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The pattern of expenditures, for non-resident families, was generally
similar in various localities throughout the country, though there were
some differences. Table 4. Families in nearby states, many of whom

live in towns near the reservation, showed expenditure patterns more
nearly like non-residents in other localities than like resident families.
This may have resulted from differences in needs or to more tribal and
agency advice, assistance, and supervision given resident families.

Table 4. Use of Family Plan Funds by Standing Rock Sioux Families Contacted in the 1962 Survey

Standing Rock Sioux Families Residing in

Pacific Pacific All All All
Eastern Lake South North Distant Nearby Non-Resi- All
States States West West States States !/ dents Residents 2/
Families 3/ No. 73 188 242 215 718 376 1,094 1,633
Respondents No. 12 31 72 31 146 29 175 197
F.P. Funds 4/
Per family $ 755 oLL 1,038 755 997 829 969 2,419

Total &/ $ 9,100 29,250 74,750 32,500 145,600 24,050 169,650 476,539

Percent of Funds Used for Specific Purpose

Investment 4.2 5.8 7.2 5.2 6.0 12.6 % 9.9
Housing 30.2 29.1 28.3 L L 3292 30.0 31.9 62.3
Household furniture 5/36.8 25.1 29.6 30.8 29.7 34.6 30.1 24.8
Personal items 18.7 28.6 21 57 13.3 21.0 15 .4 - 20.2 2.6
Miscellaneous 10.1 11.4 13.2 6.3 11.1 7.4 10.6 N

Total percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent of Families Who Made Expenditures for Specific Purpose

Investment 14.3 22.6 8.3 9.7 12.3 20.7 13.7 36.0
Housing 35.7 22.6 38.9 61.3 Lo.4 37.9 L40.6 78.0
Household furniture 5/ 35.7 48 .4 56.9 L8 .4 52.1 58.6 53.1 61.0
Personal items L42.9 51.6 55.6 L8 .4 L8.6 51.7 50.3 34.0
Miscellaneous 14.3 6.5 27.8 35.5 20.6 24,1 20.0 5.0

1/ Includes families residing in North and South Dakota outside of Standing Rock Reservation.

2/ Data from table 3.

3/ A1l Standing Rock Sioux families residing in the locality.

L/ Family plan funds of families who responded to the questionnaire.

5/ Household furniture and furnishings.

6/ Family plan funds used is not exactly equal to $650 times Standing Rock Sioux members in family
because some families had not used all their funds and other families had placed some funds
from other sources in their family-plan program.
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Income of Resident Families

A study of resident families in 1955 showed an average family income

-~ of $1,179 exclusive of theivalue of timber products, game, wild fruits,
and berries used by the family. The annual value of such products was
estimated to be approximately $150 per year. Most families also lived

i in their own house or in a rent-free dwelling. The study was made to
assist in the formulation of action programs so families were grouped
according to the occupation, or potential or desired occupation of the
family heads, at the time of the survey. The data below are from the
1955 study - Report 151, page 39.

