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I. INTRODUCTION 

Alaska's human history is thorouqhly entwined with the use of wild, 

renewable resources. Among northern aboriginal peoples, adaptations 

directly related to patterns and cycles of resource availability are 

amonq the key elements of sociocultural differentiation. After contact 

with western society, the harvest and distribution of locally available 

food and materials continued to provide essential economic, nutritional, 

cultural and social benefits to a larqe number of communities and households. 

For non-Native residents, as well, the use of fish and qame traditionally 

has satisfied similarly important needs. Today both Natives and non-Natives 

participate in subsistence economic systems. These economies may be 

understood as non-codified systems of production and distribution which 

effectively facilitate the harvest, use and exchange of renewable resources. 

Althouqh modern subsistence systems in Alaska usually have some cash 

flow, they produce qoods primarily for local consumption rather than for 

export and have on1.v limited connections to the market economy. See 

Lonner, T., Subsistence as an Economic System in Alaska: Theoretical 

and Policy Implications (1980). Even in towns having viable non-subsistence 

economic elements, subsistence systems nevertheless may be functional 

and vital to the entire community at certain times of the year, or to 

suhcommunities, groups, or households which rely on subsistence harvests. 

II. POLICY DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO ENACTMENT OF THE STATE'S SUBSISTENCE 
STATIJTE 

Aqainst this backqround, the State of Alaska has qenerated policies, 

research, and requlations to address subsistence. The evolution of 
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these developments began at statehood. However, the State's first Fish 

and Game Title, enacted in 1959, contained only one reference to subsis- 

tence. Subsistence fishinq was identified as non-commercial fishinq 

with a qill net, seine or fish wheel. See AS 16.05.94O(I7). Accordingly, 

the Roard of Fish and Game regulated non-commercial qill net and fish 

wheel fishing as subsistence. Although subsistence fishing regulations 

parti- 

ishing 

were adopted, the Board did not establish 

cipation in the fishery; anyone could app 

permit. 

specific criteria for 

ly for a subsistence f 

. 

In regulating qame harvests, the Board did not adopt explicit subsistence 

provisions or differentiate between subsistence hunting and other types 

of hunting. 

This approach to subs 

competition was still 

istence must be considered i n context: harvest 

relatively low from Alaska' s small population; in 

many areas enforcement of requlations was minimal or non-existent; and 

information on the extent and patterns of subsistence use was not readilv 

available. Under these circumstances the Board concluded that its haq 

limits and seasons were sufficient to provide for subsistence. 

Even before increased harvest demands from all user qroups led the 

Board to adopt formal policies on subsistence, the Alaska Legislature 

demonstrated its concern for the continuation of subsistence opportunities. 

In 1961, the House passed a resolution urqing amendments to the federal 

Miqrator.y Waterfowl Act which would have allowed spring hunting of 

miqratory waterfowl; the House emphasized the importance of this harvest 
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to residents of northern and western Alaska. See 1961 Alaska Sess. L., 

House Resolution No. 29 (April 3, 1961). In 1963, the Senate requested 

the Secretary of the Interior to rule formally "that m iqratory waterfow 

may be taken in Alaska by persons who have been traditionally or are 

otherwise dependent on them for subsistence." 1963 Resolutions of 

Alaska, Senate Resolution No. 50 (March 26, 1963). 

1 

In 1975 the Alaska Leqislature divided the Roard into distinct Roards 

of Fisheries and Game. See AS 16.05.251 and AS 16.05.255. For the first 

time the leqislature also authorized the Board of Game to regulate 

subsistence hunting separately. See AS 16.05.257 (other provisions 

governinq the Roard's authority in relation to subsistence uses appear 

in AS 16.05.255). The legislative letter of intent accompanyinq House 

Bill 369, which was adopted as chapter 199, Session Laws of Alaska 1975, 

contained the following language: 

It is the intent of the majority of the House Resources Committee 
in reportinq out HR 369 to have the Board of Fish and Game adopt 
regulations relatinq to subsistence hunting parallel to the regula- 
tions qoverninq the existinq fishinq regulations. 

It is not the intent of the committee to deny subsistence huntinq 
to any resident of the state of Alaska who is eligible to subsis- 
tence hunt. It is further the intent of the committee that the 
Board define subsistence huntinq by requlation. 

In 1976, the leqislature chanqed the subsistence hunting provisions so 

that local residents could petition for subsistence huntinq areas. See 

AS 16.05.257. In its findinqs, the legislature stated: 

[Tlraditional dependence on fish and qame resources is a con- 
tinuinq and necessary way of life in many areas of the state and 

the protection of subsistence usaqe of these resources is es- 
;e&;al to the health, safety and qeneral welfare of the citizens 
of the state in those areas. 

Section 1, chapter 269, Session Laws of Alaska 1976. 
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During the same year, the Roards adopted a policy statement which 

provided, in part: 

By reason of culture, location, economic situation or choice, 
large numbers of people will find it impossible to abandon or 
alter their way of life at a pace paralleling chanqes brouqht by 
new shifts in land status and ownership, nonrenewable resource 
developments, road extensions and transportation improvements 
and a phenomenal rate of population qrowth. . . . 

The existing variety of cultures and life styles in Alaska are 
of qreat value and should he preserved. While limitations on the 
productivity of fish and qame must discouraqe continued increases 
in the numbers of subsistence type resource users, domestic utili- 
zation is still of fundamental importance to many Alaskans, and 
accordinqly ft is assiqned the highest priority among henefical 
uses. 

Policy Statement on Subsistence Utilization of Fish and Game, Alaska 

Board of Fish and Game, and the Commissioner of Fish and Game #76-12-Fl3. 

The Board of Game soon attempted to implement this policy throuqh an 

emerqency regulation allowing a limited harvest of bulls from the 

then-declininq Western Arctic Caribou Herd. The regulation authorized 

3,000 permits to be distributed amonq 16 northern villages. The village 

allocations were to be based on recommendations of village councils and 

corporations in liqht of population, need, availability of alternative food 

and employment, and other factors which assist in meetinq "minimum 

sustenance" needs. This action would have provided a clear priorit.v 

for rural users of the Western Arctic Herd. However, 

the Alaska courts ruled that improper administrative procedures had 

heen used in imlementing the regulatory decision. Thus, without 

reachinq the question of the Board's authority to allocate on the bases 

chosen, the court nullified the action. See State v. Tanana Valley --e 

Sportsmen's Association, 583 P. 2d 854 (Alaska 1977). 
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III. POLICY DEVELOPMENT FROM ENACTMENT OF CHAPTER 151, SESSION LAWS DF 
ALASKA 1978, UNTIL ENACTMENT OF PUBLIC LAW 96-487 (DECEMRER 2, 19811) 

Between 1975 and 1978 numerous bills were introduced in the Alaska 

Leqislature to make provision for subsistence. JJltimately, House Bill 

960 emerged as the composite legislative vehicle for resolving the 

various policy approaches. H.B. 96fJ became chapter 151 of the 1978 

Alaska Session Laws. The full text of the statute appears in Appendix 1. 

