios.
In an effort to reduce yearly Federal day care costs which are approaching $3,000 per
child, provisions of H.R. 170"> loosen minimum staffing ratios and education program
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requirements cf day care centers. The "bill requires that ratios of one adult for every
20 children aged 10-lU be maintained, and a 1to 15ratio for children 3-9 years old.
The conferencé committee earlier scrapped a ?rovmon which would have required a
staffing ratio of one adult for every two infants under 3 years of age, and instead
voted to leave the final requirements to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

- We urge that the Legislature adopt the new Federal staffing requirements in Senate
b ill 120 and commit Senate bills 120 and 121 to only contracting day care services with
private and non-profit operated centers.

Yours truly

DBjnm






RurAL ALaska Community Action Program, Inc. ~
Parlncrj for Progress
with Aloi*a's Communities
MAILING ADDRESS DRAWER 412 ECc9

TELEPHONE 279-2441
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501

April 1, 197r

Senator George Hohman
State Capitol

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Hohman:

Attached 1is some information regarding a request for State matching
funds for Head Start and Parent Child Center programs in Alaska.

Dr. Helen Beirne and other legislators will be co-sponsoring a bill
to be introduced in the House to provide the State matching money.

As you can see from the attached information, communities in your
region would be affected by the additional funds. I would appreciate

your support on this matter, and if you have any questions, please
don"t hes itate to call.

Sincerely,

Child Development

Attachment: As stated
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RurAL ALaska Community Action Program, Inc.

WA e s

MAILING ADDRESS: DRAWER At2 ECB
TELEPHONE 279-244
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501

REQUEST FOR STATE
FUNDING FOR HEAD START

Head Start is a nationwide effort sponsored and funded by the

Federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare to help

prepare children of less fortunate families from three to six

years old for school. It represents the drawing together of

all resources--family, community, non-professional and professional--
which can contribute to the child"s total development.

Head Start attempts to teach pre-school children how.to respond

to other children and adults in group situations. The program
exposes children to the basic fundamentals needed to operate 1in
the modern world. Beginning with Jlanguage development, socialization,

and motor development, the program offers experiences 1iIn punctuality,
sanitary habits, personal grooming, responding to questions with
words instead of gestures, and listening to others speak.

Among Head Start"s most important goals are to provide an orientation
to school, as well as provide health and nutrition 1iIn the program.
The Head Start program also seeks to develop in the child a good

self image and to help him develop into an emotionally well adjusted
indi vidual.

Equally important, Head Start seeks parent involvement through a
Policy Committee and volunteer work and provides career development
training for its staff members.

Head Start funds are appropriated to communities in Alaska and in
other states with the requirement that the Ilocal community match the
Federal funds with twenty percent local effort. In Alaska, there are
presently 30 rural Head Start programs serving approximately 600
children, three centers 1in Anchorage serving approximately 100
children, one Head Start program in Fairbanks serving approximately
100 children, and a center in Chugiak/Eagle River serving 30 children.
In addition, two Parent Child centers, demonstration projects

directly funded by the Office of Child Development in Washington, D.C.
serve approximately 50 families 1in Illoonah and Kotzebue. All of those
programs have greatly exceeded the twenty percent requirement for
local .effort; most programs have done so by arranging for free rental
of buildings, organizing volunteer efforts, donating foods, equipment
supplies etc., all of which are counted as "in-kind" share and are
assigned a dollar value.



State Fuding 2

In other states, such as Massachusetts and Washington, the state
provides general funds to match the federal money which comes into

the state for Head Start programs. This has allowed a great expansion
of the Federal dollar. The Rural Alaska Community Action Progranm,

the Greater Fairbanks Head Start Association and Chugiak Children-®s
Services all have been operating with essentially the same amount of
Federal funding that they received 1in 1967, when the Federal progranm
first began. Because of inflation, what has resulted 1in all too many
cases 1Is a reduction 1in the number of children served, substandard
salary scales, and a yearly budget battle to try to continue the same

level of services to children and families. RurAL CAP, for example,
initially operated more than 60 Head Start programs when funding
first began for the program, and, because of inflation, has had to

cut this number to 30 villages.

At present, Federal funding for Head Start and Parent Child centers

in Alaska comes to a total of $1,404,000.00. If the State were to
match these funds with twenty percent general funds, the total «cost
to the State treasury would be approximately $281,000.00. These

additional funds would allow expansion of the Head Start and Parent
Child center programs 1into additional rural areas, and would allow

urban programs such as Anchorage, Chugiak and Fairbanks to 1increase
the number of children served.

Presently, Washington administers 1its matching share program through
the Washington State Office of Child Development. In Alaska, the
funds could be passed through the Department of Community and Regional
Affai rs.

The present cost per child for Head Start 1in Alaska averages
approximately $1,400 per year. At this rate, State funding would
allow expansion of Head Start services to an additional 190 children.
However, since the $1,400 per child figure 1includes administrative
costs, it is more than likely that the additional number of children
to be served would be considerably higher.

