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UTA lawyer questions accuracy of Tundra Times

To the editor:

Your recent article involving the finances
of the United Tribes of Alaska (UTA) amp-
ly demonstrates the danger of ar- .
ticles without first i ! all of the
relevant sources. Thus, a article in

the Anchorage Times which partly quotes
me, followed ; m own reporter’s

ing o s article, without
vcriging its accuracy, has led to a quite in-
correct conclusion in ymm that UTA
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs di on
the payment of certain expenses of UTA's
1985 Congress.

On the contrary, UTA and BIA are in full
agreement. The bac to this matter
15 simple. When UTA held its September
1985 Congress it made most of the travel and
lodging arrangements on behalf of the village
delegates attending from the Bush. For the
most part, these delegates were not sent to
the Congress with funds in hand to cover
these costs. Nor could UTA advance these
costs, But since UTA officials were assured
"10Ma) " grnts mae o villges coud pro-
*“104(a)"" grants made to
pcrlrbculadtnmrtluemlulﬁ
ﬂmﬁmﬁhﬂlwﬂﬂh
ly, ﬂ'lilE nutyetm'nd..

mmrorﬂ:;nmmhmsw
any inference to the contrary icle
urinﬂudnchomgfﬂmn&ﬂ?:ﬁlhﬂy
wrong. Securing payment is a matter of sor-

Lankford wants to clear up Musk Oxmntroiférsy

To the editor:

A clearly lopsided media representation of
ﬂnswmihndundiuumnfﬂw
musk ox herd has raised numerous i
in the minds of readers and past to
the Susitna Ranch and me to write
this letter. I urge the editor to print this let-
ter in its entirety, as some length is requ
to tell the story that the media has not told.
Let me begin by explaining the relation-
ship between the ions involved: the
herd is owned by the heirs of Jong Teal; the
Musk Ox ion has a use
fnrl{mng:yw:th - wmﬂu(:u:
under a to
poration, has the care of the musk
ox herd; Kelly Lankford, doing business as
the Susitna Ranch, a sole proprietorship, is
under a 10-year contract to the Musk Ox

ion to manage the herd.

As part of the contract, the herd was mov-
ed to Mile 102.8 of the Parks Highway in
December, 1984. In jon for that
move and since that time, 78 acres have been
cleared, an additional 400 acres have been
cultivated to ide oat, (i , clover,
and rye hay, 30 acres have been for
the herd (including 5 holding pens), an of-
fice has been moved in, three cabins for full
o poenieses gl y ey

manager’s quarters are being .

In , the Musk Ox Corporation
wi h%ﬂmm
wmnm led the

Ox and the Susitna Ranch
into arbitration hearings.

The Musk Ox
number of
One

has made a
R et el Seses

ing out these travel and lodging
. prup:; nppﬁ‘::llm;x BIA
are to ;

Native Services Division Director Tim
DeAsis’ remark in your article that these are

ﬁ;d‘ . is both correct and in
line B mlnﬂ
Though not legally obligated to do so,
W&hmﬁ;ﬂiﬂnﬂuﬁﬂw
in completing the necessary paperwork so
that these can be covered and
propriate travel and hotels reimburs
ed. To be clear, despite the inac

curacies of both articles, these are nor UTA
debts. Nor has UTA ever su that the
BIA would be making a direct grant to UTA.
On the contrary, these grants go directly to
the villages (or their designee). And other
ﬂunhwllmlﬁdimmm,mhm
no expectation that other expenses connected
with the Congress will be paid from such

village tunds. ;' 'Mr. DeAsis’
slar, though udeesandable i igh of b
articles, is unnecessary.” '
Banner headlines about a ‘*bailout’” may
sell papers, but they do a disservice to the
Native community which depends on your
newspaper for accurate and thorough

feporting

Lloyd B. Miller

Pro-bono counsel to

United Tribes of Alaska
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*‘Butcher, a former vetinary technician’’ had
seen a dead calf in the
During arbitration, Ms.

with live ones.
testified that
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(Continued from Page Six)

1arm umlt ‘s entire
Unalakloe alf crop — 49 nimal, n
1976, 48 uhu mmt of that years
crop, were lost — 24 to disease in
Fairbanks and 24 to management in
U ;ndf!m' no talves surviv-
ed ut ‘atson’s management.
In-1978, 14 calves of 22 survived at
least one year, In 1979, 4 of 15 calves
survived. In 1980, 2 of 9 survived. In
1981, no breeding was done, as dif-
ferent managers ll lhlt madequau:
was available rt the

rd. In 1982, 4 c.llm nf surviv-
ed. In 1983, 5 of 21 survived. In 1984,
only one of 14 calves survived. That

Mr. Wlt:un} which now compromise
the Musk Ox Corporation.