When it became effective on October 10, 1978, the new statute established 

specific parameters for the State's subsistence proqram. Amonq the most 

significant provisions are the following: 

1. A definition of "subsistence uses” which leaves to the Boards of 
Fisheries and Game the task of giving content to "customary and 
traditional uses" throuqh the Roard's normal administrative pro- 
cedures; 

2. Priority for subsistence uses in allocations of both fish and 
same resources; 

3. Mandatory procedures for use by the Board of Game when consider- 
ing special huntinq requlations for subsistence; 

4. A new research proqram within the Department of Fish and Game 
to provide haseline data, issue-specific information, and policy. 
recommendations related to subsistence use of fish and qame. 

A. The Department of Fish and Game Subsistence Task Force 

The enactment of chapter 151, Session Laws of Alaska 1978, meant that 

the Department and the Boards would have to make certain adjustments to 

meet the statutory mandate. In August 1978, the Commissioner of Fish 

and Game appointed a Subsistence Task Force to advise him on appropriate 

steps for implementation of the new law. In November 1978 the Task 

Force issued its report containinq numerous recommendations. This 

report is attached as Appendix 2. Its conclusions were of necessity 
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limited by the extremely small amount of data 

subsistence systems, but they emphasized the i 

integrated proqram -- including critical regul 

then availahle on 

mportance of an energet 

atory steps: 

ic, 

[T]he Boards of Fisheries and Gane will carry the principal burden 
in defining terms expressed in the law, in determining what con- 
stitutes 'subsistence use' in practice, in decidinq where and 
for what species a subsistence priority should be established, and 
in decidinq by what requlatory means this pri0rit.y will he imple- 
mented. 

Final Report of the Subsistence Task Force, Alaska Department of Fish 

and Game (Flovemher 20, 1978) at 2. 

The Task Force noted that "a number of existinq policies, requlations, 

and manaqement strateqies accommodate or provide a preference to 

subsistence-type uses.” Id. at'4. In addition, the report observed: - 

A wide ranq2 of regulations have been promulqated which favor 
local uses through timinq and duration of seasons, liberal or non- 
existent baq limits, legalization of sale or barter in some cases, 
constraints on means of access, and even selective enforcement. . . . 
However, it is also clear that in some cases these mechanisms are 
no longer adequate in practice, or may not meet new legal criteria. 
While the Task Force recoqnizes that various changes in details of 
policy and in regulations will be necessar.y, it is important to en- 
phasize that the flexibility of the present requlatory system can 
accommodate the changing needs of both subsistence and other re- 
source users. 

Id. at 4-5. 

B. The Boards of Fisheries and Game: Policy Statements and Regulatory 
Actions 

The.Alaska Roards of Fisheries and Game also acted quickly to clarify 

how the existinq system would be used to meet the new law's requirements. 

Durinq their spring 1979 joint meetinq, the Boards adopted a policy 

statement which provided, in part: 
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!dhenever possible, the subsistence priority should he achieved 
by existinq requlatory techniques, such as open and closed sea- 
sons, haq limits, control of methods and means of take, and con- 
trolled use areas. When a resource is plentiful enough to accom- 
modate all uses, the Boards may not need to distinquish between 
different types of use. Special regulations such as desiqnation 
of a subsistence huntinq or fishinq area to allocate a subsistence 
resource to local subsistence users may be enacted if the above 
approach is inappropriate or ineffective. 

If further restriction is necessary, priority among subsistence 
users will be based on 1) customary and direct dependence upon 
the resource as the mainstay of one's livelihood; 2) local resi- 
dency; and 3) availability of alternative resources. The Board 
will depend heavily on data qathered by the Subsistence Section 
in achievinq priority for subsistence and in considerinq the 
three factors above. 

Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game, Policy #79-LIB (March 1979). 

This policy is attached as Appendix 3. 

The Alaska Attorney General's opinion which accompanies this submission 

analyzes how the Tier I - Tier II priority structure addresses the interests 

of rural residents. It is important to note here, though, that the Boards' 

statement expressly considered the needs of users residinq in rural 

areas, i.e., those users who are "local" to the resource: 

Implicit in the two criteria of 'direct dependence' and 'avail- 
ability of alternative resources' is the idea that a suhsis- 
tence priority is based to some extent on the actual needs of 
people. Subsistence needs of individuals, families, and cul- 
tural groups may differ in type and degree. . . . Elements to 
consider in establishing the level of subsistence need include 
location, local cultures, tradition, customs, and alternative 
resources. 

The Boards recognize the need for regional differences in the 
approach to fish and qame management and they will maintain flexi- 
bility by periodically examininq social and economic conditions, 
as well as biological conditions which may warrant a change in 
subsistence uses and the Board's requlations. 
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The non-binding quidelines adopted by the Boards also articulate 

steps to protect local harvest opportunities. These guidelines 

provide, in part: 

1. When the Roard finds it necessar.y to restrict the harvest of 
a resource, the Board shall determine appropriate haq limits and 
season restrictions qoverninq all user qroups. The subsistence 
preference may be accomplished by settinq limits fl seasons 
sensitive tnoG1 use patterns inmeZ!iVEted. --m --P 

2. When the Roard finds it necessary to restrict the harvest fur- 
ther, the Roard shall determine appropriate controls on access 
qoverning all user groups. The subsistence preference may be ac- -- 
complished by making it more inconvenient for distant user groups 
to enqaqe in harvest.-- - - 

3. When the Roard finds it necessary to restrict the harvest fur- 
ther. the Roard shall determine appropriate methods and means 
governing all user groups. The subsistence preference may be ac- -m 
complished by adopting methods and means most available'-Zb local --- -- 
user arouos. 

4. When the Board finds it necessary to restrict the harvest fur- 
ther. the Roard may create a requlation which allows for adequate 
subsistence harvest by residents of the area and a limited sport 
harvest by other user qroups. ThzKaaccomplishes the subsistence 
priority addressed in 1978 SLA 151. 

5. When the Roard finds it necessary to restrict the harvest fur- 
ther and still implement the subsistence priority, the Roard 
shall create a subsistence area which allows for a quota-controlled 
harvest by residents of the area only. & -e- . . . 

6. When the Roard finds it necessary to restrict the harvest to 
a limited number of area residents, the Board shall utilize cri- 
teria for allocation (consistent with 1978 SLA 151) amonq area 
residents based, in part, on the suqqestions and evidence provided 
by area residents. . . . 