At the minimum, however, the program could be expanded as follows:

Share of State

Funding (Based on Addi tional
Present Federal Children to be
Area Funding Level) Served
Anchorage
(including Chugiak) $42,000 30
Fairbanks 34,000 25

Rural Areas
and other major
cities (sites to be

selected on basis of need) ZIIECII) ]45
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Except for areas 1like Kodiak and Hoonah, most village Head Start
programs serve all the pre-school children 1in the community.
The $205,000 earmarked for "rural areas” would allow the development
of Head Start programs in approximately 10 new sites in Alaska,
serving a total of approximately 145 additional <children.
The success of Head Start programs across the State has been
demonstrated not only by comments from school principals, parents
and kindergarten teachers, but by the numerous requests for Head
Start programs from communities throughout the State.
Anchorage, which now serves 100 children 1in three Head Start centers,
has a waiting list of more than 100 eligible children. Fairbanks has
a similar list.
The following villages have applied for Head Start programs for FY 76.
At present, none of them have Head Start. The asterisk 1indicates that
the community meets all of the eligibility requirements for Head Start
(at least 15 eligible children, has a building, and a group of parents
who are 1interested in forming a Policy Committee etc.):
Delta Junction* Russian Mission
Husli a* Shageluk
Seldovia* Nicolai
Koli ganek Kals kag
Crai g* St. Michael*
Ambler>* Galena*
Beaver Veneti e
rrtim* Shi slimaref *
Kotlik™* Port Chilkoot™
Ekwok Larsen Bay
Unalakleet* Kwigillingok™*
Kongiganak Saxman™*
Kwinhagak™* Koyuk
Kivalina Scammon Bay
Seward™* Si tka*
K1 ukwan Anderson
McGrath New Stuyahok



.DISTRIBUTION OF LICENSED HOMES, LICENSED DAY CARE CENTERS, AND HEAD

. START FACILITIES IN ALASKA. .
-/\/ > * ’’ V' e . .
City of Anchorage:
re: .
< 27 centers with slots for 850 children (one is for part-time only)
97 licensed homes
3 Head Start locations which serve 100 children (aprox 4 hours ~
per day) vV oL oL ]

City of Fairbanks: *
8 centers with slots for 213 children
18 licensed homes
Head Start serves 80 children
City and Borough of Juneau
5 centers with slots for 199 children (one i1s for summer only)
22 licensed homes
South Central Alaska:
Palmer: 2 centers with slots for 75 children

3 licensed homes
Chugiak: 1center with slots for 30children

Seward: lcenter with slots for 20 children

2 homes > , H
Eagle River: 2 horn s
Kenai: 1 home 1
Valdez: 1 center with slots for 24 children

South East Alaska: 4 . V i
< - > . . °me- i b
Hoonah: lcenter with slots for 30 children
Ketchikan: 2 centerw with slots for 42 children
2 homes s

Sitka: 1 center with slots for 37 children

2 homes

- Petersburg: 1 center with slots for 28 children
South West Alaska:
Kodiak: 1 center with slots for 49 children
3 homes
Dillingham: 1 home ,

Western Alaska:

Bethel: 1 center with slots for 30 children
Kotzebue: 1 center with slots for 50 children

Northern Alaska
Barrow: School district operated program for 50 children
Rural Alaska:

30 Villages have Head Start programs (which are not day care)
each nerves from 15 to 30 children 3]/2 to 5 hours a day.



HEAD START VILLAGES

Alakanuk 31 children
Chevak 21 children
Emmonak 21 children
Fort Yukon 16 children
Gambell 14 children
Fortuna Ledge 18 children

Hooper Bay 32 children

Kake 23 children
Kaltag i3 children
Kiana 19 children
Kodiak 20 children

Kwethluk 22 children
Manokotak 21 children

Mekoryuk 15 children

Mountain Village 26 children

Nondalton 16 children
Noatak 17 children
Noorvik 29 children
Nunapitchuk 21 children
Nftlato 20 children
Old Harbor 16 children
Point Hope 16 children
Saint Paul 21 children

Savoonga 20 children

Selawik 15children
Stebbins 30 children
Togiak 26 children

Wainwright 21 children

Yakutat 20 children
(operated by school district



Partners lor Progress

RurAL ALaska Community Action Program, Inc.

with Aloska's Commun«ties

TELEPHONE Z7/9-2441

MAILING ADDRESS: DRAWER 412 ECB k
ANCHORAGE . ALASKA 99501 4 y

February 5, 1975

The Honorable George Hohman
Alaskan State Senate

Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Senator Hohman:

Attached 1is a position paper regarding proposed State matching of
child development funds which come from the Federal Department of
Health, Education and Welfare into Alaska.

This concept and request for State funds has been endorsed by a

Task Force on early childhood education, made up of representatives
from the Dept, of Education, the Dept, of Health and Social Services,
public and private pre-school operators, and various agencies such
as the Rural Alaska Community Action Program etc.

More important, the request 1is the product of planning done by parents
of pre-school children all over the State. It was drawn up and
approved at the last meeting of the RurAL CAP State ChildDevelopment
Policy Council, a group composed of parents of Head Startchildren in
30 rural communities from Kake to Wainwright, and 1in three Anchorage
centers. In addition, the group 1includes representatives from the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Dept, of Health and Social Services etc.
The request has also been endorsed by the Greater Fairbanks Head

Start Association.

As is indicated 1in the text of the attached statement, Washington State
presently appropriates funds for such a State match. In Washington,
the program was begun without 1legislation being Introduced - the sum
was simply 1included 1in the Governor®s budget.

We are 1interested 1in getting this introduced 1in the present

legislative session if legislation is necessary. If it is simply a
matter of appropriation, | would still appreciate your efforts. This
is an 1issue which affects a great number of parents and children
throughout the State. For a relatively small amount of money, a large
number of additional pre-school <children could be served. As you may
know, State Operated Schools did a survey of community needs 1in 1972,
called A Modest Proposal. The overriding priority 1in a great majority

of communities was pre-school programs.



letter, Smith to Honman Feb. 5 1975

I v/ould appreciate your support 1in this matter.

'\

Phil Smith
Acting Executive Director

Attachment: As stated

PS/RM/vh



RurAL ALaska Community Action Program, Inc.

MAILING ADDRESS: DRAWER 412 ECB . \%
TELEPHONE 279 2441
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501
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REQUEST FOR STATE
FUNDING FOR HEAD START

Head Start is a nationwide effort sponsored and funded by the
Federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare to help
prepare children of less fortunate families from three to six

years old for school. It represents the drawing together of
all- resources -.- family, community, non-professional and---
professional -- which can contribute to the child"s total de—

velopment.

