By DONALD MrrCHELL
After years’ of publrc

neglect and govemment m-‘
difference, “‘subsistence” in

all’its myriad forms has sud- i

denly been propelled into
the political limelight.

.During 1977 the Alaska  sis
Public Forum addressed the:. -

issue ' of ksubsiStenceA dur-’

ing ‘its series of statewide
town meetings. An interim
committee ‘of the Alaska
Legislature chaired by.Rep-
resentative . Nels ' Anderson
of Dillingham, an ‘announc-
ed candidate for governor,
held hearings on supsrstence
which “ may . result, in ‘the
introduction “of legislation
by Anderson during the

1978 legislative session.
And, last month Governor
Hammond and.” Fish and
Game Commissioner -Ron
Skoog - introduced a pro-
posed - administrative plan
to, . theoretically, regional-
ize'fish and game manage-
ment.

" Why ' such a sudden
frenzy of activity?: Some
might view it as a long
overdue attempt to resolve
a complex issue reaching to

' the very quick of Alaska’s
unique culture and econ-
omy. Others see this act-
ivity as an attempt by the
State to reduce congression-
al interest in addressing the
subsistence issue in pending
(d)(2) legislation.

Section '17(d)(2) of the
Alaska Native Claims Settle-
ment Act: dzrccted ‘the Sec-
retary - of the Interior to
classify up to 80 million
dcres of Federal land in
Alaska for inclusion in the
National Park, Wildlife Re-
fuge, Forest ‘and Wild and
Scenic River Systems. Con-
gress gave itself” until Deo-
ember 31, 1978 to act on:
the Secretary S recommend-
ations,. ~and: over the past

‘six ‘years 'a number  of

- (d)(2) bills have been intro-
duced:

- Last January Represen-

-tative Morris Udall (D-Ari-
zona); Chairman of " the::
House Interior Committee,
introduced H.R. 39, a bill
which classified 114 ‘mil-
lion acres’ of ‘Federal land
into- -the four systems. A
special " Subcommittee  on

General Oversrght and Alas--

ka Lands  chaired . ,by Re-
presentative John Seiberling
(D-Ohio), was created to
study. H.R. 39 ‘and other
(d)(2) legislation which had
or would be
“.into ‘the U.S. House “of
Representatives. ' In: April -
Senator  Lee * Metcalf (D-
Montana). “introduced " S;
1500, a companion  bill to
H:R. 39,:in. the United
States Senate

H.R. 39 was written
in’ large measure' by the
Alaska ' Coalition, -a- group
of ' Alaska’ and national
conservation . organizations.
Several -

introduced '

members - of . the.

sequently; a. federall

ministered subsistence man-

agement scheme was inclu

‘bill.,

S

Tradmonally the ‘State
has been the primary man-
ager of fish ‘and wrldlrfe’
on most Federal land’ in
Alaska. The original version

ed ‘as’ Sectlon 701 of the'v,

of H.R. 39, Section 701, |

transferred * fish  and gamer
management lands to: the
Secretary . of the Inferior ’
The Secretary was mstruct~

ed. to establish “subsrstenoe
management zones” vvithm
‘the (d)(2) . areas and a
“regulatory .
board”. within ‘each zone.
Subsistence  was made the.

priority-cbnsumpti\re use of

resources within zones. Sub--
sistence users. and: their
direct descendants  ‘would
have been issued permits
by the local boards author-
izing them to continue to
practice subsistence. The
Secretary was instructed ‘to
research subsistence - and
periodically report to Con-
gress:’

In response to. H.R: 39;
Governor, Hammond, Sen
tor Stevens and  Congress

man . Young -started work

on  their “own  (d)(2) :pro-
posal. They primarily were
concerned  that. H.R. 39
took back land which the
State already: had: selected '
under the ‘Statehood  Act
and that the bill prevented

mineral ‘and other develop-

ment on -much Federal

‘land. Last spring Hammond, i
Stevens, and. Young appear-

ed on Anchorage television
to’ outline their plan. A re-

porter asked how their pro- -
posal dealt with subsistence;. . |

and they responded  that

subsistence needed no speo»;
ial protection and'none was
included in their proposal. -

However, by the time:
the plan ' was- mtroduced
in the Senate by Senator

sistence section had been
added ‘to ‘the bill. Section

4304 continued the State’s
unfettered ‘authority to reg-

ulate the taking of fishiand

game on- all (d)(2) lands.:

But in a major concession
“to’ rural . Aiaskans,’ subsis-

tence was designated as the

priority use ‘of fish' and
game’ resources, . with a
specra] preference for local
residents.

Most  ‘persons.  familiar-

with” the (d)(2)/subsistence

issue’ viewed the Steveris’
language  as_ too little ‘too -

late. - But 'H.R. 39 con-
tained an ‘equal number of

" language
subsistence | 1)

techmcal prtfalls For ex-v

ample, while  the’ Stevens

State’s authority to ‘contin-

ue its outdated fish ‘and’

game  policies, “H.R. 39
placed fish and game man-

agement. . under’ ‘exclusive .