Alaska Roards of Fisheries and Game, Proposed Procedure for Implementation 

of 1978 SLA-151 (March 1979) (emphasis added). The full text of the 

Proposed Procedure is attached as Apoendix 4. 

The Boards' policy statement also noted that subsistence uses provide 

a variet.y of benefits which are not limited to nutrition: 

-8- 



The Board of Fisheries and the Board of Cane recognize that existing 
cultures and life styles in Alaska are of great value and should 
be preserved. Accordingly, customary and traditional subsistence 
uses of fish and qame are assigned a priority among beneficial 
uses. . . . 

Beyond directly satisfyinq food requirements, home consumption of 
fish and qam2 tends to preserve cultures and traditions and qives 
gratification to a stronq desire possessed by many Alaskans to har- 
vest their own food. The latter functions seem qenuinely important 
to the physical and psycholoqical well-beinq of a larqe number of 
Alaskans. 

Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game, Policy #79-S-JR (March 1979). 

C. The Subsistence Section, Alaska Department of Fish and Game in the 

Period Prior to December 2, 1980. 

At about the same time as the Boards were.considerinq their policy state- 

ment, the new Subsistence Section of the Department of Fish and Garre was 

just beginning operations. Its role, development and funding are.siqnificant 

indices of the State's progress in creating a high quality subsistence 

proqram which satisfies Title VIII requirements. 

The duties of the Subsistence Division are specified in AS 16.OS.094: 

The section of subsistence and fishing shall: 

(1) compile existing data and conduct studies to qather infor- 
mation, including data from subsistence users, on all aspects 
of the role of subsistence hunting and fishing in the lives 
of the residents of the state; 

(2) quantify the amount, nutritional value, and extent of 
dependence on food acquired through subsistence huntinq and 
fishinq; 

(3) make information gathered available to the public, appro- 
priate agencies, and other organized bodies; 

(4) assist the department, the Board of Fisheries, and the 
Board of Cane in determining what uses of fish and gam2, as 
well as which users and what methods, should be termed sub- 
sistence uses, users, and methods; 
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(5) evaluate the impact of stat2 and federal laws and regu- 
lations on subsistence huntinq and fishinq and, when corrective 
action is indicated, make recommendations to the department; 

(6) make recommendations to the Board of Game and the Roard 
of Fisheries regardinq adoption, amendment and repeal of re- 
gulations affecting subsistence huntinq and fishinq; 

(7) participate with other divisions in the preparation of 
statewide and regional manaqenent plans so that those plans 
reorganize and incorporate the needs of subsistence users of 
fish and qame. 

The research responsibilities of the Division fall into two major areas: 

(a) baseline research having nultiple utility for informing the public, 

qovernment agencies and other entities, AS 16.05.094 (l), (2) and 

(3); and (b) issue-specific information qathering for use by the 

Department, the Roards, and the public. - See AS 16.05.094 (4), (5) 

and (7). In addition, the Division's policy recommendation roles extend 

beyond allocation to include the full ranqe of requlatory matters which 

may affect subsistence uses. See AS 16.1)5.n94 (4), (5) and (6). 

The Alaska House of Representatives Special Committee on Subsistence 

described the evolution of the Subsistence Section as follows: 

Yuch of the responsibility for implementation of the subsistence 
law was assiqned to the new, statutorily created, Subsistence 
Section in the department of Fish and Game. See AS 16.D5.094. 
Because the Department had never conducted ~0x1 research, an 
immense qap existed between proqrams for bioloqical studies and 
proqrams needed for socio-economic research on subsistence. In- 
deed, the Department was in no position to provide the extensive 
data needed by the Boards to make reasonable decisions affecting 
subsistence. By contrast to the other divisions of the Depart- 
ment, the duties specified by AS 16.05.094 for the Subsistence 
Section qive heavy 2,mphasis to socio-economic research with none 
of the manaqeement and enforcelllent functions normally associated 
with the Deoartment. 

In order to meet [its statutory] resnonsibilities, the Subsis- 
tence Section needed a staff which could not only understand 
basic biological relationships, hut also conduct effective sncio- 
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economic research. Of course, this required the Department to 
hire personnel with substantially different skills than those 
normally associated with fish and qame manaqement. As a re- 
sult, the Subsistence Section was not actually operational un- 
til mid-1979. 

Although the subsistence law was approved by the Governor in 
July 1978, staffing the new Subsistence Section was a time- 
consuming process. A Chief and Assistant Chief were appointed 
in February 1979; and hiring of 'resource specialists,' the new 
Subsistence Section job class, was underway in mid-1979. Posi- 
tions in Anchoraqe, Barrow, Rethel, Dillingham, Kotzebue and 
Mome were filled by late 1979. Addition of resource specialists 
in Fairbanks, Galena and Juneau required several more months; 
and regional supervisors were not hired until early 1980. Ap- 
plicants also were recruited throuqh the fish and game techni- 
cian registers and assigned to specific field offices. 

In addition to these personnel matters, the Section made ad'mini- 
strative arranqements and equipment purchases associated with 
field office start-up. Taken together, the normal steps neces- 
sary to become operational meant that the Subsistence Section 
was not able to begin actual field work until mid-1979, and was 
not fully operational until 1980. 

Since its inception, the Section has produced more than 30 techni- 
cal reports. Initial Subsistence Section projects were directed 
primarily toward resource allocation problems and requlatory pro- 
posals to be considered by the Alaska Doards of Fisheries and 
Game. In addition to these matters, recent studies have addres- 
sed a variety of critical resource use problems, and have suh- 
stantiallv increased the information available on the roles of 
subsistence in family and community life; historical and pre- 
sent patterns of use; elements of subsistence economic systems, 
and many other issues. . . . 

The Section's highly productive research proqram has provided 
essential data for decision makinq by the Boards and has esta- 
blished fundamental baseline data for many areas. Such studies 
often are the only work ever addressed to these problems; and 
the Section's ground-breakinq applied research has moved the 
Department of Fish and Game into a potentially productive era 

. of usinq both biological and socio-economic research tools. 

The Section's program continues to be exceptionally active. Nu- 
merous projects currently are in progress throughout the state. 
Staff members conduct their field operations from offices in 
Anchoraqe, Barrow, Rethel, Dillinqham, Fairbanks, Juneau, Kotze- 
bue, and home, as well as several small communities. 

"History and Implementation of CH. 151, SLA 1978, the State's Subsistence 
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Law," Special Committee on Subsistence, Alaska Ho_use of Representatives, 

First Session, Twelfth Legislature (May 15, 1981) at 16-20. 