Head Start attempts to teach pre-school children how to respond

to other children and adults 1in group situations. The progranm
exposes children to the basic fundamentals needed to operate 1in
the modern world. Beginning with Jlanguage development, sociali—
zation, and motor development, the program offers experiences in
punctuality, sanitary habits, personal grooming, vresponding to
questions with words instead of gestures, and listening to others
speak

Among Head Start®s most important goals are to provide an
orientation to school, as well as provide health and nutrition
in the program. The Head Start program also seeks to develop
in the child a aood self 1image and to helphim develop 1into an
emotionally well adjusted 1individual.

Equally important, Head Start seeks parent involvement through
a Policy Committee and volunteer work and provides career
development training for 1its staff members.

Head Start funds are appropriated to communities 1in Alaska and
in other states with the requirement that the 1local community

match the federal funds with twenty percent local effort. In
Alaska, there are presently thirty rural Head Start progranms
serving approximatley 600 children, three <centers 1in Anchorage

serving approximately 100 children, one Head Start program 1in
Fairbanks serving approximately 100 children, and a center in

Chugi ak/F.agl e River serving thirty chi ldren. In addition, two
Parent-Child centers, demonstration projects directly funded
by the Office of Child Development 1in Washington D.C., serve
approximately fifty families in Hoonah and Kotzebue. All of

these programs have greatly exceeded the twenty percent re—
quirement for Ilocal effort; most programs have one by arrang-—
ing for free rental of buildings, organizing volunteer efforts,
donating foods, equipment, supplies, etc., all of which are
counted as "in-kind"™ share and are assigned a dollar value.



Continued fram pace 1 2

In other states, such as Massachusetts and Washington, the state
provides general funds to match the federal money which comes

into the state for Head Start programs. This has allowed a great
expansion of the federal dollar. The Rural Alaska Community Action
Program, the Greater Fairbanks Head Start Association, and Chugiak
Childrens Services all have been operating with essentially the

same amount of federal funding that they received 1in 1967 when the
federal program first began. Because of inflation, what has

resulted 1in all too many <cases is a reduction 1in the number of child—
ren served, substandard salary scales, and a yearly budget battle

to try to continue the same level of services to children and families.
RurAL CAP for example, initially operated over sixty Head Starfc.<-~_
programs when funding first began for the program, and, because of.
inflation has had to cut this number to thirty villages.

At present, federal funding for Head Start and Parent-Child Centers

in Alaska comes to a total of $1,404,000.00. If the state were to
match these funds with twenty percent general funds, the total cost
to the state treasury would be approximately $281,000,00, These
additional funds would allow expansion of the Head Start and Parent-
Child Center programs 1into additional rural areas, and would allow
urban programs such as Anchorage, Chugiak, and Fairbanks to 1increase

the number of children served.

Presently, Washington administers 1its matching share program through
the Washington State Office of Child Development. In Alaska, the
funds <could be passed through the Department of Education.

The present cost per child for Head Start 1in Alaska averages approxi —
mately $1400 per year. At this rate, State funding would allow ex—
pansion of Head Start Services to an additional 190 children.

However, since the $1400 per child figure includes administrative
costs, it is more than 1likely that the additional number of children

to be served would be considerably higher. t

At the minimum, however, the program could be expanded as follows;

Share of State

Funding (Based on Addi ti onal
Present Federal Chi 1ldren to
Area Funding Love 1) be Served
Anchorage $42,000 30
(including
Chugi ak)
Fai rbai.-vS 34,000 25

Rural Areas 2&3,GD 145

and other major
cities (sites to

be selected on basis
of need)



Continued fram page 2 3

Except for areas |Ilike Kodiak and Hoonah, most village Head Start
programs serve all the pre-school <children 1in the community.

The $205,000 earmarked for "rural areas”™ would allow the development
of Head Start programs 1in approximately ten new sites 1in Alaska,
serving a total of approximately 145 additional <children.

The success of Head Start programs across the State has been demons—
trated not only by comments from school principals, parents and
kindergarten teachers, but by the numerous requests for Head Start
programs from communities throughout the State.

Anchorage, which now. serves 100. chi-ldren in three Head Start Centers
has a waiting list of over 100 children, Fairbanks has a similar
list.



THIS PAPER HAS COME TO THE ATTENTION OF THE OFFICE OF CHILD ADVOCACY; WE

THOUGHT IT MIGHT BE HELPFUL TO YOU AND/OR YOUR GROUP IN REVIEWIN C TITLE XX,

17 "A

2/24/75 1Y -

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS ......... onyv

stue: Eligibility of Children

Docs a current recipient include a child whose parents®™ parental rights
have been terminated or a child who has been placed under agency custody
by a court order?

These questions may become critical in determining that the requirements
of 2002(a)(4) are being met, and regulations will be necessary to make
these determinations clear and uniform*

/

Issue: Charging of Maintenance Costs to Title XX

Regutation Should specify what if any proportion of maintenance costs
in a residential facility may be regarded as service expenditures under
2002(a) (7)) (A). Indications are that the States may subsume large

maintenance costs aS Services 1In many settings.
<"l'or Your Information™

OFFICE OF CHILD ADVOCACY

2457 Arctic Boulevard

. Arichorago/ Alaska 99503-
Issue: Foster Care

\ > *x

Section 2002(11)(h) as presented requires a definition of "foster care.”
Consensus of committee is that the definition should provide for care

in the traditional facilities such as foster family homes, group homes
and other social care facilities and should be available to children

os well as other age groupings, 1i.e., the elderly.
The definition of "special need" will clearly be required in regulations.

IT the definition of foster care proposed above is not the definition
intended by legislation, we would recoiimend that the legislation be
amended to incorporate foster care in group homes and other social

care facilities.