During the summer of 1984, Dr.
Dietrich, veterinarian from the
University of Alaska, Fairbanks, had
wnmnllmrmﬂummkﬂx&r
poration that all but 30
of the animals be eliminated so the rest
would survive the winter. The herd
was moved to the Susitna Ranch in-

. Ten adults died, five of them
in three weeks of be moved.

ies revealed that were
ﬁmmﬂmhﬂvﬁh

ﬁrludult.whmhdhdmwutmcr
being moved, further revealed that its
uuumhwuﬁlllnfr.hn the animals
mchﬂywmldmwm
death when they were turned over the
the Susitna Ranch for management.
At the Ranch, 23 calves were born
live,-incl the first set of twins
ever born, Fi calves died during
weaning. The Musk Ox C
had decided that calves were to be
weaned between 20 and 40 days old.
Unfortunatly, calves that age are too
young to care for themselves but too
old to successfully bond with a nur-
turing human. Four of those calves
were also lost to unknown disease. Ac-
cording to Ms. Lankford, this bacterial
duuuuhein;mmhadmﬂu
state and nation, in leading

umurm-uﬂrmmﬂm

it to Washir Staté University for
research’ The Raneh hab' necropsy
reports on every calf that died. The re-
nmmnfnlfcmpfﬂuhu]wdn-
' Iu:ﬂ:rhernnnpemeu
usk Ox Corporation had
alleged flmlmuformem:kun
were inadequate. In fact, 200
nﬁll:lteruiufofﬂudghi 'ﬂ:s,
which, incidently, prefer to be out-
doors. lronically ml{:n:lu:fkﬂ: Cor-
' w i payment
the Ranch to construction
of the 2700 sq. ft. barn for last
year’s construction season,
Although the arbitration hearings
were closed, the results of those hear-
ings are not confidential. The arbitra-
tion made the following findings:

| . The Susitna Ranch is not
to add the Musk Ox to
the Ranch’s insurance .(The
Musk Ox not been
able to secure its own insurance and
had asked the Ranch to include
them on its policy. The herd,
however, is, and always has been,
Wiy ISUITU WISt e Ranuii's

policy.)

Z,Arhmmfouldﬂmﬂ:hndlmﬁ
and holding facilities at the Ranc

are adequate and meet the terms of
the contract.

3 . Under the terms of the contract, 40
acres are to. be fenced. Ms.
Lankford’s personal development
plan included fencing 80 acres. At
the time of hearings, 30 acres had
been fenced and firewood was be-
ing removed from the remaining 50
acres prmr to fencing (this firewood
was being given lw?}l The ar-
hurlmrs that if the Ranch
fences another 10 acres by May 30,
1986, it will be in compliance with
the contract.

4 . Arbitration found that the cause of
the calves’ death during weaning
was du: to the Musk Ox Corpora-
tion's decision ing timing of

the process of

6 . Arbitration found that neither the
Corporaion we n icladon of e
orporation was in violati
contract at any time until the Musk
Ox missed its payment
to the Susitna Ranch.

7. The Arbitrators ordered the Musk
Ox Corporation to make payment
to the Ranch immediately, in full,
and including interest,

Another item for . The Musk
Ox Corporation was soliciting funds
from the ‘‘Friends of the Musk Ox"’
(the public) to provide *‘facilities’* for
the musk ox herd. Please beware. The
Musk Ox Corporation had received a
three-year grant from the Kr.m
Foundation and apparently
of those funds for back wages for three
board members. They withheld the

T:::rl}r payment to the Susitna
h because they were apparently
unable to make the payment, and, in
fact, were not able to *‘immediately’
make payment to the Ranch whcn
ordered to do so in arbitration. In any
case, it is pertain that ‘‘Friends of the
Musk Ox"" monies will not go to con-
struction of facilities, as the Musk E:;
Corporation has met its contract
obligations for monies for facilities.
Facility improvements are being made
at Ms. Lankford’s expense.