Despite the difficulties [inherent in establishinq a new program where 

none had existed previously, the Subsistence Section rapidly established 

a field base and a set of preliminary research priorities. Initial 

research products were used directly by the Boards during the 1980 

regulatory cycle. For example, the highly successful Copper River 

Subsistence Salmon Manageement Plan was based substantially on Subsistence 

,Section research data. See 5 AAC 01.647. The Plan is attached as 

,Appendix 5. Research projects were begun as rapidly as field positions 

could be filled. In addition, bilinqual local'persons were hired to 

work with the Section's resource specialists. By December 1980 a 

statewide staffing pattern had been established, two mid-level program 

staff had been added outside of Section headquarters, and studies were 

in proqress for all regions. 

Although the Section's early research efforts were aimed primari 

major allocation issues, the unavailabil,ity of reliable baseline 

compelled the Section to begin developing its own program of app 

research to address these data needs. Potential subsistence imp 

1. 

1 

a 

Y at 

data 

ied 

cts 

resulting primarily from proposed land use changes and industrial develop- 

ment underscored the importance of high quality baseline information 

which could be used in various processes: impact assessments, land and 
. 

resource use planning, and community decision making. Accordingly, 

during calendar year 1980 the Subsistence Section planned projects 

within each region to conduct applied baseline research. Ry December 

-12- 



1980 these efforts were developinq as the foundation of the Section's 

oroqram, and other issue-specific studies were designed in conjunction with 

sound baseline work. 

r). Subsistence Regulations and Public Participation in Requlatory 

Processes 

Alaska law expressly provides for a system of advisory committees 

"composed of persons well informed on the fish or qame resources of the 

locality." AS 16.05.260. The advisory committee chairman has authority, 

to hold public hearinqs on fish or game matters. Id. In addition, 

the statute explicitly contemplates regulatory recommendations by the 

committees: 

Recommendations fron the advis0r.y committees shall be forwarded to 
the appropriate board for their consideration but if the Board of 
Fisheries or the Board of Game chooses not to follow the recommen- 
dations of the local advisory committee the appropriate board shall 
inform the appropriate advisory committee of this action and state 
the reasons for not following the recommendations. 

Id. 

In making regulatory decisions affectinq subsistence uses, the Roards 

directly utilize information provided by advis0r.y committee representatives 

at regulatory meetinqs. Although the procedures of the two Soards 

differ in detail, both provide opportunities for advisory committee 

representatives to offer information as the Boards consider particular 

regulatory proposals. This qoes well beyond the participation normally 

public. provided to the general 

In add ition to the loca 

system of reqional fish 

1 advisory committees, the Roards established "a 

and qame councils to provide a regional forum 
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for the collection and exoression of opinions and recommendations on 

matters relating to fish and wildlife resources and to assist the Board 

of Fisheries and Game in deliberations concerninq promulgation of 

regulations." S AAC 96.200. The Boards also created six "fish and qame 

resource manaqement regions": Southeast, Southcentral, Southwest, 

Western, Arctic, and Interior. 5 AAC 96.210. These reqions encompass 

all lands and fresh waters and were identified "[f]or the purposes of 

conservation and manaqement of the fish and wildlife resources of the 

state." 5 AAC 96.210. A copy of the 1980 Regulations for Local Fish and 

Game Advis0r.y Committees and Regional Councils is attached as Appendix 6. 

The Board of Fisheries and the Board of Game utilized substantially 

different approaches in adopting regulations for subsistence uses. The 

Fisheries Board enacted separate regulations for subsistence fishing; this 

approach was consistent with the formal divisions between commercial, 

sport, and subsistence fishinq which had existed since statehood. The 

Alaska Subsistence Fishing Regulations for 1979 and 1980 are attached as 

Appendices 7 and 8. In contrast to this approach, the Board of Game provided 

for all harvests within the same regulatory framework. This approach 

was consistent with the Boards' policy statement which emphasized that 

special regulations to accommodate the subsistence priority would be 

used only when other methods are not sufficient. See Alaska Boards of 

Fisheries and Game, Policy #79-5-38 (March 1979). The 1979 and 1980 

Alaska Game Regulations are attached as Appendices 9 and 10. 

IV. DEVELOPMENT OF POLICIES AND REGULATIONS IN THE PERIOD FROM DECEMBER 

1980 UNTIL DECEMBER 1981 
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A. Joint Board Consideration of the Analytical Approach Suqqested By 
the Department of Fish and Game19 

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA), Public 

Law 96-487 (December 2, 1980), became effective while the Roards of. 

Fisheries an4 Game were conducting their fall joint meetinqs. The 

Roards listened to an explanation of the new law's implications from 

staff of the Governor and of the Attorney General, and were advised 

to proceed cautiously in assuring that the State retains full rranaqement 

authority. The Boards also reviewed the Tier I - Tier II priority format 

suqqested by the Alaska Department of Law and approved the Department of 

Fish and Game position paper on subsistence. 

The Department of Law sugqested three levels of priority imp 

corresponding to three general level 5 of resource abundance: 

1. When resource populations are adequate to satisfy al 

ementation 

user de- 
mands without impairing sustained yield, the priority does not 
come into play; 

2. Tier I: When resource populations are such that some harvest 
restrictions are necessary to maintain sustained yield or to 
assure continuation of subsistence uses, a priority must be 
provided to subsistence; 

a. The Boards have discretion to determine how the oriority 
should he structured; 

h. The Boards can allow non-subsistence uses to continue as 
long as the priority for subsistence is adequate; 

3. Tier II: When further restriction is necessary to maintain 
sustained yield or to assure continuation of subsistence uses, 
three statutory criteria must b2 employed: 

a. Customary and direct dependence upon the resource as the 
mainstay of one's livelihood; 

b. Local residency; and 
c. Availability of alternative resources. 
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The Board can allow non-subsistence uses to continue if it 
concludes that they are in the public interest and that the 
core subsistence use will receive adequate priority. 

The Department of Fish and Came presented a position oaper containinq 

five recommendations for specific steps to assure that the subsistence 

priority is met: 

1. Examine existinq subsistence uses and regulations by area and 
species; 

2. Characterize subsistence uses in Alaska on the basis of identi- 
fiable factors; 

3. Select criteria and evaluative measures by which the statutory 
lanquage will be implemented; 

4. Include subsistence provisions in all manaqement plans; 

5. Follow decision-making procedures which integrate the subsistence 
priority and make statutory compliance a routine matter. 

See Subsistence: A Position Paper, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(November 24, 1980). The position paper is attached as Appendix 11. 

Of particular significance to the present overview are the two parts 

of the position paper covering characteristics of subsistence use and 

implementation of statutory language. 

