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reopening of 'l‘ier 2 hunts to urban
hunters; the retention of the eight
criteria used by the Department of

and Game defining custo and
traditional use; and ﬂranting ADF&G
the flexibility to' allow ‘‘other per-

sons’’ ‘in local communities the
responsibility ‘to issue subsistence
permits.

“(S)ubsistence fishing and sub-
sistence hunting on land or water sub-
ject to state jurisdiction is accorded a
subsistence preference over other con-
sumptive takings and uses of fish,
game, or other wildlife.
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the State Constitution.

According to Sen, Abood's office,
the bill is considered to be in draft
form, and will be used as a vehicle for
comment from the public. ‘

An aide for Sen. Abood told the.
Tundra Times, **We realize there still
may be some changes. At least now
we have a substantial foundation for
a vehicle to solve the problem., We
believe the bill is fair,cdnstilutionul
and in accordance with federal law.”’

One portion of the bill which may
be controversial deals with the
“‘targeting"’ of certain species in cer-
tain areas which the Boards of Fish
and Game may determine are not im-

_portant _cust ~and traditional

- stocks, These species, which may in-
' clude game animals such as Bison, or
Dall Sheep in certain areas, could then

be exempted from the subsistence
reference. The bill also allows the
s of Fish and Game to *'shift

_subsistence use of a Qame population

if it is a suitable
ch a situation might
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arise if a game population important
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or game for subsietence uses by per-
sons who have not qualified previously
for subsistence takings."’ Proponems
of the bill say there are already pro-
blems in several areas of the state
where homesteaders have swelled the
ranks of potential subsistence users,
and that this section of the bill would
not necessarily preclude them from
subsistence use, but only gives the
boards the authority to do so,

The State Affairs bill also provides
a ‘sliding scale’ of subsistence
preference. If the dependcmc on a cer-
tain resource is high, e.g., caribou in
Anaktuvuk Pass, t en the subsistence

 the dependence is low, ¢
gnate certain areas as

preference can be ‘‘potentially ex-
clusive'’ of other consumptive uses
when a resource shortage occurs, If
, Brown
Bear in Angoon, the pnefe € may
be less, and need not be potentlally
exclusive. '

The bill also would establish a pro-
cedure for administrative appeal,

| bl}wh would have to be exhausted

s could be bmught

v Observers say that when the

Legislature convenes in Juneau next
month, lawmakers will be under some
pressure to adopt some solution to the
subsistence controversy before June 1,
the deadline set by. the federal govern-
ment, if the state wishes to keep con-
trol of fish and wildlife management
out of federal hands.

Some lawmakers would also like to
make the subsistence issue disappear
before the various election campaigns
of the ‘86 political season get
underway.

The controversy over subsistence
originally arose when the federal

(Continued on Page Eight)
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government informed the state that
. subsistence users would have to have
' first priority access to the fish and
game resources of the state. At risk
was the State of Alaska's autonomy in

.. reégulating its own fish and game

resources. This led to a 1978 state law
~ giving subsistence users first priority
' when restrictions were needed to in-
©sure a sustained yield of the resource.
' Sportmen's groups unhappy with the
. Jaw succeeded in getting an initiative
- on the ballot in 1982 which would
have repealed the subsistence
preference. Voters in the state cast
 their ballots overwhelmingly agdinst
. the repeal of the 1978 law.

But several Alaska Supreme Court
“decisions earlier this year (Madison
and Eluska), struck down the regula-
tions as unconstitutional, effectively
making every Alaska resident a sub-
sistence user.

Gov. Sheffield introduced legisla-
tion that would have changed the 1978
law by defining a subsistence user as

a rural resident, thus conforming to’
federal statute. The bill ‘made it

. thtough the House, but never made it
to the floor of the Senate, expiring in

. the State Affairs Committee when the

| 120-day session closed. ‘

. The Alaska Game Board met in,

.emergency session in June to draw up
‘the, regulations now in' effect, The

regulations were necessary to insure
sustained yield, as .many"?\/unts were

- pushed from Tier 1 to Tier 2 status by
virtue of the fact that few game stocks
c¢ould survive a harvest by every court-
qualified subsistence user,




