Supreme Court: Inupiats have no claim to sec

‘by Jim Benedetto

Tundra Times Editor

The U.S. Supreme (‘nurt lu B
9th U.S. Cireuit Court of Appeals
! lulmg stand on Monday, October
. that Inupiat Eskimos have no
Lllllll'l o the ice islands off
Alaska's North Slope, or the
mineral deposits below them.
*"We Kind of had a feeling that

it might come out the way it did, "’
said Edith Vorderstrasse, presi-
dent of Ukpeagvik: Inupiat Cor-
poration, adding, **but you don't
know what will happen until you
(ry."" UIC joined the Inupiat
Community and the North Slope
Borough in the suit in 1981 to
help defray the high cost of Jegal
expenses. UICs board will meet
tomorrow and s expected to|issue

A statement in response tn the

Court’s ruling,

After, the 1979 ﬁ.dur.ll Ustate
Beaufort Sea offshore lease sale.
the Inupiat Community and the
Ukpeagyik Inupiat. Corporation
sued the federal government,

claiming sovereign rights to the

seabeyond the federal three-mile
limit based upon: the law of

aboriginal rights, and traditional

use ‘and occupuncy of the ice
islands by the Inupiat people.
During the long winter months,
Eskimos hunt polar, bear and
other animals upon the frozen
ovean, and during the break-up
they pursue the bowhead whale.
sealy and fish, |

In refusing to reyiew the Cir-
cuiv Court’s ruling, the Supremc
Court removed what the major oil
companies perceived as a threat
to the mdubtl‘y [nupiat Com*
munity and the Ukpeagvik Inupiat
Corporation had argued that ex-
ploration and production of oil
and natural gas resources ¢on-

stituted trespass by the industry
an the Eskimos rightful owner- '

- ship of the sea heyond the three:
mile limit, ;

‘nnguishcd all abnrlgmul land
claims both in andmut of Alaska.
Reprascntmg \the  federal

~ government, the Jumicc Depart- .

ment argued that' the Eskimos
aboriginal rights, *‘were ex-
tinguished with the passage (of
ANCSA). "’

The government also argued
that,. in any ,case; the federal
claim to the ocean ‘‘are para-

- mount over those of any state or
. Indian tribe,"" using precedents

Sixteen oil companies argued '

on behalf of the federal govern-
ment that the U.S. had fulfilled ity
nblnbatlon to protect the sub-
sistence rights of the [nuptat
pulplt.

But Attorney Richard Berley of

the Seattle’law firm Ziontz, Pirs, .|

simajor hurdte, said |

tle, Morisﬁet.
Chestnlit; says that
the motivationfor
case. The real cone

n-
upiat people, says Bcrléy' is pro-
tection of the marine mammals
which the Eskimos depend on for

food, Subsistence, not oil
rcvenuqe is the importam matter,
" Edith Vordetstrasse. President

of 'Ukpeagvik Inupiat Corpora-
“tion, echoes that concern, **We ¢
Cdid it to protect our sea mam-

mals.’ said Vorderstrasse in a
telephone interview,

The U.8. District Court had
ruled that the Eskimos had no
aboriginal right to the oceans.

The Court ruled that the Alaska

Native Claims Settlement Act ¢x-

established in ' Louisiana  and

¢ California cases.

"My  clients ' were vcry
realistic,”” says Berley. ‘‘They
were disappointed, but not sur-

‘prised. We had some major
‘hurdles to overcome, and some

A}

' The
WA

ajor intgrests against

t at, “there’s not a Tot'
hing) ni i )
mgmns we wa mc, por-
tunity to prove we could
denionstrate such rights existed. .
- Now, says Berley, the focus of
 the Inupiats should change. Since
(it i they who must bear the brunt

of oil developriient, they should.
pres for preferential treatment in
contracting and employment:

they should be provided training
“opportunities and scholarships,
and revenues to offset theimpact
that the industry will have upon
their lifestyle.

Berley said the ruling may have
a positive affect on a similar case
brought by Gambell residents,

Inupiat Eskimos based rheir claim to the Arr;lc Sea ice beyond the
rhree~mi!e lfmir on ‘use and occupanry ki 'l\mdrh Times photo