The Department of Fish and Game suggested a set of interlocked continua 

which might be helpful in describing customary and traditional uses: 

Lonq < ----------------------Time Depth---------------------->Short 

Rural< ----------------------Community Base------------------>Urhan 

Community<------------------Economic Role-------------------)Personal IJse 
and reqional 
econom;c and nutritional 
self-sufficiency 
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Food, clothinq,<------------Actual Ilses--------------------->Primarily food 
fuel, tools, 
shelter, handicraft, 
barter, etc. 

Many resources<-------------Ranqe of Uses------------------->Few Species 
(fish, qame, fowl, 
veqetation, etc.) 

Yore stable<----------------Pattern of Uses----------------->Less stable 
patterns (area, time, species, opportunistic 

qear, efficiency, pro- 
ductivity, use level, 
sharinq/bartering, 
division of labor, . 
effort level, etc.) 

Due to chanqing<------------Variation in use level---------->Due to high 
economic and and pattern urban in- 
resource con- migration 
ditions, and 
local population 
growth 

Primarily<------------------Social and Psycholoqical-------->Primarily in- 
extended kinship Products dividual and 
community, inter- immediate family 
qenerational, and 
cultural 

Subsistence: A Position Paper, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(November 24, 19830) at 3-4. 

The position paper noted that the Roards have administrative authority 

to determine what combination of points along these continua constitutes 

customary and traditional use in order to provide the priority. In 

addition, the left ends of these continua taken toqether may he understood 

as corresponding generally to rural subsistence patterns. 

However, the department emphasized that the continua were not intended as 

absolute formulas but rather were offered as a framework within which 
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the Soards can make decisions on a case-by-case basis. That is, al- 

though the Boards might rely upon the continua as analytical tools, 

the particular combination of factors indicating customary and tradi- 

tional use should be determined specifically for each situation con- 

sidered. 

In suqgesting methods for implementinq the statutory lanquage, the posi- 

tion paper recommended ways in which subsistence could be accommodated 

usinq routine procedures and case-specific data: 

It is suqgested that the Boards consider customary and traditional 
uses 'to be those noncommercial and nonwasteful uses (as defined 
in AS 16.05.940[)] . . . which have been pursued by a community or a 
group of persons for a significant period of time. . . . 

[I]t is the historic use pattern of the cnmmunit.y or qroup which 
is to be accorded a priority in requlation. the use pattern for 
Tier I is made up of a number of elements needing consideration 
(e.g., areas, times, methods and means, species, stocks, nro- 
ductivity, efficiency, and so on). Evidence on these elements 
should be considered by the Boards. 

The range of elements. useful for consideration by the Boards in 
Tier I and Tier II decisions may be applied on a statewide basis. 
However, the criteria and measures within each element may vary 
on an area-by-area, case-by-case basis. 

For example, in Tier II decisions, 'direct dependence' is a statu- 
tory element for consideration. The Board may conclude that one 
criterion within 'dependence' is the role of the resource in meet- 
ing nutritional needs. The measure within the criterion may be, 
for example, the number of meals per week in which the resource is 
normally used. Other measures could be the timing of consumption 
(e.g., first fresh meat in sprinq) or nutritional siqnificance 
(e.g., source of particular fats or oils, foods that preserve well 
for winter.) It is suggested that the Boards begin their analysis 
of customary and traditional use with an assessment of user pro- 
files and use patterns on a case-by-case basis. This would give 
the Department an opportunity to uncover the elements which ap- 
pear naturally in real-life situations. After consideration of 
a number of cases, the Boards could then identify those elements, 
criteria, and measures which they have found most useful in their 
analyses. This process will, in turn, make the llepartment['s] re- 
search and Boards' decision-makinq more routine. 
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8. Board of Fisheries Regulatory Actions 

At the December 19811 meetinqs, only the Roard of Fisheries considered 

requlatory proposals. (The Board of Game normally conducts requlatory 

business during its sprinq meetinq.) At that session, the Roard received 

advis0r.y committee and staff reports as well as public testimony on 

subsistence and adopted most of its finfish requlations for 1981. The 

Alaska Subsistence Fishinq Regulations 1981 are attached as Appendix 12. 

The Soard also adopted Findings and Policy Regarding Subsistence Use of Cook 

Inlet Salmon, #80-79-FB, which established ten characteristics for 

identifyinq “customary and traditional" uses of Cook Inlet Salmon. The 

findings and policy #80-79-FB are attached as Appendix 13. The Board 

deferred final action on Cook Inlet salmon requlations until its sprinq 

meeting. In April 1981 it considered additional testimony and reaffirmed 

the basic thrust of the previously adopted criteria. In its Amended 

Findings and Policy Reqardinq Subsistence Use of Cook Inlet Salmon, 

Resolution #81-91-FB, the Roard recognized that "the past and current 

permittinq system and regulations governing subsistence fishing in Cook 

Inlet do not necessarily reflect and protect the customary and traditional 

use of salmon resources in the area." In order to rectify these inconsis- 

tencies, the Board adopted the following "characteristics", all of which 

were to be applied in identifying customary and traditional uses: 

1. A long-term, stable, reliable pattern of use and dependency, 
excluding interruption generated by outside circumstances, e.q., 
requlatory action or fluctuations in resource abundance. 

2. A use pattern established by an identified community, sub- 
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communit.v, or qroup havinq preponderant concentrations of per- 
sons showinq past use. 

3. A use pattern associated with specific stocks and seasons. 

4. A use pattern based on the most efficient and productive qear 
and economical use of time, energy, and money. 

5. A use pattern occurring in reasonable geoqraphic proximity to 
the primary residence of the community, qroup, or individual. 

6. A use pattern occurring in locations with easiest and most direct 
access to the resources. 

7. A use pattern which includes a history of traditional modes of 
handling, oreparing, and storinq the product (without precluding 
recent technqloqical advances). 

8. A use pattern which includes the intergenerational transmission 
of activities and skills. 

9. A use pattern in which the effort and products are distributed 
on a community and family basis (including trade, barterinq, sharinq, 
and gift-giving). 

10. A use pattern which includes reliance on subsistence takinq of 
a ranqe of wild resources in proximity to the community or pri- 
mary residency. 

Alaska Board of Fisheries, Amended Findinqs and Policy Regardinq 

Subsistence Use of Cook Inlet Salmon, Resolution #81-91-FR (April 6, 

1981) (attached as Appendix 14). 

The Board also applied these ten criteria to information on the 

record concerninq uses of Cook Inlet salmon. The villages of Enqlish 

Bay, Port Graham, and Tyonek were found to have customary and traditional 

uses because they had established all ten characteristics. Accordingly, 

the Board adopted subsistence fishinq requlations applicable to those 

communities. 

For purposes of the present submission, it is important to note that the 
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ten criteria provide substantial protection for rural communities. 