Issue: Transitional Arrangements

One State has asked if any regulations will allow transitional arrange—
ments between the July 1 beginning of their fiscal year and the October

1 effective date of Title XX. Their fiscal year planning, if trans—
itional arrangements are not allowed, may require them to provide services
in one way for one quarter and another for the three following quarters.
This will have implications for decisions about adding, deleting or
consolidating some services, and for related funding and staffing

decisions.

I6sue: Can Services be Limited to Current Recipients?

May a State limit its service program under Title XX to current
recipients of assistance, Medicaid, etc. (categories enumerated in
2002(a)(4)) and not serve any others? If not, this should be addressed
by regulation.

Issue: Eligibility Ceiling
\

May a State set its financial eligibility ceiling below the 80% of
median income level noted in the Act? Regulations should address
whether this is or is not possible.

Issue: Maintenance of State Effort - Title XX

Section 2003(b) requires maintenance of State and/or sub-State
appropriated matching funds at the FY "73 or FY *74 level, whichever
is less. The language seems clear.

t * o
The potential problem, however, 1is that we may have no way of knowing
what the States™ appropriate effort was for those years, and what
portion of the State match was donated funds. It should not be assumed
that we could determine this from the State legislative budgets, since
often the services match comes from a number of different budget lines,
and may not be identifiable in the budget.Local government or donated
portions of the State match may or may not be included in the State
budget. In some States such donations are "appropriated”, 1i.e., run through
the legislative approval process, so that even the work "appropriated”
may be subject to misinterpretation.

One solution may be to state in the regulations that the maintenance

of effort level shall be construed as one-third of the lower of FY *73

or FY "74 Federal expenditure of each State for services under the old
titles, unless the State documents a claim to the contrary by a given
date, subject to acceptance by the Secretary. However it isdone, each
State"s maintenance of effort level should be nailed down early, so that
we won"t have to fight the battle if and when some State tries to supplant
appropriated funds with dor.ated funds.



Issue: Services Outside Institutions

Section 2002(11)(A) indicates that expenditures nay be reimbursed "for

the provision of a service that (i) is provided by other than the hospital,
facility, prison, or fostrer family home in which the individual 1is

living "

*

Our questions:

1) What does "other™ mean?

2) Does it mean provided by a staff or individual not under the direct
control or supervision of the institution?

3) Does it mean provided by a staff or individual who is not physically
located in the institution?

4) Are there any other institutional settings, not mentioned in this
subsection, which may be or should be included under the authority
spelled out in this section? 1i.e., halfway houses, residential treatment
centers, and other facilities related to treatment for alcohol and drug
abusers.

Responses or defintions developed from these questions should be in
regulatory form.

Issue: Maintenance of Effort

In Section 2002(b) the Act mandates maintenance of effort by the States
based on their FY 73 or FY 74 expenditures. We believe it is imperative
that regulations and instructions be written to state the specific data
which will be needed. If, services are to be dropped, added or consoli—
dated under Title XX, what effect will this have on the maintenance of
effort computation? These regulations should stipulate that the MOE

level be determined before or at the time Title XX becomes effective.

Issue: Emergency Shelter

Ji
Section 2002(11)(C)

. CmerRenc? as a Protective service should be pro-
not in excess of 30 days per emergency episode.

This should be a regulatory statement.



Issue: Need for a Service Plan

We are concerned that a service, plan may not be required under Title XX,
for the following reasons:
.

X) Unless there is an assessment of service needs for an individual,
how does agency make a rational determination as to what services are
to be given? To set up a service plan, you must do such an assessment.
The sequence of orderly planning with an individual requires a con—
tractual-type arrangement such as is provided by a service plan.

2) Federal audit will be much more easily facilitated if service plans
are available.

3) The Act requires that someone must determine that service is needed and
that the service relates to the goals of the Act. A service plan is a
logical extension of this requirement.

4) The demands of the SSRS may implicitly demand a service plan.

5) Effective coordination with other human resources programs requires

that someone (optimally a service worker) make a decision about what services
an individual needs and refer him or her to programs where that service

is available. This process would necessitate an orderly service planning
effort.

IT these items are appropriate concerns, a regulation might be necessary.
The flexibility intended by Title XX may preclude such regulation, however.
If this is the case, guides should be developed to help the States choose
an effective case management system.

Issue: Availability of Training

Several questions are raised in our reading of Title XX as enacted:
1) Is training of assistance workers (vis service workers) covered

at 75%? 2) Is training of provider staff covered? At what percentage?
3) Is training of volunteers covered at 75%7?

All of these questions are of extreme importance to the continued
efficient and effective functioning of State agencies. Clear guides
should be prepared to address these questions.



Issue: Citizen Involvement

Further definition is needed of how citizen participation may be
accomplished. We feel that guides should be developed showing means

and systems for participation. Particular attention (perhaps regulations)
should be addressed to the manner 1in which comments received from the
public by Agency which develops the plan will be utilized and taken into
consideration in developing the final plan. We feel the authority for
such regulations would be found in Section 2004(2)(J).

Issue\ Fee Schedulei Under 2002(a)(5)
’6 Ll 9

that eqvityu'demandS that_t Secretar re ation_mandate
that fees may notqgé Harped to ?ngivhguafs at o¥ Bglowg%ﬁe $9nimum

income level (lower or 80% or median income of family of 4 of the State
or U.S. median income). -If fees are allowed in this group, the dis—

incentives to self-sufficiency and removing oneself from welfare are
greatly enhanced.

lgsuc: Definition of Goals (Sections 2001 & 2002)

Further definition of the goals specified in Sections 2001 and 2002 is
necessary In either regulations or program guide. Program guide would
be preferable in light of. the spirit and intent of Title XX. States
have already requested further clarifiction as to Congressional intent
re specific services intended under the goals. However, AoA has found
that general goal descriptions have been helpful to the States, and
nitty gritty goal definition would inhibit flexibility.