Aari= WELFARE
OULTURE AND
Group (ver) Leases Waces  Pension Oter  ToTAL
DoLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR  DoLLAR  DoLtAr  DoLLAR
Livestock OPERATORS 1,452 .23 . 376, 100 3 »13%
WNING 130 HEAD OR MORE 3,254 2 1,081 56 0 ,359
OwNING FEWER THAN 130 HEAD 1,163 108 387 109 1 1,778
ProspEcTIVE LivEsTock CPERATORS gl 1 | 545 156 a7 _830
QWNING LAN 16 215 63 75 56 1,09%
Owning NO LAND 0 2 38 20 0 503
ProspeoTIVE Suns|STENCE OPERATORS L 180 293 814 50 _gg;
- “OwNinG LaND 17 216 319 352 ¥3 9%
Owning NOo Land 0 3 160 1255 83 an
. EMpLOYABLES AND SMaLL Business Operators 11 50 1,178 92 2 1,387
0 c or DEsiRINe SmaLL Business 0 9 303 . 08
Now PERMANENTLY EMPLOYED 33 33 3:?8; 8 8 %:372
Wi1gHING LOOAL EMPLOYMENT 0 38 265 38 36 an
PLANNING TO RELOCATE 12 kY 571 143 LY 817
CoNS10ERING RELOQOATION 0 48 387 106 3 5%5
In ARMED SERVICES 0 16 1,156 0 0 1,172
UNEMPLOYABLE 15, ARl O o N 751 46 986
REGULAR ReL16F CLIENTS u 05 3 9
RECEIVING béuslous L 60 hg 33 §§ I,bgg
PoventiaL RELIEF CLIENTS 12 21 173 21 60%
Grourep By Ace oF FamiLy HEAD
50 OR MORE YEARS gg 177 294 527 48 1,13%
30 To 49 YEARS 293 115 75 381 33 1.567
Unper S0 YEARS 72 22 477 214 20 805
Grourep By DISTRICTS
BULLHEAD 208 10B. " 843 399 72 1,124
CANNONBALL 62 146 270 46 15 9393
AGENOY 160 88 1,029 296 16. 1,58%
KeneL 61 98 312 391 15 877
Litre EacLE 93 128 3%0 424 48 1,033
PoRoup INE 290 97 347 822 2 1,058
WAKPALA 243 105 3 413 5% 1,238
ReservaTion ToTaL 151 110 499 384 35 1,179
1/ A THIRD OF THESE ARE SINGLE-UNIT FAMILIES, SEE PAGE §, |F THE USUAL DEFINITION OF

FAMILY WERE UBED, THE AVERAGE INCOME PER FAMILY WOULD HAVE BEEN APPRECIABLY LARGER,

2/ INCOME DOES NOT [NCLUDE THE VALUE OF TIMBER PRODUCTS, GAME, WILD FRUITS AND BERRIES USED BY
THESE FAMILIES. THE SOUROES OF THESE PRODUCTS WILL BE LAaaELv DESTROYED BY THE UAHE RESER-
voIR. THEIR VALUE DURING RECENT YEARS HAS BEEN ESTIMATED AT APPROXIMATELY §150,00 pER
RESIOENT FAMILY. See M,R.B.I, ReporT No. 138.
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The application form for the Standing Rock Family Plan called for the total
family income for the year. |t did not require that the income be broken
down by source or otherwise. A tabulation of the income reported on the
application forms shows an average of $1,471 per family for the resident "y
families who reported their incomes--$292 more than in 1955. Average in-
come by districts ranged from $999 at Cannonball to $1932 at the Agency.
Salaries of Standing Rock Indians employed at the Agency and income of
livestock operators residing at the Agemcy account for most of the differ-
ence. Nearly two-thirds of the incomes at Cannonball and over half of all
reservation family incomes were less than $1,000. Family plan funds for
the reservation as a whole exceeded the annual income. Table 7.

Table 7. Income of Standing Rock Sioux Families Residing on the Standing Rock Reservation as
Reported on Family Plan Applications

District A1l 17
Cannon- Porcu- Little Bull- Resident
| tem ball pine Agency Kenel Wakpala Eagle head Families
Families
- Total In locality 1/ No. 153 70 343 78 176 249 194 1,263
No income reported 2/No. 24 6 52 12 18 23 25 160
Income reported by No. 129 64 291 66 158 226 169 1,103
Income Reported
Per reporting family §$ 999 1,813571,932 3/1,117 1,538_6/ 1,123 1,437 &/ 1,471
Total $1,000 128 117 562 74 243 254 242 1,620.
F. P. Funds
Per family rep't inc. $ 1300 A 4577 1,572 17533 1,649 1,559 1,709 1,543
Total $1,000 208 102 540 119 261 387 328 1,945
Percent of Families in Reported |ncome Groups 1/
Less than $1,000 63.6 57.8 L1.8 59.1 48,1 62.2 L9.7 52.4
$1,000 to $1,999 2N 7 20.3 20.9 25.8 27.2 22.6 32.5 24.3
$2.,000 to $2,999 8.5 7.8 10.8 7.6 13.9 8.3 8.9 9.8
$3,000 to $3,999 4.7 L.7 13.7 L.5 1.9 1.8 4.7 6.2
$4,000 to $4,999 1.5 - 8.2 3.0 L.4 2.3 1.2 3.9
$5,000 to 55,999 - V3 2.6 - 1.9 S | ¢ 1.3
§6,000 to 56,999 - L.7 ol - .7 1.4 -~ .8
$7,000 to 57,999 -- - w7 - - - .6 o3
$8,000 to $8,999 - 1.6 | - - - - =
$9,000 to $9,999 -- -- -- -- B -- - B
$10,000 or more -- 1.5 B3 - a3 .9 e oy
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100:9‘7 100.0