Indeed, the content of these characteristics clearly makes it easier for 

residents of rural villages to establish their customary and traditional 

uses than for urban residents to make a similar showing. All ten criteria 

must be met in order to establish customary and traditional use; therefore, 

it is much more difficult for residents of urbanized areas to make the 

requisite showinq. The communities which demonstrated their subsistence 

uses of Cook Inlet Salmon under the ten criteria were all small villages 

without road connections to a major urban area.1 

The Roard's development and use of specific eliqibility criteria are 

important for several reasons. Although the Roard had adopted regul- 

ations since statehood in order to qovern subsistence fishinq and had 

made subsistence allocations since long before the effective date of the 

State's subsistence statute, this was the first time the Board had made 

a formal regulatory decision about which uses should be designated as 

subsistence. 

In the past, subsistence fishing permits had been available to any ap- 

plicant; no explicit eligibility standards had been applied. Accordingly, 

in many areas "subsistence" fishinq had grown to mean somthinq other 

than the subsistence use contemplated by chapter 151, Session Laws of 

Alaska 1978. That is, in certain areas a hiqh proportion of subsistence 

permittees were new participants in the fishery who had few, if anv, 

historic, economic, or other established connections to the resource. 

Ry using its lo-point formula, the Roard was able to allocate salmon 

in an area of resource competition which previously had been characterized 
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by unlimited issuance of "subsistence" fishinq oermits without reqard 

to whether the use was customary and traditional. Accordinqly, the 

Board's 1981 spring meetinq laid important qroundwork for a reqular, 

predictable .inquiry using the general approach sugqested in the Department's 

position paper on subsistence. 

C. Board of Game Requlatory Actions 

The Board of Game took steps at its 1981 sprinq requlatory meeting 

which increased the likelihood that certain rural residents would 

receive a permit to hunt the Nelchina Caribou Herd. After hearinq 

staff reports, advisory committee recommendations, and public testimony, 

the Board expressed its view that all Alaska residents who hunt the 

Nelchina herd for meat should be considered eliqible for a permit at 

Tier I. The Board also noted that within this qroup is a smaller segment 

having a hiqher level of reliance on the resource. 

The Board adopted regulations allocatinq 1600 permits to hunt the Nelchina 

Caribou Herd. Of this total, 1450 were reserved for resident meat hunters 

(Tier I in the Roard's analysis) and non-resident hunters; 150 were 

tentatively reserved for users meting Tier II standards. All permits 

were to be issued by random drawinq. In addition, a special winter 

season was created so that applicants receiving Tier II permits could 

take caribou when the herd is in the eastern part of its ranqe. 

To particioate in the Tier II drawinq for a permit to hunt the Nel- 

china Caribou Herd durinq the winter season, each applicant was re- 

quired, in part, to show that he or she: 
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1. Resides in game management unit 13, 14A or 148 and has no 
permanent abode elsewhere; 

2. Lives or has lived for the previous five years in a house- 
hold "where not commercially taken fish and game have comprised 
more than half of the meat and fish of the diet", and 

3. Is a member of a household having a gross income of $12,000 
or less for the previous income tax filinq year. 

See 5 AAC 81.055(c) (3). 

The Nelchina Caribou hunt conditions provided, in part: 

1. No more than five percent of the permits will be issued to 
non-residents of Alaska; 

2. !Jp to 150 Tier II permits will be valid for the fall and 
winter seasons; the remaining permits will be valid for the fall 
season only; 

3. Applications for Tier II permits will be drawn first; 

a. If all 150 permits are issued, the remaininq unsuccessful 
applications will be included in the drawinq for the fall hunt; 

b. If fewer than 150 permit applications are received, excess 
permits will be available as part of the permit pool for the fall 
season. 

See 5 AAC 81.055. A copy of Alaska 1981-82 Permit Drawing Hunts is attached 

as Appendix IS; the drawing for the 150 Tier II permits is described at 

page 3 under "Caribou Hunt 583". General application requirements and 

fees are summarized on page 1 of the drawinq hunt brochure. 

The Roard of Game intended that eligibility characteristics described above 

correspond to the Tier II requirements of the Alaska subsistence law: 

1. customary and direct dependence upon the resource as the main- 
stay of one's livelihood; 

2. local residency; and 

3. availability of alternative resources. 

AS 16.05.255(b). Adoption of Tier II criteria represents the Board's 
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clearest statement about eligibility for the subsistence priority, and it 

indicates how the Board intends to use these standards to protect the 

most dependent users. The Alaska Game Regulations 1981 are attached as 

Appendi'x 16. 

D. Summary of Subsistence-Related Board Activities 

In summary, both Boards have moved carefully in implementinq the subsistence 

. priority. Although they have chosen different approaches, both have 

adopted certain measures which tend to benefit rural residents. The 

diverse specific measures chosen are too detailed to be discussed here, ' 

but memoranda by the Department staff nembers who serve, in part, as rc- 

gulations advisors durinq Board meetings are attached as Appendices 17 

and 18; these memoranda describe the Boards' other requlatory actions 

which are related to subsistence uses. 

E. The Subsistence Division 

The Subsistence Section was elevated to Division status by order of the 

Governor during 1981. This change recognized the importance of the 

subsistence program to the Department's mission. As of July 1, 1981, 

the Subsistence Division has the same status as all other divisions of 

the Department. 

The Division has continued to develop its field-based research proqram 

in the directions discussed previously. The planning which was bequn 

in 1980 for more comprehensive baseline research in all reqions of the 

State was transformed into initial field efforts -- includinq contractual 

work in areas without Subsistence Division staff -- and into budqet 
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requests. These research functions have become even more important in 

liqht of the Fisheries Board's emphasis on community characteristics. 

In addition, the enactment of ANILCA has qenerated a variety of olanninq 

processes in which regional councils have a role. Accordingly, the 

Subsistence Division has strengthened its baseline efforts for fiscal 

year 1982 and plans enhanced baseline research activities for fiscal 

year 1983 to provide a better foundation for other AMILCA-related projects. 

In 1981, the Subsistence Division also opened two new offices in rural 

communities, Nikolai and Fort Yukon, and staffed them with qualified 

local residents. In addition, Resource Specialists were hired for the 

Southeast Alaska Region and for the Copper River Basin-Prince William 

Sound area in the Southcentral Alaska Region. 