Section 2002(a)(3), however, specifies that the Secretary cannot withhold
funds when a State defines something as a service.

On balance, we recommend program guides on the definition of goals which
would give examples, or list types of services and/or further definition
which can lend guidance but which will not seem or be restrictive. Although
some States may want tighter definitions, we need to help them realize their
responsibility under Title XX to set their own priorities and goals.



Issue: Redetermination of Eligibility

A regulation should specify intervals for the redetermination of
financial eligibility for non-recipients of public assistance who are
receiving services. Assistance and "medically needy" recipients are
required by law to undergo these periodic eligibility redeterminations.

In addition, program guides should be developed to help the states
develop systems and ways of periodically assessing the initial and/or
continuing need for particular services. A periodic assessment of the
need for services should be accomplished for both recipients, .and
.non-recipients of public assistance. J

Issue: Further Definition of Services - Section 2002(a)(1)(E)

The broad general nature of the services listed in 2002(a)(1)(E) will

lead to confusion and possible misconstruing of Congressional intent
unless there is further Clarification. For example, "protection services"”,
without further definition, might be extended to a logical extreme where
police and public safety activities were funded from Title XX.

Further, the reporting system required will necessitate further definition.

We believe that this further definition should be by regulation to promote
uniformity (i.e., conform with major standare setting organizations)
accountability through reporting systems, and clarity.

Issue: Eligibility: Determination of Income

* *

A method should be developed for specifying median income which failed in
inflationary factors. This should be specified by regulation so that
there is uniformity among the states.

A definition of gross income 2002(a)(5)(B) should also be specified
by regulation (i.e., traditional IRS disregard of income like VA
Benefits, SSA benefits, etc. apply, or some other standard).



Issue: Reversion of Funds to Donors

Section 2002(a)(7)(D)(iii) seems to delete the non-reversion-to-donor rule,
«"if the donor is .......... a nonprofit organization”. It appears that,
for example, United Way could donate funds to the State and receive them
back with federal matching funds in tow.

We read this section and Section 2002(a)(7)(D)(i1) to indicate that any
non-profit organization may donate funds, specify services they will
provide and have funding then reverted to them. We are not sure this

is correct, however.

Because of the nature of the donated funds issue and the confusion this
change may bring, we believe that the terms need to be further defined
in regulations so that there are no questions about the intent that
donated funds can revert to non-profit donors, and can be counted for
federal match.

Further, we believe that specific clarification should be made with
respect to the status of Indian and native American groups as."non-profit”
groups.






LAW OFFICES

JOE P. JOSEPHSON, INC..
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

1526 F STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

(907) 272-8531 OF COUNSEL
February 16, 1976 robert m. goldberg. esq.

GEORGE KAUFMANN, ESQ.
(0. C. BAR ONLY)

The Honorable Frank Ferguson
Alaska State Senate
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Frank:

I understand that you spoke with John Cooper and George
White about the DOEA_law suit. I am enclosing a copy of the
Findings of Fact”Snd Conclu.ions of Law and Order in the earlier
DOEA case which was won by Alaska Unorganized Borough School
District, which 1 represent. It has always been the position
of the district that negotiations are the responsibility of
the respective regional education attendance areas established
under Chapter 124 SLA 1975. We believe that for the district
to enter into negotiations with DOEA for the 1976-1977 school
year would be in conflict with the legislature®s desire to
achie/e local self-determination. In fact, as you know, the
legislature specifically allowed any regional education
attendance area to negotiate separately from other attendance
areas, so there may even be more than one bargaining agreement
in what is now the unorganized borough school district.

I also enclose the most recent complaint filed by
DOEA. At least some of the claims in the new case are
exactly those which Judge Ripley has already rejected, 1in
my judgment.

Please let me know if you have any questions or
suggestions.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
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May 20, 1975

Mrs. Mary Beth Hilburn, Coordinator
State Office of Drug Abuse

Department of Health & Social Services
Pouch I

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mrs. Hilburn:

| am enclosing a resolution from the Bethel Service Unit
Health Board regarding the Bethel Rap Center.

| would appreciate it if you would contact Alex Nick dir*ectly
and explain the present situation and what solutions could
be found to enable the center to continue its drug program.
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

George llohman
State Senator

Id



Ny 17, 1)

Mr. Alex Nlck, President

Bethel Service Unit Native Health Board
Box 287

Bethel, Alaska 99559

Dear Alex:

Thank you for sending me a copy of the Board"s resolution
regarding funding for the Bethel Rap Center.

I want to see funding for the Rap Center continued and
will contiotethe appropriate officials and make ojr
wishes known. I will request that they respond directly
to you and provide me with a copy of their correspondence.

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Sincerely,

George Hohman
State Senator

GM:pt



A THERAPEUTIC COMMUNITY

2825 WEST 42nd PL. ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
(907) 279-5502 OR 279-5503

February 15 1975

George Hohman
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Hohman:

This correspondence is to inform you of the annual Alaska Family House
Telethon which begins February 25, 1975. The telethon will he broadcast

live over KIMO-TV for five consecutive nights. We at this time invite your
participation. You can participate in this community endeavor by appearing
with us as we broadcast or by sending a letter or telegram which will be

read by one of our civic leaders in the community. The Saturday night broad-
cast is being reserved for legislators who might be in town that evening.

Enclosed please find correspondence relating to this unique program endeavor.
Alaska Family House is at all times available to answer any questions you may

have in our area of knowledge in order to help you with the legislative process
you are struggling with.

If | can be of any further assistance in regards to this matter, please feel free
to contact me.