|/ Exclusive of 184 families whose reported income included funds received in payment for land i
" Dahe Reservoir and could not readily be reported from income.
3/ Includes salaries of several regular Government employees; also gross income of over $8500 for
one rancher and over $10,000 for one rancher.
2/ Most of these were students or orphans in foster homes.
. E/ Includes two ranchers with gross income exceeding $10,000.
5/ Includesone rancher with gross income of $26,000; one with $8,000 and three with over $6,000 each.
6/ Includes two ranchers with gross income exceeding $10,000 and one exceeding $9,000.
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Provisions of Program.--The livestock plan contains the following three
provisions:

1. The tribe may lease not less than ten nor more than 30 tribally
owned cows to any member of the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe 50 years
of age or older. The tribe is to furnish a bull for the opera-
tor's use. Cash loans of not less than $100 or more than $1,000
may be made for operating expenses. The operator is to receive
60 percent and the tribe 40 percent of the calf sales. Under this
provision, 15 percent of the net proceeds of sales is to be held
by the tribe in a special account until the termination of the
lease, then it may be loaned to the operator under terms prescribed
by the tribe.

2. The tribe may lease not more than 90 head of breeding cows to any
operator under 35 years of age and 60 head to any operator 35 years
old but less than 50 years of age. The tribe is to furnish a
sufficient number of bulls for the herd. The operator is to re-
ceive 80 percent of the calf sales and the tribe 20 percent. Cash
loans of not less than $300 or more than $5,000 may be made to these
ranchers for operating expenses. Under this provision the maxi-
mum number of cows leased to any individual shall be 90 head for
the first, second, and third years of the lease. Beginning with
the fourth year the maximum number leased to such an operator shall
be reduced by ten head each year and the operator must own in his
own name at least enough cows to maintain his herd at 90 head. For
the operator receiving only 60 head of cows, beginning with the
seventh year each operator will be reduced by ten head each year,
but the operator must own in his own name at least enough cows to
maintain his herd at 60 head.

3. The third provision is the Revolving Loan Program, under present
terms or as they may be modified in the future. The Tribal Farm-
Livestock Program was promulgated to assist those Standing Rock
enrollees who do not have assets or security to obtain credit from
other sources. Whenever an operator in the tribal program has pro-
gressed sufficiently to obtain other credit he will be encouraged
to do so. Usually it will be possible to obtain help from the
Revolving Credit fund before it is possible to obtain credit from
an outside source. |t has been the policy of the B|A to give
assistance where needed, then to encourage the Indian operator
to seek outside credit as soon as he has sufficient assets; by
this means assistance may be given to more Indian operators.
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Table 12, First, Second, Third, and Fourth Choice of Projects for which Resident Respondents
- Preferred to have Tribal Funds Used - September 1962

Resident Respondents in General Sample Cattle All
; Cannon- Porcu- Little Bull- Opera- Res i~
Category Choice ball pine Agency Kenel Wakpala Eagle head Total  tors dents

Choices expressed as percent of total number of first choices .