Since the uhimﬁnn hearings, the

Musk Ox hurducmdlhc
':urvivin;cllmml"m‘hmh
media coverage has U!"ltll

The calves were not *‘aili

#fﬂm lﬂh.ﬂdﬂhﬁ.
atson’s management was 10 months
old; at 6 months, his calves

85 Ibs. Susitna Ranch calves at 5
months from 95 to 174 Ibs. and

:pptmhlmlyl?ﬂ mrm

-.‘II,.

ﬂ-lul.lu.,n we daic uuu I‘IFIIIII‘
verification, it is our

that three calves have died since they
were moved to Fairbanks.

Sheila Lankford

RurAL CAP questions
Subsistence stand

To the editor:

The December 16, 1985 issue of the
Tundra Times contains an article
which outlines the isions of
Senator Mitch Abood’s proposed Sub-
sistence bill. Your accompanyi
editorial says this pmc: of legislation
is “‘a good one,”’ and further states
that the subsistence *‘preference’’ will
“allow those who do not have the
benefits of alternative resources to ‘go
to the front of the line.’

I ly with your

itorial. The last line of this bill states
that Alaska Statutes 16.05.251(b);
16.05.255(b) and 16.05.257(h) are

priority now accorded to Alaskans
enganged in subsistence. Those
the ones that

ok have been epeted i 1962, had

of subsistence, where the use of fish
or game for food is considered the
“*highest and best’’ use of the
resource. Under the approach in the
Abood bill the use of that fish or game
is *‘preferred’’ but has lost first rank-
ing over other uses. This effectively
erodes the intent of the 1978 statute,

lost strong ion under state law

The taking of fish and game for food
and livelihood is a strong economy that
continues to Mmany, many com-
munities and families in rural Alaska.

As such it continues to merit protec-
tion in noO uncertain terms. As com-
petition for fish and game resources
mounts, subsistence users will see con-

tinuing challenges to
uammmmmywh:flumﬂl

enjoy,

cept that subsistence umsl:mldtlkc
second place to any other. There are
still too many thousands of people out
there who hunt fish and gather food
from the land year around, who would
be placed in hardship and hunger from
a lessening of the protection of their
economy.

Finally, 1 realize the reasons for
wishing lhll any ]ilm of legislation

could satisfact solve sub-
sistence . 1, o0, am weary
of the tension and the continual public

wrangling about this sensitive issue.

ng . However, the effort to pmtacl sub-

sistence will never be quite over. As
we all continue the fight begun in
I?ﬁz.;e Mm never accept less than
our right to the strong protections of
subsistence contained in the 1978 law.

Sincerely,
Vernita J. Zilys, Director
Subsistence & Natural Resources

RurAL CAP
Ed. note: See this week's editorial
on page six. L]
To the editor:

Recently I read in the Tundra Times
(Dec. 9, 1985) an article where the
Secretary-Treasurer of the Alaska
Federation of Natives (AFN) told
some organization that ‘‘villagers'’
were not opposed to offshore oil
development. Whether or not this is
true | can't say, nor can | see how
AFN could say so either. th:y
asked their newly created
Village Board, whichulhomadcup
uf ANCSA Eurpurluun board

also they saw the
gmﬁmmldﬂe

to the ANC-
1 wnndu what native organization
will be for my famil lnd
other ; atives next.
must be a dozen organizations lhll
could claim to speak on our behalf.
However I've not yet seen an election
by Alaskan Natives, where they got

to vote for their own man. If we

are divided into so many, will we fall?

Why must we go by other people’s

rules? Who for Alaska's Native
people?

Sincerely,

Walter Tellman

Unalaska, Ak, 99658

Mr. Robert Eder, Chairman
Local Boundary Commission
049 East 36th Street

Suite 404

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Mr. Eder,

As you are aware, the North Slope

Borough detachment proceedings have
resulted in considerable debate over

the Commi
"™ Beleve tha thisdebate wil maks

it mr.:rum;l difficult for the public
s interest fur

lar issue.
%" believe that I have no con-
flict in this matter, a posi-

m:mhni: by the Attorney
I think it is im-
ﬁmumucmam
ve no doubts about the objectivity
of the Commission in dealing with this
matter.
Sincerely,
Bert Greist

.Megober-Local Boundary Commissiop
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