The following Subsistence Division research products 2 were completed 

between December 1980 and December 1951: 

Andersen, D., Statewide Subsistence Bib1ioqraph.y and Index; 

Andersen, D., Subsistence Biblioqraphy Pro,ject--Arctic Coast; 

Andersen, D., Subsistence Bibliography Pro.ject--Northwest Alaska; 

Andersen, D., Subsistence Bibliography Project--Northern Interior; 

Cunningham, P., A Technical Report Describinq an Algorithm to 
Estimate Number of Persons Who Have Participated in the Cook Inlet 
Subsistence Fishery Four or More Years; 

Behnke, S., Contemporary Fish and Wildlife Use and the Economy 
of the Inland Denaina (draft); 

Behnke, S., Draft llptions for Naknek River Subsistence Fishery; 

Sehnke, S., Memorandum: Status of Subsistence Fisheries in 
Bristol Bay, 1980; 
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Behnke, S., Naknek River Subsistence Proposals; 

Rehnke, S., Subsistence Use of Brown Bear in the Bristol Bay 
Area: A Review of Available Information; 

Caulfield, R., Interim Report on the Survey of Permit Holders in 
the Tanana River Subsistence Permit Fishery (Subunit Y6-C); 

Caulfield, R., Tanana River (Y-6C) Subsistence Permit Fishery 
Utl ization Study, 1981 Operational Plan; 

Huntinqton, C., Survey Information for Subsistence Kinq Salmon 
Drift Gill Netting in Yukon Area District 4A; 

Kelso, D., Presentation to the Special Committee on Subsistence; 

Langdon, S., and Worl, R., Distribution and Exchanqe of Subsis- 
tence Resources in Alaska (Note: contractual study); 

Pedersen S., and Caulfield R., Some Elements of Subsistence Land 
and Resource Use Within the Ranqe of the Porcupine Caribou Herd 
in Alaska; 

Stanek, R., Subsistence Fishery Permit Survey: Cook Inlet -- 1980; 

Stanek, R., Nelchina Caribou Use Assessment; 

Stanek, R., Tyonek King Salmon Subsistence Fishery: 1980 Acti- 
vities Report; 

Stickney, A., Subsistence Resource Utilization: Nikolai and Telida 
-- Interim Report; 

Stickney, A., Subsistence Resource Utilization: Nikolai and Telida 
-- Interim Report II; 

Thomas, D., Nome River Subsistence Research Report; 

Thomas, D., Norton Sound - Berinq Strait Subsistence Kinq Crab 
Fishery; 

Thomas, D., Norton Sound Baseline Subsistence Study: Shaktoolik; 

Veltre, D., and Veltre, M., A Preliminary Baseline Study of Sub- 
sistence Resource Utilization in the Pribilof Islands; 

Wolfe, R., Yukon Delta Sociocultural Systems Analysis (draft) (Note: 
contractual study prepared for Alaska Outer Continental Shelf Socio- 
economic Studies Program, Bureau of Land Management). 
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V. THE DEPARTMENT'S ANILCA TITLE VIII IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 

The Department began planning for ANILCA implementation during 1980. 

By early 1981, a comprehensive plan and a budqet request had been 

prepared. During the 1981 legislative session, the Department's ANILCA 

implementation budget was approved. Approximately three and one-half 

million dollars were appropriated specifically for Title VIII implementation 

durinq fiscal year 1982 in the followinq project cakqories: 

1. Establishing regional councils; 

2. Operational and technical support for reqional councils; 

3. Resource assessments; 

4. Litiqation; 

5. Data support for state and regional council representatives to 
park and park monument commissions. 

The Department began full implementation efforts on July 1, 1981. The 

sequential phases of the Department's Title VIII effort will be imple- 

I mented throuqhout fiscal year 1982 and will continue as a regular part 

of the Department's ongoing program. 

A. Establishment of Reqional Councils 

Prior to ANILCA, the State's regional councils operated within general, 

flexible regions. The Department and the Boards have now initiated 

action to clarify the regional boundaries in order to reinforce the 

institutional role of the councils. The Boards have always believed 

that flexibility is essential if the councils are to be effective. 

That is, fish and game frequently cross political and qeoqraphical 

boundaries. These resource populations may be taken in more than 
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one region. In order for the regional council system to address 

the concerns of all the people who may harvest these animals, 

the councils must be structured to allow participation b.y all qrouos 

interested in a particular resource question. 

In order to assure that regional differences in subsistence use are 

adequate1.y accommodated and workable boundaries are developed, a Public 

participation process was initiated during the summer of 1981. Two 

boundary delineation workshops were held in late September as the 

first steps in this public participation process. One of these workshops 

was organized specifically to include representatives of local advisory 

committees and of groups interested in subsistence. The materials 

resulting from these workshops are attached as Appendix 20. Packets 

of information, including a variety of boundary options, were distributed 

to advisory committees, workshop participants, legislators, and others. 

Additional public comment was solicited prior to the Commissioner's 

selection of regional boundaries for submission as a proposal to the 

Boards. Substantial comment was received before the Commissioner's 

final choice. Proposed boundaries will be submitted to the *joint 

meeting of the Boards of Fisheries and Game in December. 

The Boards also will be considering requlations to qovern the conduct 

of regional council business and the manner in which council recommendations 

are addressed. Although existinq regulations establish procedures for 

regional council functioning, proposals will be offered which articulate 

the councils' auth0rit.y and operations so as to make clear that the 

regular, formal council role apparently intended by Congress has been 
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firmly established. In addition, the Board will consider 

proposals which incorporate the Title VIII standards for Roard review 

of regional council recommendations. 

Regional council regulations can be adopted only by the Roards of 

Fisheries and Game acting .iointly. The Boards meet regularly in the 

sprinq anti fall of each year to consider regulatory proposals. 

Accordingly, the December 1981 meeting is the Boards' first opportunity 

to consider oroposals since the Department's AMILCA response progran was 

aporoved by the Alaska Legislature. It is also the first time specific 

proposals reflecting Title VIII regional council considerations have 

been submitted to the Boards. Because consideration of these proposals 

will not be completed prior to December 2, 19B1, a summary of relevant 

action by the Boards will be submitted as a supplement to this submission. 

B. Staffing, 
Councils 

The Department has begun to implement three kinds of support for the 

regional councils: (1) operational-logistical support, (2) technical 

liaison and social science data support, and (3) biological data 

support. The first of these, operational-logistical support, will be 

provided by six new professional positions plus clerical staff attached 

to the Executive Director, Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game. To the 

extent practicable, these staff will be assigned to a particular council 

and be located full time in the region served by that council. They 

will assist the council in conduct of its day-to-day operations, 

including: arranging travel, agendas, and accounting services; distributinq 
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Board-related materials; respondinq to questions; facilitating intracouncil 

and intercouncil communication; recording minutes of meetinqs; assistinq 

councils in transmitting their views to the Boards; advisinq the councils 

concerning available resources which may be useful in performance of 

council work; and providing logistical support for all phases of the 

council's authorized functions. 

The Executive Director has prepared position descriptions which have 

been submitted for approval by the Alaska Department of Administration. 