Individual Control

Family Tst 8L 50 38 50 L4 1 73 55 75 56
Plan 2nd - - 8 | 8 19 W 3 9 L 8
Program 3rd - -- % 8 13 10 7 8 - 7
Lth - - - 8 - 7 - C 2 - 7
Tribal Control
Per Ist 12 33 38 8 19 4 7 19 21 18
capita 2nd 8 8 8 8 6 10 7 '8 - 7
payment  3rd -- -- 5 -- -- 7 10 4 -- L
Lth - -- 3 - - 7 7 3 -— 2
Education lst L - 22 33 31 28 17 19 L 16
fund 2nd 20 50 Lg 33 19 31 37 35 36 36
3rd 20 17 8 -- 13 7 13 1 25 13
bth 20 - 1 8 - -- 3 7 21 8
Buy Ist - 8 - 8 - 14 3 L -- 7
live- 2nd 12 - n 8 31 17 23 16 25 19
stock 3rd - 8 5 17 6 14 23 "N 29 13
Lth L 17 5 -- -- 3 7 5 29 7
. Buy Ist -- - - - - - -- -- -- -
land 2nd - - - 8 13 10 7 5 25 8
by Tribe 3rd 12 17 30 - 13 7 7 4 29 14
Lth 12 50 4 8 6 3 - 10 L3 ) 15
Community lst - - 3 - 6 - - 1 - 1
develop~- 2nd 4o 17 11 8 13 3 7 13 - 1
ment 3rd 12 42 4 8 13 4 7 14 L 12
Lth 8 8 32 17 - 7 3 12 - 11
Tribally lIst -- 8 - - -- 3 - 1 -- ]
owned 2nd L 8 - - - - - 1 - ]
business  3rd 16 - 3 8 6 - 7 6 -- 5
Lth 8 8 11 - 13 3 3 7 -- 6
Revolving st - - - - - - - - - -
Loan 2nd - - 3 17 6 - 7 L n 5
Fund 3rd - 8 8 17 - 14 7 8 14 9
Lth - - 19 -- -~ - 3 5 7 5
Invest Ist - - -— - - - - - - -
in mfg.  2nd - - 3 . - - -- 1 —~ ]
plant 3rd -- - 1 8 -- -- -- 3 -- 3
Lth -- 8 - -- 6 © 7 -- 3 -- 2
. No. No. No. 0. No. No. No. No. No. No.
Number Ist 25 12 37 T2 16 29 30 167 28 189
who 2nd 21 11 35 11 16 25 27 147 28 175
made 3rd 15 11 36 8 9 21 2@ 124 28 152
choice Lth 13 11 36 5 L 11 8 . 88 28 116

Lg










Figure 4 COMPOSITE CHOICE INDEX INDICATING PREFERENCE OF STANDING ROCK
SIOUX FAMILIES FOR USE OF TRIBAL FUNDS

Program COMPOSITE CHOICE INDEX ’
. 2 4 & 8 o 12 18 18 18 20 22 20 26 28 30 3 )
ami Iy T T A o T
plan ) . / ZW

22 Z LI NI AR Y

ducational 7T LT T L Lz
funds Y

or 2222770 e e L
capia [ Y

payment
oy 77777777,
Hivestock /NRRNNNNNNRRRNNARRRRRRR RN
Buy land W
CAI W
Communi ty W
develop- AN
e RES1DENTS
Tribal NN In distant States
?::;::;:nts MANWNNY 15 nearby states

i 5 On Reservation

teiva) | LTI

Figure 4. Most persons preferred to have the settlement funds that were avall-

credit M\\\\} able tu the Tribe allocated to individuals for spending by them rather than
program using funds for Tribal enterprises. The family plan program and per capita
e payments both glve the Individual considerable control over the expenditure of

funds., Educational funds were largely loans and grants to individuals for
furthering their education. Famlly plan, education, and per caplta payment

Investment programs ,combined, constituted 75 percent of the composite choice for Stand-

In mfg. ing Rock Sioux families residing in distant states; 77 percent for familles'

plants residing in nearby states; and 65 percent for familles residing on the res-
ervation.

Other Triba! programs constituted 25, 23, 35 percent respectively of the total
cholce complex. Although showing variation, cholces among Tribal programs

were divided falrly equally, except that little cholce was Indicated for lnvest-
ment in manufacturing plants. Among Tribal programs, residents were most
favorable to 1ivestock buying programs.
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It makes further discussion and planning difficult because it provides the
base from which the individual and pressure groups to appeal actions on the
basis of compliance to the criteria rather than the social or economic bettei-
ment of the family. The base criteria for the program is the ability and the
adherence of the administrator. A categorical criteria will likely prove mcic
restrictive to the administrator than to the program participants.

Following are certain ltems that may be of assistance in Family Plan admin-
istration:

I. Deliveries to be made or services performed before final payment Is made.
Strict Inspection necessary to be sure terms of contracts have been met.

2. Quality of material to be specified and insisted that it be furnished.

3. There should not be joint approvals. The approval should elther be with
the Tribe or with the Bureau. The one should act In the role of recommen:~-
tion. We would recommend that wherever possible final approval should rest
with the tribe, providing tribal officials are of the caliber to adhere
to the intent of the program.