Director
Alaska Family House

HOARD OF ADVISORS
Rep. Helen Beirne

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Terry M. Stahlman
Pres. & Trcas.

Dorothy M. Wen igcr
Excutive Vice Pres.

Teresa StahlImon

Sec.

Katherine Fanning
David Froula, CPA
William D. Gibson
Jack R. Hccsch

Earl Hibpshman
Jamie Love

Steve Agbaba

Rudy Ebcnbcck

E. 0. Hanson, N. D\ 0fC.

Peggy Colletta



A LOOK AT FAMILY HOUSE

> . StV ws o ~ o -
LS (S O . o - 1

For Tarry Stahlmn, n i“ormer heroin addict, himself, fighting the need

for another hit is a full-time job of sollf-unclerstanrling.

An Director of Alaska Family House, Stahlman in teaching, pressuring,

cajoling and shaming many others to do the samp#

Tint is what Family House is all about# The facility in the final analyisis,

/

,1. *ox
is an institution that makes responsible citizens, out of heroin addicts by treat.-

>

ing addiction as a symptom of deeper personality problems#

To .loo): at Family House™s residents, wlilch include four children, one would

not think they are what Htahlman calls "dope fiends"”. Yet they all were con—

victed (except the children) of crimes that grew out of their addiction#
All the residents look as though they®re well ori the way to success in giving

up heroin and can make it on the rolls of Family House"s success stories.

Of all the addicts who have graduated from the HoattJo house®s two-;,ear

program, none has returned to heroin use.

"You come to Family House when you hit bottom"™, Stahlman said#

And you hit bottom as an addict, ho said, "when you got tired of the reper—

cussions of doing dope"# In his ease, the repercussions included tho wood to

.teal to feetl his habit# Ho was doing time on a .felony conviction when ho sought

out Seattle®s Family House.

Tho addicts in the Anchorage facility all _are there for the same reason:

They"ve lut bottom and were assigned to tho house in lion of u prison term.



Web/3 been able to operate™, Stahlman said, "only because of the progressive
Alaska corrections system under Charles Adams". e

When an addict is accepted at Family House, he literally becomes a part of
the addict-treating-add.ict facility. |In his first year in the program, the rules
are stringent.

No television, books, newspapers, radio, games, Of other diversions are
allowed. Two rules apply all the time- no physical violence and. no chemicals.

"We"re treating the addict"s behavior- ve want him to change™, said Stahlman.
For that reason, the addict must concentrate all his waking hours in relating to
himself as a person and to others as people.

It"s a hard road to navigate. But it"s needed, Stahlman said, because of the
nature of most addicts.

Early in ~hoir lives, he pointed out, they probably were rejected as they

tried to accomplish goals which society approved. After repeated failure, "you
say the hell with it- you don"t even try to climb the ladder of success anymore™.

Instead, according to Stahlman, the potential addict turns to another ladder,
one that leads to dope addiction and crime. His peers in this world reinforce
his ego with every increasing dosage of dope or every daring robbery or theft,

The dope at first numbs feelings of rejection and visions of reality, but soon
is needed just to stay physiologically normal. And tho addict, by now, Stahlman
said, probably steals up to $1,000 in goods a day to feed his $370 to $£00 daily
heroin habit: "The fence doesn"t give you tho retail value of the goods you
steal™.

Soon, the dope 1is no longer worth the repercussions, Stahlman said, and

that®"s where Family House boglns.



The house starts the addict at the bottom rung of the socially-acceptable
ladder.

An addict never experienced things that most people take for granted, Stahl—
man said. Like a family Christmas around a trco, Or changing an infant'f’diapers.
Or cooking a balanced dinner. Or skiing, skating, football, basketball and
baseball.

They began climbing the other ladder too soon to learn these things, Stahl—
man said, "and at first wo treat them like children".

Family House"s residents all have their assigned chores and the ladder to
responsibility may start with the simple task of watering the plants daily.

The daily chores fall into departments and, as the addict learns what he
never did before; he advances to department head or perhaps even the house’s
assistant director. His responsibilities are pyramided until he masters them and
relates to the other residents.

Through it all, he i3 given positive reinforcement if his behavior is res—
ponsible.

If his behavior is irresponsible or antisocial, he is admonished, ridiculed,
or penalized. Nevertheless, he is told he"s liked as a person- it"s his behavior
that™8 wanting.

"The addict is sensitive and easily hurt", Stahlman said, and the key to
"curing" him is showing him the way to cope with others, with setbacks and with
his behavior. He is taught that he doesn"t need dope as an escape.

Family House rolies heavily on intensive group therapy sessions to move
the addicts up their individual ladders. And during each session, the addict

knows that evcryoite there has had the same experiences as he.



PROGRAM SbmSY

The Alaska Family House will provide an extensive fifteen month to
*b70 yearltreatment program for drug abusers, The individual vail
"grow up™ in a family environment, stressing individual responsibil—
ity ana mutual caring. Residents v;ill be man and women ages 1S and
over. Trie majority will formally have been |nJectabIe drug users,
(with a history of institutionalization)> referred through the Crim—
inal Justice System. Individuals will begin as residents in a high—
ly structured treatment facility doing menial tasks, and work to re—
sponsible positions as part of resident staff. In the second year
(the re-entry phase of the program, while residing in a less struc—
tured re-entry living situation), he will perform administrative du—
ties for the Family House, and act as staff for a community project*.
Since the experience the individual acquires during his rehabilitation
will be excellent training for lev? profile positions in the helping
fields, the Alaska Family House will serve as a combination treatment/
training program.