Recruitment and hiring can begin as soon as these administrative steps 

are completed. Recause of the time lags involved in this process, it is 

unlikely that full staffinq will be achieved by December 2, 1981. Never- 

theless, the positions have been funded and the Department is committed 

to hiring qualified professionals. Progress in staff development for 

the councils will be summarized in a supplement to this submission. 

The Subsistence Division currently is hiring two levels of professional 

staff to provide technical liaison and social science data to the 

regional councils. As part of its operating budqet, the Division will 

add six Resource Specialist III positions. To the extent practicable, 

these staff will be assigned to and located in regions associated with 

oarticul,ar councils. These staff will be qualified social science 

professionals with expertise in a ranqe of field and institutional 

settings. Their functions will include: direct technical liaison to 

the reqional councils; technical consultation with councils and staff 

regardinq conduct of council functions; provision of extant technical 

and scientific data to councils; coordination and supervision of Division 
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field research related to regional council concerns throughout .the 

region; desiqn and quality control of studies conducted at the regional 

council's request; and provision of technical services to the council in 

formulating its work PrOdUCtS (e.g., annual reports and requlatory 

recommendations). 

In liqht of these responsibilities, the Resource Specialist III’s will 

have little time for original field research; accordingly, the Alaska 

Legislature approved two years of funding for six Resource Specialist II’s 

to conduct field studies in response to regional council, needs. These 

efforts will build upon ongoinq baseline work conducted as part of the 

Division's core proqram and will address three areas: 

1. Problem-specific, applied research directed toward anticipated 
data needs of the councils; 

2. Issue-specific, applied research in response to data requests 
of the councils; 

3. Issue-specific, applied research in response to data requests 
of the councils' representatives to park and park monument com- 
missions. 

The Resource Specia list II positions are intended as full time field 

research pos itions, and to the extent practicable they will be located 

in the region serve d by a particular council. 

Because Title VIII makes clear that the hiqhest quality, most current 

social science data are necessary in order to fulfill regional council 

functions, the Subsistence Division's program is intended to provide 

sound baseline data (ongoing project), current data and technical 

liaison (new Resource Specialist III positions), and issue or problem 

area studies (new Resource Specialist II positions). 
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All the new resource specialist positions have been approved and 

recruitment is underway. Three of the six R.S. III’s have been hired. 

It is anticipated that staffing will be substantially complete by early 

1981. 

In order to fulfill the regional councils' authorized functions, reliable 

bioloqical information also is required. Accordingly, the Department's 

manaqement divisions -- Commercial Fisheries, Game, and Sport Fish -- 

have been authorized to conduct data analyses and field studies which will 

provide resource information to the councils. Althouqh these tasks 

will differ depending upon the species and questions beinq studied, the 

followinq are representative steps: 

1. Determine key harvest or conflict areas; 

2. Review and assemble existing data for use by the councils; 

3. Design and conduct field studies (e.q:, surveys of harvest 
catch and effort, catch sampling, life histories, catalogs and 
inventories, surveys of resource abundance and population struc- 
ture); 

4. Compile and analyze new field data, includinq data processinq 
functions; 

5. Assemble and distribute new data to local advisory committees 
and reqional councils. 

The management divisions also will provide limited operational and 

technical support to the reqional councils. Services anticipated for 

the local advisory committees and regional councils include preparing 

and presenting: proposals and supportinq materials, staff comments, 

and data or technical information on resource status and use. Game 

Division also will supplement the council staff with clerical assistance, 
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formal recording of the proceedinqs, audio-visual equipment, and other 

logistical services. 

VI. SIJMMARY 

The State of Alaska has implemented a comprehensive subsistence program 

based upon the priority appearing in Alaska's subsistence statute. Re- 

search leading to both baseline and issue-specific data is conducted 

by the Subsistence Division, Alaska Department of Fish and Game. These 

data are used by the Roards,of Fisheries and Game in considering allo- 

cation proposals. The information also is used by state and federal 

agencies, local communities, and other entities in making decisions 

affecting subsistence land and resource use. 

The existing local advisory committee and regional council system pro- 

vides a participation framework that is consistent with Title VIII pro- 

visions. The Department and the boards presently are in the process of 

delineating regional boundaries within which the councils will operate. 

In addition, the boards will consider proposals for regulations to 

govern the conduct of regional council business and the standards by 

which council recommendations are considered. The Department also has 

developed a plan for providing adequate, qualified staff to the regional 

councils and for fulfilling other Title VIII functions. 

When these refinements and extensions are complete, the State will 

have a fully integrated system of research, management, and regulatory 

participation. These diverse program elements, together with the 
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provisions of law discussed in the Attorney General's opinion, establish 

the performance required by Title VIII of the Alaska National Interests 

Lands Conservation Act. 
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Note: 

1. The Board recoqnited that "these use patterns may occur in road- 
connected communities as well as in non-road-connected areas" and that 
the ten characteristics may be established not only by communities 
but also by subcommunities, qroups and individuals. Alaska Roard of 
Fisheries, Amended Findings and Policy Regardinq Subsistence Use of 
Cook Inlet Salmon, Resolution #81-91.FR, (April 6, 1981). However, 
on the record presented, the Board concluded that no other showing 
of customary and traditional uses of Cook Inlet Salmon had been made. 

2. A list of the Subsistence Division's major written products com- 
pleted since the Division became operations in 1979 appears as AP- 
pendix 19. 



Appendices 

1. Chapter 151, Alaska Session Laws of 1978 

2. Final Report of the Subsistance Task Force, Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game (November 20, 1978) 

3. Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game, Policy # 79-5-JR (March 1979) 

4. Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game, Proposed Procedure for Imple- 
mentation of 1978 SLA-151 (March 1979) 

5. Copper River Subsistence Salmon Management Plan, 5 AAC 01.630 and 
5 AAC 01.647 

6. 1980 Regulations for Local Fish and Game Advisory Committees and 
Regional Councils 

7. 1979 Alaska Subsistence Fishing Regulations 

8. 1980 Alaska Subsistence Fishing Requlations 

9. 1979 Alaska Game Regulations 

10. 1980 Alaska Game Regulations 

11. Subsistence: A Position Paper, Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game (November 24, 1980) 

12. 1981 Alaska Subsistence Fishing Regulations 

13. Alaska Roard of Fisheries, Findinqs and Policy Regarding Subsister 
Use of Cook Inlet Salmon, #80-79-FB 

14. Alaska Roard of Fisheries, Amended Findings and Policy Regardinq 
Subsistence Use of Cook Inlet Salmon, Resolution #Rl-91-FB 
(April 6, 1981) 

15. Alaska 1981-82 Permit Drawinq Hunts 

16. 1981 Alaska Game Requlations 
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