Federal  control, but only
within : the “subsiStence
management zones.” Out-
side- the zones. State regu-

latory authonty continued |

as unchecked as under the
Stevens bill. C
By the time the Stevens

:bill ‘was introduced in'the

Senate  the House Subcom-

mittee on General Oversight
and. Alaska Lands (GOAL).

mamtamed "the’

':surmner'J ﬁbAL conducted

(11

: the larges series of heanngs

WA
on . a sml e piece of legis-

lation since the 1964 Civil

Rights Act. Hearings were
held 'in Washington, D.C,,

Atlanta, Chicago, ' Denver
San Francrsco and Seattle,
as well asmallofAlaskas

major, population centers.

In_addition, during August
GOAL members .and staff
travelled extensively
throughout the bush visiting

such _subsistence-dependent

rural . communities. . as Tog-

iak, Chevak, and Anaktuvuk'

Pass i
In Fau'ba.nks on, August
20th GOAL held its. final

Stevens as S. 1787, a sub-

“to ' address
'39.: It was, .

of representatrves Udall and_;

" Seiberling their visit: to the.
bush had been worthwhlle. .

They said they had learned

‘ the major (d)(2) concem of -

rural. Alaskans ' was sub-
sistence, and that the. State
had done a poor job in the
past of regulatrng fish ‘and
game . resources: on Federal
land for the . benefit of
subsrstenee users. Many of
whom - are Alaska * Natives

" to whom the Federal Gov-

emment has a trust re-
sponsibility. Udall, and Sei-
berling . said | subsistence
management was .an. appro-
pnate topi ~for Con

in, (d)(Z)%::
islation. In his testimony in .
| . PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 13




.’_,‘

sently umvneldy in’ pract:-
alv : etslsht coupled  with ' ca!apphcatlon

maximum partlc:patlon by . As the final Congress-
rural people in’, .the  deci- -xonal approach to | subsis-
sion. making : process seems tence continues to unfold
'durmg the development of

tence pmposal was different
in .concept from both H. R

and game on 'most (d)(2)
lands but that it do. so
subJect to a set, of loose
. Federal guxdelmes The
guxdehnes “iny luqed subgns-

; adeguately funded. A sub-
sistence ' user was deﬁned
as. someone “with a “cus-
tomary and _direct depen-
dency ' upon - the ‘use of
subsistence resources as the
. mainstay of (his; livelihood
as ‘of December 18, 1971,”
‘although’ this strict cutoff
‘date. 'was  later' modified.
Subsnstence “could be
stopped on (d)2) ‘lands
~“for reasons of .public ‘use

..or emoyment Other than
a ‘report to Congress every.

_ two 'years no, - workable
"mechanism_ was created to
“see how well the State com-
plied with the- guidelines.
. After receipt of the An-
drus  amendments,. GOAL

.staff reviewed = the testi-

" mony presented at the hear-
i mgs ‘and’ rewrote H.
mclude ‘many . Ol the

“'suggested. by Sec-\

. retary Andrus and’ others.
On November 3rd a new
bill - known as the “H.R.
39 ‘Committee Print” was
adopted by a majority vote

-+ of GOAL members as the
working document for sec-
tion-by-section final consid-
eration of the bill. ;

Title VII of the H.R, 39

Committee Print' complete-
ly. revises - the . subsistence
section of the original bill.

“In concept it is similar to

‘have authority go) compel
;‘ the' Secr_etary to ;nyeshgate

lSth '/ State is doing a poor job.
Intenor,
‘ appearedv
Wi - gress on the status of sub-

‘sistence . in  rural  Alaska,

‘pe tted to regulate fish

Every two years the Secre-
tary: must- ‘report. to Con-

including: an evaluation of
‘State management perform-
ance.

Inmld-January 1978,
‘GOAL will begin a final
review ~of the H.R. 39
Committee Print,: and the
subsistence  section un-
doubtedly will - undergo

“considerable modification.
. The State views the con-
cept of Federal gundehnes

give Alaska Natives special

consideration it will not be
able to develop an accept-

able plan since the Alaska
Constitution. forbids .- dis-

"crimination on the basis of
race. Urban sportsmen com- .

plain  that. their access to
fish and game will be re-
stricted. Many rural resi-

.dents fear the cumbersome

board: structure and regis-

tration ‘system are' unnec-

essary and unworkable.
Consequently, in an at-

tempt to escape: Federal re- .

view. of its: activities, the
State 'is: offering  its . pro-
posed ' plan to. regionalize

. fish and game management
as an example of its sudden .

commitment to. solving the
9 subsistence problem With-

out outside mterferenoe.‘

Additionally, mterested in-
dividuals and groups are
giving GOAL members and
staff new ideas. And Re-

.presentative . ‘Lloyd Meeds'

(D-Washington) and. the
Federal-State = Land . Use

.Planmng Commission  are

rumored td be: devel ng
a completely new bill: 3

‘No one person or inter-
est group” has a complete
solution to the subsistence
problem. However, the

.GOAL staff approach to

 sound_in. concept, if pre-

on, and’ complams 4
_that because the guidelines |

" (d¥(2) : legislation,  rural

people ' can expect a con-
tinuing interest in subsis-
tence, and: new attempts
within - Alaska to resolve
or exploit. this crucial issue
before December 18, 1978.



