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(Continued from Page Nine)
game on Federal lands within
the State?

During consideration of the
-2 bill, the State encountered

duced in the House
sentatives  required Federal

=7 |
e - L _1. I r

| g .n.rh-'_;r oy B
on virtually all Federal lands in
Alaska. When D-2 came to the
Senate Energy Committee, |
tried to delete the House-pas-
sed requirement of Fedenl
management. Frankly, we were
not successful in deleting the
House position altogether.
However, it was obvious that
the Semate Committee did have
some reluctance to deprive A-

. laska of its management au-

thority, Because of that reluc-
tance, we were able to work
with Senators Hatfield, Jack-
son and McClure to develop an
alternative to the House bill
which avaided the takeover by
 the Federal Government .
When passed, the alternative
approach in D-2 was based on
_the Alaska law already on the
books - the law the subsistence
initiative seeks to repeal. In
fact, it is important to re.
member that the D-2 bill as
passed did not require Alaska
to make substantial changes in
its laws, it simply required us
to, maintain the allocation sys-
tem already in Alaska law at
the time the D-2 bill passed.

There was then, and is now,

an Alaskan subsistence priority
of for all Alaskans - Native and
non-Native - who are rural re-
sidents relying on fish and
game for subgistence. When we
say rural residents we're talking
about places like Tok, Delta,

pon’ f

nﬁ:ﬁ- Pass, Kotzebue,
and Bethel, :

This State priority does not
mean that subsistence users
‘have an exclusive right to hunt
or fish - it means that they
have a right to a preference.
The Alaska law does not create
@ class system, rather, it pro-
tects specific uses. It is an al-
location of the resource to
those who traditionally had
priority when species protec-
tion requires limitations on

taking. .

The D-2 bill .as passed, re-
quirad a to maintain the
preference [ just explained.
But; it was also clear 3s to
question of what would hap-
aska did not main-
tain such a preference - the
Federal Government would
then be required to take con-
trol of the management on
Federal lands and would have
umpact on management over all
lands to protect the subsis-
tence préference,

I have talked with Secretary
Watt on this point, and des-
pite his personal reluctance
and my st sition, he
has nnychﬁihﬂnrl:: obey the
law. This would be disaster for
Alaska - not necessarily under
Secretary Watt (although he
might be forced to close Feder.
al lands to al! hunting because
of the lack of funding and per-

 the initiative, - .

The language worked out in
the Senate was not everything
we wanted - but it was & thou-
sand times betier than the im-
mediate Federal takeover that

would have occurred under the
Udall/Andyus bill, They sought
Federal control - but lost. We
must not let win now,

For these reasams, I oppose



