Child Welfare appeal wins but grant rejected

By LINDA LORD-JENKINS

Tundra Times Stafl

The Aleuwtian Pribilof lsland
Association received word tha
a grant request 1o implement
the Indian Child Welfare Act
was demed at about the
samie tume that the APIA was
notified that a similar refusal
of a grant request was ruled
“incorrect.”

The Indian Chid Welfare
Act was passed three years
ago to insure that Indian and

Alaska Native children are
placed in homes with their

cultural background if they
are placed for adoption or
placed in a foster care home

The Act was passed be.
cause a high percentage of
Indian and Native children
were being adopted our of
their culture by mostly Cau-
casian missionaries and social
workers,

Under the Act, a child must
be placed in the culure from
which he or she was born i
al all possible.

The APIA  had
$150000  frum

sought
the Bureau

of Indian Affairs 1o pay lor
workers to make sure that the
requirements of the [Indian
Child Weltare Act are carried
out i the Aleutian Prbilod
chamn

That grant request was de
nied by a citzens réviegw bogrd
which was fonmed 1o hear the
Indmn  granl requests Such
a review hoard 15 formed an-
nually to review grant requests,
according 1o Lene
Chiet of the division ol sup

port services for the BIA Ju-
neau Area office.
e ——

Powers,

Fhe  board  regected  the
grant request because the APLA
appliwcation  was nol  graded
high enough Tor gramt request

appruval
That “grade” must he
least 85, according to APLA so

cial services director Darothy
Jones. APIA got a rating of b4
I he association has never heen
awarded
Indian Child Wellare Act

But, according o Greg Biels
It'lhi_ HJ:I:_H,IH* i
APIA, the BIA did not 1ollow

ils uwn

I NECHEive

regulations o dealng

a BIA granmt tor the

with the grant reques!

Those  regulatimns reguped
that the BIA provide technical
dsstslance 1o any grant seeker
s that The granl reguest can
be brought up to BIA e
Iq.'ll!.lﬁT1"l'|H.'5'l|-"'

“Irothe BIA ded s b
and  provided technical assist-
ance,” sl Brelstord,  “we
woistild boave the money

The APIA was not alone
m bemng rejected for s gram
request. O the 70 applica

(Contmued on Page Tweniy)
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register mix-up blamed for regulation problem

(Comumued Trom Page One)
Pirms submitied o the BIA.
oty seven were funded

I hose organizations amd the
amount they will receive are
Brstol Bay  Native  Assocu
ton, $149 9000, Kodak Area
Sative Assocuation, 150 000,
Sative Village of Tyonek, $50,
(MY, Copper Kiver Native Asso.
cratwmn, $39 640 Kuskokwum
Wative  Association, SHE 46K
Central Council of Thngit and
Hasda Indian Tribes of Alaska
S263. 116, and the  Inupat
Councill ot the Arciie Slope
R8N ITT

Rejected were The Fa

hanks Ml g Nasocialion

which sought $147 724, Sika
L ommunny Association,
£ 150 000 Angoon Commumnity
Association, 339555 Metla.
katla Indan Community, $34 -
57K Tanana Chiets Confter
ence, 227 2% United Crow
Band of Tok, $139978. Ha-
wall Council of Amercan In
dians, 564 841 ; Cook Inlet Na
five  Associatwon,  S300, 000
AFIA. 3150000, Ketchikan
Indian Corp., 66,102, Nornh
Pacific Run, $149 998, Asso-
cation of Yillage Council Pres:
dents, $139.489. and Nome
Eskimo Commumty, $73 834,

Reasons  for omost of  the
repections angluded  problems

with the grant requests but
Brelstord  and  many  others
question the validity of that
reasoning, especially in light of
the ruling on the APLA case
APIA had appealed a ruling
aganst the vrganizalion recen
g lunding tor the 19K1 fis
cal year, The appeal was hased
on the argument that the lack

of BIA technical assistance

helping APIA meet the require.
ments of the BIA for approval
of the grant, was wrong

The BIA mamtained that
that regulation only meant tha
the assistance needed only 1o
be “housekeeping ™ - that s,

that it only had to make sure
T —————————

(hat the application could be
handled quickly

Ihe appeals board ruled
that the regulation being ques
tiomed 15 not the 1ype ol
‘housekeeping” provision  that
the BIA alleges. It creales sub
stantive rights to advance noti
fication of possible disapproval
of a grant application and to
assistance as available w reme
dy the problems.”

The ruling said although the
ICWA diudn't reguire that this
torm of  technical  assistance
regulation be adopted, once o
was, the BIA was bound to 1
“and it has the force and effect
of law.”

Ihe appeals board also ruled
that a general onentation ses
sion on grant  applications
didn’t meet the requirements
ol the regulation.

I'he board ordered the BIA
to provide it (the board)
with information showing that
the BIA doesn’t have emough
money (o pay for the APIA
| 981 gramt

lromcally, about the same
tme APIA received the good
news aboutl s appeals win, il
and 12 other organizations re-
ceived word of thew rejection,

Those  rejections  probably
will he appealed by each ot the
gioups mvolved but those de.
Sskons will be made on individ-

ual hasis.

Wone of those contacted
had receved any notification
of problems with their applica-
Hon prior o their rejection
potices. That was one pont
cniticized by the appeals board.

According o Powers, that
lack of prior  notification
oceurred because of a prob.
lem with the Federal Register

The Register, which is the
official record for federal pro-
ceedings and deadlines, in Jan-
uary carried the notice that
tinal deadline for ICWAappl-
cations was late in February
Feh, 22, Powers believes.

He does not know what
date that natice was published.

Powers called the problem
with the Register an “awkward
dilemma” because the dead
line published in the Register
was 100 shorn 1o allow the BIA
tume to get back to the appli-
cants to bring the grant re-
gquests into |ine

Thus, mechanics of notifj-
cation caused problems in com
plying with the BIA regula-
tions, said Powers,

Powers answered one com-
plaint that the decisions were
made on availability of funds
rather than the merits of the
cases by saving the allegation
15 nol founded on objpective
ook at the cases.”™