#

Services of the first year residential treatment section are:
1) Intake screenings

2) Structured therapeutic community having a family environment
with 2Ffhour supervision including board, roam, clothing, and
sundries provided;

3) Supervised work positions of gradually increasing responsi—
bility within the therapeutic community

1) Traditional therapeutic community activities:
a) "Horning Keeting" each day
b) 5 seminars per week (to improve intellectual and verbal
abilities;

5) Formalized techniques of behavior confrontation;

6) Minimum of four (3 hour) group therapy sessions per week, plus
additional specialized sessions for:
a) viorr.en

b) CCUplICo )

c3 parorit-childran

d) "peers”” (individuals at approximately the same days of
progress in the program);

7) Directed dialogues for improvement of inter-personal rela—
tionships (as necessary);

3) Bi-monthly marathon Therapy sessions;

0) Individual counseling (informal).



. 10)

11;

12)

10)

“NOTE:

Outside family counseling;

Devcdcpv.mntal leisure (cultural and recreational activities

aimed at developing constructive options for pleasurable ex—
perience), including retreats;

Instruction and lining via work positions in: office pro—

cedures, administration of facility, group structure end
leadership, record keeping;

Development of a community re-entry plan

1fe Second fear Re-entry uiiase will not be implemented durir.1

eide duration of this contract.
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A THERAPEUTIC COMMUNITY

2825 WEST 42nd PL. ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
(907) 279-5502 OR 279-5503

March 26, 1975

Sen. George Hohman
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Sen, Hohman:

Enclosed please find a copy of some recent pressrelating to the Alaska Family
House and its recent educational trip to view the legislative process, etc. in
Juneau. At this time we wish to extend our sincere appreciation to you for your
help and warm reception. Alaska Family House is proud of what you are doing to
make this state a good place in which to live.

If | can be of any further assistance in regardsto this, or anyother matter,

please feel free to contact me by phone (2.79-5502) or by mail.

uirector

Alaska Family House

ADVISORS

Steve Agbaba

Rep. Helen Beirne
Bill Bittrer, AftY,

Harry Branson, Atty

Peggy Colletta
Rudy Ebenbcek
David A. Rogers

DIRECTORS

Terry M. Stahlman
Ites.  Treas.

Dorothy M. Weniger
Exec. Vice-Ycs.

Teresa J. Stahlman

Vice-IYes. & Sec.

ADVISORS

Katherine Fanning

David Froula,

William D. Gibson

E. 0. Hansen, N. B. 0f C.
Jack R. Hcesch

Jamie Love

Capt. George Weaver, APD
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329 Barrow St., Anchorage, Alaska DRUG ABUSE OFFICE /

February 24, 1975

Mr. Michael G. Moore, Technical Assistant
ANCADA

528 W. 5th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Moore:

A memo by you regarding the Bethel Rap Center Program and Evaluation was brought to
our attention today. In a phone conversation with Mr. George Barrail, Director of

ANCADA, I learned that this memo represents only your own position and not that of

your Agency.

Since much cf the memo appears to differ from the information we obtained from the
Bethel Rap Center, it seems appropriate that we clarify the following issues with
you . You stated that:

1. "There was exactly one (1) staff nember available to fill out the forms."

Though the Bethel Rap Center drug component chose to budget only one paid staff
member, Mr. Tom Anderson, Executive Director; Mr. Louey Andrews, Contract Admin—
istrator; and Mrs. Ruth Jacobs, Secretary; v/ere all also heavily involved in
preparing forms and reports for the program.

2. "The training program for filling out the CODAP forms was apparently un—
successful as Ms. Sbortell returned forms from locations other than Bethel."

It is our appraisal that training workshop was successful. Though some forms were
returned to other programs initially, all programs but Bethels subsequently
mastered the CODAP forms and have submitted them 1in an appropriate and timely
fashion.

3. "The objections to the program appear to be all bureaucratic; that is, the
Bethel procram didn t correspond to what Ms. Shortell believed it should be.

Wh n she stated the e was no counseling here, that apparently meant that no formal
arrangement to see Thent on a regular basis was set up. She did not question
any of the clients or complaints, or rather, didn"t report it if she did.

Our areas cf concer for the Bethel program were manifold and far exceeded

bureaucrati: consid rations. The submitted document on Bethel Rap Center pre—

pared for the Gover or"s Advisory Board on Drugs 1is available upon request. It

is also of note tha . program expectations were the outgrowth of contractual stipulation.
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including areas of conformity, all drug treatment programs have contracted for
and measureable objectives the Bethel Rap Center themselves developed. Further,
at no point in the evaluation report was it stated that "there was no counseling
here". It was suggested on Pages Eleven (11) and Twelve (12) that a counseling
program per se was not evident. That statement was premised on a commonly
accepted concept of treatment programs and we v/ould ask that you re-read that
section for the purposes of clarification. Finally, a real effort was made

to elicit cliant comments. More information on that issue may be found under
point® eight (8).

4. "Ms. Shortell was repeatedly asked by Mr. Fred Pete and Mr. Tom Anderson to
show him how to fill out a COOAP form. According to Fred she did not do this,
but rather kept telling him which items were incorrect but not how they should
be corrected. She may have thought she did this, but communication was
apparently lacking."

Mr. Pete attended a CODA5 workshop on September 16, that was some six (6) to
eight (8) hours long for the express purpose of learning how to complete CODAP
forms. Subsequent to that session, Louey Andrew was 1in our offices and at
least an additional two (2) hours was spent clarifying the formswith him.
During the program visit November 25, 26, 27, 1974 several hours were spent
with Mr. Pete and Mr. Andrew reiterating the method in which CODAP forms were
to be completed. This process was repeated with Mr. Anderson during the
January 2, 1975 visit. Unquestionably, Bethel Rap Center has had difficulty
with CODAP forms, but they were instructed in how to complete these forms.
Additional time was devoted to pointing out which items needed correction and
how they were to be corrected.

