Commentary—

Editor’s Note: Earlier this month, the Tundra Times received a
copy of an evaluation of the Village Conciliation Board Project, pre-
pared by the Alaska Court System. The Village Conciliation Project
was started in 1975 in the villages of Emmonak, Quinhagak, Napak-
iak, Kwethluk, Kivalina and Shishmaref. The purpose of the project
was to find out if methods of solving disputes, besides going to cou-
rt, could be used effectively in rural Alaska. The evaluators, Anchor-
age attorney Douglas J. Serdahely and Anthropologist Judi Marquez
concluded that the usefulness of these problem-solving methods
were limited. David Case, formerly director of the Alaska Federation
of Natives Bush Justice Project, who has seen the conciliation boards
in action objected to parts of the Court System’s evaluation. His
views, and an excerpt from the evaluation are printed below:

BY DAVID CASE

I have reviewed the June 1977
evaluation of the Conciliation
Board Project and am concerned
that it is generally and unjusti-
fiably negative.

As part of our Bush Justice
Project activities, 1 became fa-
miliar with the Conciliation
Board Project. 1 am familiar
with Conn and Hippler's re-
search and the Emmonak ex-
periment which preceded the
Court System’s Project. I and
members of my staff attended
the training session at Big Lake
and we have visited one of the
participating villages (Napakiak)
several times. [ have discussed
the project several times during
the past year with Susan Miller,
Judge Guinn, William Trader,
Willie Stone and others.

It is impossible to make a

~ point-by-point analysis of the

Evaluation in the space of this
piece. | have three major cri-
ticisms: 1) the Evaluation is
internally inconsistent in some
significant respects, 2) its con-
clusions ignore the impact of the
problems which must obviously
have affected conciliation board
performance and 3) my ex-
perience and impressions of con-
ciliation board viability vary in
some significant respects from
those of the evaluators.

Internal Inconsistency: | ob-
ject most strongly to the Eval-
uation's final paragraph. Were

- the conciliation boards ever in-

tended to “provide substantial

- relief to the Court System” or

be “an effective alternative to
magistrates or judges” in the
provision of judicial and legal
services”  Were they ever in-
tended to be a “complete an-
(Continued on page 12)
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Court System
evaluation . . .

(Continued from page 3)

all impression of the Court Sys-
tem’s Village Conciliation Board
Project was that the boards’ po-
tential for resolving criminal and
civil disputes in rural parts of
the state was limited. The con-
ciliation boards, in other words,
cannot be expected to provide
substantial relief to the Court
System or to function as an ef-
fective alternative to magistrates
or judges in the provision of
judicial and legal services to
rural Native villages throughout
the state. The boards produced
fairly limited results when mea-
sured in terms of numbers and
types of cases, and in one vil-
lage produced no results at all.
In short, the conciliation boards
can be viewed as a viable adjunct
to the Court System in the pro-
vision of limited
services in those Eskimo vil-
ages which desire them, but
cannot be seen as a complete
answer for the provision of
legal and judicial services
throughout the rural parts of
the state.