L. The Family Plan is not a per capita payment. It is imperative that the
philosophy of the Family Plan should be a way of improvement and not a
way of securing what amounts to a per capita payment.

5. Slow down the processing of the Family Plan. Avoid rushing Into a plan
or having to contend with many pressures for approval, both tribal and
individual.

6. Provide greater protection and screening in the use of minors funds,
being sure that the minor actually receives the benefits of the Family
Plan.

7. Planning to be geared to each family need based on abilities, past
histories, and ultimate utilization to be closely coordinated with other
tribal programs; coordinate with employment assistance, education, or
acricultural programs.

8. Importance of follow=up and provisions in dealing with violations. The
fact that Family Plan purchases become personal property needs to be
reviewed and subsequent disposal of such property should be pr-vented,
if at all possible.

9. The need to deal with unscrupulous dealars is very real; provide recourse
against conspiracies to circumeent intent of the plan. This not only
applies to Family Plans but also to funds handled through the regular
I IM accounts, where funds are controlled.

10. Plans must have good information and should contain clear written comments
so that reviewing officials will have a good idea as to what is involved
in the plan.










Mr, Hamak states that the drop in the recipient count in all categories between 1958
and 1959 were due to the monies received for land taking., The effect of the Family
Improvement Plan was noticed in-1960 and the increase in caseload in 1961 was
accounted for by the fact that the land taking money had been used by the recipients,
accounted for by the Department, and re-applications were being taken,

Since his written report pointed up what he felt were the abuses of the Program by
recipients, and because he accounted for only a small number of the cases in the

ADC category, we asked Mr., Hamak for a statement to account for the approximately -
87 ADC recipients for whom he made no comment. He indicated that in his judgment

75 per cent of this group were benefited considerably by the Family Improvement
Program. For the most part, the homes that they purchased continue to be resided

in; they have kept up the homes; they still have their appliances; they have taken
care of the furniture; and, in general, their over-all living status has been up-
graded and they continue to enjoy the results of the expenditure. About 25 per cent
of this group have not done as well., They have not kept up their homes too well;
they do not have all of the appliances that they purchased; their furniture is, for
the most part, not much better at this time than the furniture they had prior to the
time the Plan want into effect.

The County Director reported that he knew of no cases in the Aid to the Blind or Aid
to the Disabled caseloads where recipients are not continuing to receive the benefit
of the Family Improvement Plan. He stated that in the OAA group 90 per cent or more
of these ‘recipients did wery well in planning and that they continue to live in the
housing they purchased and still have other small items purchased in furnishing their
homes.

We talked about change in the make-up of the grants for all programs. He stated that
in almost all situations the budget make-up was changed in that electricity was avail~
able to replace kerosene light; in most instances, a fuel change was made because of
the use of oil or bottlegas; in some instances, a water allowance was made; and, in
general, the make-up of the budget did reflect an improvement' in the household's
living arrangement, U

Mr. Hamak has indicated in his written report several instances in the ADC program
that housing which was built on allotted, land have been abandoned and the recipients
have moved into rented housing in town. In his verbal statement in our telephone
conversation he re-stated this, indicating that he thought there were some imprudent

decisions with regard to the site for locating ADC houq;ng, *

In general, Mr, Hamak has indicated to us that it is his belief that the Family

Improvement Program was successful and that most of the public assistince recipients
have, in varying degrees, up-graded their living conditions, If you believe ‘that we
can be of further service to you in compiling your report, please feel free to write
to us, >

/

Sincerely,

}'.'j" .| Matthew Furze, State Director

e

E, AT, Collaran, Chief
D{yiiPpnlpF-Public Assistance

th
{i !
I

'3

G e
| : )

|

EJC/ga ; . : :. i' } &‘,M | %l. i (8
' -6‘}.-I 3 fv,"“ ‘ ‘

Enclosures ! 4









http:2,416.80









http:furnlshings,$409.90




	doci20.52.77_01
	doci20.52.77_02
	doci20.52.77_03
	doci20.52.77_04
	doci20.52.77_05
	doci20.52.77_06
	doci20.52.77_07
	doci20.52.77_08