5. "The lack of need cited in Ms. Shortell®s report came from conversation
with “exoerts and professionals®. Corning out of the cafeteria at the dormitory
for boarding school students here, | saw a reefer being passed. I wonder if
Ms. Shortell bothered to look. I also visited the Ice Cream Parlor 1in Bethel
about 2:30 a.m., February 8. As a former user and as one who wandered 1in the
circles of drug users for several years, 1 was shocked to see symptoms which
could and probably did involve use of various drugs and poly drug abuse. My
shock stemmed from the severity and universality of the symptoms. I doubt if

the social worker or the psychiatrist from PHS or Gail Shortell bothered to
conduct this sort of investigation."”

The evaluation report on Bethel did not suggest categorically that no need
exists 1in Bethel for a drug treatment program. Instead it was stated that it
v/as our feeling the need should be re-evaluated. It is not the task of SODA
to establish this need but that of the Bethel community. The evaluation re—
ported how certain agencies in Bethel saw the need. We would welcome funding
proposals from Bethel, either from Bethel Rap Center when the areas of
deficiency are corrected or from other interested parties.

6. "l discussed certain sections of the evaluation with the Executive Director
of the Greater Bethel Council on Alcoholism. I learned that the passage,
"Despite Tom"s protests, Fred Pete had gone to Denver as a representative of
the Bethel School Board co observe the open classroom concept and than to

San Francisco to attend the National Congress on Drug and Alcohol Abuse during
December®, could at best be termed a half truth, but is more correctly called



a baldfaced lie. Tom stated that he protested the objections voiced by Gail
and Mary Beth and was very proud that Fred could go. I also learned that the
passage, "Tom further explained that he had considered terminating Fred, _
resulted from Tom"s answer to Gail®s direct question as to whether he had
considered terminating Fred. Tom"s reply was that he"d several times con—
sidered terminating everyone including himself. Incidentally, Fred told me
that Gail and Mary Beth were supposed to be attending the National Congress,
however, when Fred sought their advice on which workshops to attend he was
unable to locate them."

It should be noted in direct testimony to the Governor®s Advisory Board on
Drugs 1in February in reference to the document prepared concerning Bethel

Rap Center and the evaluation Mr. Anderson stated, "I think essentially the
problems that have been outlined are essentially correct.” He did not
suggest to us then or since that any statements 1in the evaluation were in—
correct though his comments were solicited. Additionally, we must take issue
in the suggestion that the report contained a "baldfaced lie". This puts our
integrity in question and suggests that SODA has a vested interest in maligning
any of the progranms. We are an agency concerned with helping people. It is
therefore to our advantage to see to it that programs vie fund remain viable.
An examination of the number of technical assistance hours spent with the
Bethel Rap Center will bear this out.

Mr. Anderson®s reply regarding Mr. Pete®s possible termination was 1in reply to
a direct question |1 posed regarding what course of action had Mr. Anderson
considered regarding the problems Mr. Pete was having with his position. As
stased 1in the report, Mr. Anderson stated he had considered terminating

Mr. Pete but has not because he feels he 1is a very good counselor, can speak
Eskimo, and relates so well to the clients.

Mrs. Hilburn posted an information card for Mr. Pete on the "Message Exchange

Board"” at the National Congress of Alcohol and Drug Abuse. The card informed
him of her presence at the meeting, her hotel, and her phone number. Three
other participants on the Congress were able to contact Mrs. Hilburn via this
system. It is unfortunate that Mr. Pete was unable to locate her.

8. "It"s interesting to note that Nome"s program was given a good rating,

yet we"re aware of a number of consumer complaints which SODA may or may not
be aware of. The flimsy excuse that Fred"s car broke down 1is indicative of

the level of interest that 1is apparently exercised 1in seeing clients and
looking at the issue of whether or not their needs are being met 1in evaluating
drug programs."

Unquestionably, interviewing cl ients is a crucial aspect, of evaluating a
program*s effectiveness and a component that is generally included in each
evaluation this office has done. On our November visit with the Rap Center,
we specifically and repeatedly requested that Mr. Pete set up at least one
such interview. A series of replies: it would be "difficult", his clients
would be "too uncomfortable” and unwilling to talk were offered and we were
effectively prevented from completing this aspect of evaluation.

During the January 2, 1975 visit this request was made again. It was granted
with the understanding that Mr. Pete would accompany ine. When his car failed
it took him some fxir hours to put it in running order.
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Though we considered suggesting taking a cab to the interviews, the repair of
the car seemed so imminent that we waited. As you well realize, simple
matters such as the operation of a car become real issues when the temperature
drops to forty (40) below. It is regrettable that our time was limited and
precluded rescheduling the appointments. The factors were realities and do
not reflect a low level of interest in client assessment.

"Also, I wonder why the only programs given really poor evaluations were
native - administered?”

Other drug-treatment programs non-native administered have received critical
evaluations. To suggest that only native programs receive critical evaluations
is not an accurate statement. More correct miyht be that we feel evaluations
provide an excellent growth opportunity for programs. Evaluations are

designed co help programs improve their programming and service delivery to
clients. Recommendations and technical assistance are always an integral

part of the process.

It is the hope of SODA t.iat the foregoing has been of interest to you and
enable you to broaden ycur knowledge of the Bethel Rap Center. If in the
future you should visit with other of our treatment programs, again 1in the
capacity of a private citizen or on the behalf of ANCODA, we would welcome
your comments.

Sincerely,

cp
cC: Senator Ted Stevens
Lt. Governor Thomas
State Senator George Holman i/
Martin Moore
Margaret Wilmore
Dr. Nightingale
Dave Vallo
Herb Powless
Steve Labuff
Rick Weber
Dennis Tiepleman
Tom Anderson
Fred Pete
Gordon Jackson
Carl Jack
Charles Oxereok
George Barrail
Commissioner of Health & Social Services
Members of the ANC/DA Board
Mary Beth Hilburn



