


































































































































Meiners v. Bering Strait School District 
687 P.2d 287 (1984) 

 
Statement of Grounds 

 
We the undersigned, as registered voters in the Bering Strait School District, 

petition the commision [sic] of elections to hold a recall election for the eleven members 
of the Bering Strait School Board. The present members are: Chuck Degnan,  
Francis Degnan, R.R. Blodgett, Don Jackson, Howard Lincoln, Clifford Weyiounna, 
Joseph Noongwook, John Cheemuk, Roger Nassuk, Jonah Tokeinna,  
Herbert Appassingok. We cite the failure of the present board to perform the prescribed 
duties of their office. 

 
1. We cite the failure to control the administrative practices of superintendent  

Ron Hohman. The superintendent has made large appropriation of district funds on his 
own judgement for non-district, non-student, and non-educational programs. An example 
is a $230,000 appropriation to the adventure based education program of another school 
district. A trip by Bethel students to London, a play by the Bethel theater group and other 
monies spent around the state benefited no students from the Bering Strait School 
District. The State of Alaska Department of Education has ruled that this money was 
spent in a totally inappropriate manner. Our board has failed to hold the superintendent 
responsible for these monies. We also cite alledged [sic] coercive and illegal means used 
by the superintendent to prompt his staff to perform activities of a non-educational 
manner including circulation of a statement of support among teachers, and use of district 
staff to promote his own election bid for a national position. 
 

2. We cite the failure of the school board to provide full and open 
communication between themselves and the voters of the district. The board has failed 
under state statutes to provide its constituents adequate notice of school board meetings 
and functions. The board has failed under the common rules of order to set time and date 
of the next meeting while in regular session. The board has also failed to provide 
adequate public disclosure of minutes. The board has only met in regular session four 
times from June 1982 through the 1st of April 1983 a period of eleven months, yet the 
board publicly claims that policy calls for monthly meetings. The board has also failed to 
provide the public access to the board agenda. At the last regular meeting held on  
April 7, 1983 a petition containing over three hundred names as well as resolutions 
passed by a majority of the A.E.C./P.A.C. members in our district calling for the removal 
of Ron Hohman from his position was denied the right to be added to the agenda by 
Chairman Chuck Degnan. 

 
3. The board has failed to deal with allegations of conflict of interest and 

unethical behavior among its members and board. According to common law public 
officials must not give the appearance of personal gain from holding a position on a 
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board. Yet Chairman Chuck Degnan publicly claims to be “paid” twenty thousand plus 
dollars per year for his position. R.R. Blodgett's business concerns conduct massive 
amounts of business with the school district. Also R.R. Blodgett made an abusive and 
derogatory phone call to a concerned parent in February of 1982 and the board was asked 
to conduct a complete investigation into the matter and this order of business has never 
been officially addressed by the board. 

 
This petition begins its circulation on April 11, 1983 and all signatures will be 

secured within the sixty days prescribed by law.  
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Coghill v. Rollins, et al. 
Case No. 4FA-92-1728 CI 

 
Statement of Grounds 

 
1.) John “Jack” Coghill is incompetent. His incompetence 

is demonstrated by his public acknowledgement that he has not even 
read the Election Laws, as well as contradictory public statements 
regarding his involvement and knowledge of the recall process. 

 
2.) John “Jack” Coghill is unfit for office. His unfitness is 

demonstrated by his unethical and unprofessional conduct as 
indicated by his totally unfounded public accusations of criminal 
activity of recall staff; and, he has used the Office of Lieutenant 
Governor in an attempt to intimidate individuals who challenged the 
legitimacy of his nomination and election. 
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Von Stauffenberg v. the Committee for an Honest and Ethical School Board 
903 P.2d 1055 (1995) 

 
Statement of Grounds 

 
[M]isconduct in office and failure to perform prescribed duties by these members, 

specifically: 
 

(1) Misconduct on April 6, 1993 when the members 
entered into an improper, closed door executive session, in violation 
of Alaska Law, and discussed the superintendent’s decision on the 
retention of Mary Asper; and 

 
(2) Misconduct on April 6, 1993 when the members 

refused to support the superintendent’s decision on the retention of 
Mary Asper, which had the effect of forcing the superintendent to 
resign and a course of action that was not in the best interests of the 
students of the Haines Borough School District; and 

 
(3) Failure to perform prescribed duties by failing to 

provide full and open communication between themselves and the 
voters of the district on then [sic] subject of the retention of  
Mary Asper; and 

 
(4) Failure to perform prescribed duties by attending an 

improper, closed door executive session, in violation of Alaska law, 
[c]oncerning the superintendent’s decision on the retention of  
Mary Asper. 
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Valley Residents v. State 
Case No. 3AN-04-6827 CI 

 
Statement of Grounds 

 
Senator Scott Ogan demonstrated corruption in office by actively 
promoting legislation, directly benefitting business interests of his 
employer Evergreen Resources, (Evergreen), instead of protecting 
the private property and due process rights of his constituents. 
 
Ogan’s legislative activities enabled Evergreen to acquire coal bed 
methane (CBM) leases knowing it would deprive his Mat-Su Valley 
constituents of actual notice of leases and therefore their 
constitutional right to due process, demonstrating neglect of duty. 
 
Ogan neglected his duties to constituents by promoting Evergreen in 
legislative committee, misstated important facts (3-28-03), and was 
even listed as Evergreen’s corporate contact in its legislative 
materials submitted to the House Oil and Gas Committee hearing on 
HB 69. 
 
Ogan did not abstain from voting on HB 69, which reduced local 
control over CBM development that directly benefited his employer, 
Evergreen. 
 
Ogan’s persistent and irreconcilable conflict of interest between his 
duties to his constituents and his activities as an Evergreen and CBM 
industry promoter demonstrate his inability to recognize his obvious 
conflict, a failure in ethical judgment that shows lack of fitness to 
serve in public office, incompetence, and neglect of duty. 
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Citizens for Ethical Government v. State, Division of Elections 
File No. 663-06-0036 

 
Statement of Grounds 

 
 In 1999, VECO supported a $350,000 campaign seeking voter permission to 
redirect Permanent Fund Dividends to capital projects. The vote was 83% “NO.” 
 
 Since the 1999 vote, VECO has paid $400,000 to six lobbyists and $195,000 to 
Ben Stevens, seeking ways to fund government from Permanent Fund earnings, thereby 
reducing public pressure to demand world market value for Alaska’s oil. 
 
 Ben Stevens signed an oath, (a contract with Alaska), promising to uphold 
Alaska’s constitution. Alaska’s constitution requires Stevens to seek the highest possible 
payment for Alaska’s resources. Stevens then contracted his advice and loyalty to a 
company seeking to extract Alaska’s resources for as little as possible. 
 
 Contracting to advocate the position of two clients on matters of each client’s 
mutually shared but conflicting interest is generally considered fraudulent and corrupt. 
Due to the conflicting goals of such contracts, it is not possible for a single consultant to 
loyally advocate the goals of both clients. By necessity, one of any two such contracts 
was signed in bad faith. 
 
 Stevens either doesn’t understand his ethical boundaries and is therefore “unfit to 
serve” or he willingly engaged in “corruption” by contracting in conflict with his duties 
as Senator. Either scenario justifies recall. 
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