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Abstract: Preseason projections suggested that the 2010 Yukon River Chinook salmon run
would be average to below average. As such, it was deemed that conservations measures to
protect the future health of the run may be necessary. Couple this with the unprecedented fishing
restrictions in the Alaskan portion of the Yukon River drainage in 2009, and there rose a clear
need to inform fisheries stakeholders and involve them in discussions regarding management of
the 2010 run. With funding and direction from the Yukon River Panel, the Yukon River
Drainage Fisheries Association (YRDFA) hosted two teleconferences and an in-person meeting
to give fishers, Tribal Council representatives, and other stakeholders from the Alaskan portion
of the drainage the opportunity to learn more about the 2010 Chinook salmon run and to discuss
the best strategies for resource harvest and conservation. Through an initial teleconference
information was exchanged and ideas were shared. During the in-person meeting, stakeholders
engaged in more in-depth discussions and with the assistance of Alaskan fisheries managers
developed recommendations for managing the run. Following the meeting, YRDFA held another
teleconference during which Alaskan fisheries managers presented the preseason management
plan and noted how it reflected the views shared during the initial teleconference and in-person
meeting. Finally, YRDFA promoted the initial fishing schedule through newspaper ads and a
mailer.
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INTRODUCTION

During the summer of 2009, fisheries managers instituted unprecedented fishing restrictions in
an effort to meet escapement goals drainage-wide and the harvest sharing agreement with
Canada. These goals were exceeded, and most Alaskan subsistence fishers did not meet their
needs. By the following winter, data suggested that the 2010 Yukon River Chinook salmon run
would be below average. In light of the recent hardships and associated concerns of Alaskan
fishers, to ensure that these fishers were aware of the new projections (and their implications for
harvests), and to give fisheries stakeholders a voice in the management of the run, YRDFA
launched a broad communications effort involving 2 riverwide (within Alaska) teleconferences,
1 in-person meeting, 2 newspaper advertisements, and a waterproof mailer sent to every fishing
household in the Alaskan portion of the drainage.

This effort began with a teleconference for fisheries stakeholders within the entire Alaskan
portion of the Yukon River drainage to discuss the poor run and best approaches for handling it.
Then YRDFA coordinated a river-wide meeting in Anchorage to further refine, discuss, and
make recommendations for management of the run. This meeting brought together more than 70
stakeholders including subsistence and commercial fishers, Tribal representatives, processors,
regional advisory council representatives, Yukon River Panel (Panel) members, YRDFA
representatives, fisheries managers, and related agency staff. Following the meeting, YRDFA
held another riverwide (within Alaska) teleconference during which Alaska fisheries managers
presented the management plan.

After the second teleconference, YRDFA developed a newspaper advertisement to inform lower
river fishers (for whom regulated fishing schedules would begin sooner) of the fishing schedule
that would be used at the beginning of the season. This ad was run twice in a regional paper.
YRDFA also modified the advertisement into a waterproof card, which was mailed to every
subsistence fishing household in the Alaskan portion of the Yukon River drainage.

End results of this project included an increased awareness and understanding of the current
status of the salmon fishery throughout the Alaskan portion of the Yukon River drainage and a
prioritized list of specific management approaches for responsibly addressing any shortfalls in
the 2010 Chinook salmon run. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), Alaska Department
of Fish & Game (ADF&G), and the Yukon River Panel (Panel) were regularly consulted
throughout this project, and both the effort and results were bom from this collaborative effort.

OBJECTIVES
The objectives for this project were as follows:

e Plan, promote, coordinate, facilitate, and summarize two river-wide teleconferences for
the entire Alaskan portion of the Yukon River drainage and one in-person meeting for
representatives from the entire Alaskan portion of the Yukon River drainage.

e Provide a forum for sharing information and ideas, and building understanding and
strategies, among all user groups in the Alaskan portion of the Yukon River drainage
concerning the 2010 Chinook and fall chum salmon run.



e Develop a narrowed list of management approaches for responsibly and equitably
managing the 2010 Chinook salmon run.

METHODS

Initial Planning

At the onset of the project, YRDFA staff, in concert with the Panel, ADF&G, and USFWS,
strived to identify the most workable, cost effective, and efficient structure for allowing all
stakeholders to participate and to provide opportunity for intimate, in-depth discussions as the
list of popular options narrowed. The planning committee chose to begin the project with a
teleconference, which allowed participation across a large region, was familiar to stakeholders,
and had proven effective as an in-season communications tool for more than 15 years. The
committee felt that in light of the expansive communication effort prior to and during the 2009
Chinook salmon run, most stakeholders were well versed in the issues and would be ready to
share ideas and work together in a riverwide platform. The purpose of this initial teleconference
was to inform stakeholders of the run projection and relevant recent regulartory action, and to
solicit input on suitable management approaches.

Recognizing the importance of bringing stakeholders from across the drainage together to
discuss, debate, and refine the management options brought up during the teleconferences, the
committee decided to follow the teleconferences with an in-person meeting of a representative
group of stakeholders. The primary intent of this meeting was to give stakeholders from all
regions the chance to understand each other’s positions and recommendations and to provide
USFWS and ADF&G with final, specific recommendations for managing the run. Other agenda
items would include interactive educational sessions on timely topics of interest, and a discussion
of how to conduct the Summer Season Preparedness Process in the future.

The committee also recognized the need to publicize the finalized preseason plan to all fishers in
the Alaskan portion of the drainage. As such, it decided to hold a final riverwide teleconference
to present the plan and answer any questions, then further promote the plan through preseason
faxes, newspaper advertisements, and mailers.

Once the committee developed the framework for this process, they held detailed discussions to
finalize schedules, divide tasks for each part of the process, and ensure the format would lead to

a productive outcome.

Initial Teleconference

The initial teleconference was schedule for March 10, 2010. In preparation, YRDFA staff
concentrated on three primary functions: promotion, development and distribution of relevant
materials, and content preparation. After preparing, staff hosted the calls and distributed a
summary of the teleconference.

Promotion
Staff developed a postcard (Appendix A) that was mailed to nearly 2,000 fisheries stakeholders

throughout the Alaskan portion of the drainage. The same information was faxed to every Tribal
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Council and city office. In addition, YRDFA promoted the teleconference in its March E-News,
which was sent to more than 550 fisheries stakeholders, including processors, fishers, and many
agency staff. Lastly, YRDFA staff announced the teleconference at a number of fisheries
meetings, including regional advisory council meetings and the YRDFA annual meeting.

Relevant Materials
In advance of the teleconference, YRDFA worked with ADF&G and USFWS to put together a

packet of relevant background information that participants might find useful. Included in this
packet were: 2009 season summary, 2010 Board of Fisheries actions, upcoming Federal
Subsistence Board proposals, a basic run assessment, and a flyer promoting the teleconference.
This packet was mailed to all Tribal Councils, city offices, Panel members, regional advisory
council chairs, and YRDFA board members in the Alaskan portion of the drainage. It was also
posted on YRDFA'’s website: www.yukonsalmon.org.

Content Preparation
The agenda was finalized with input from USFWS and ADF&G, and agenda items were divided

as follows:

Introductions, Partners, Funder, & Purpose — YRDFA

Protocols — YRDFA

2009 Review / Tools in the Toolbox — ADF&G

2010 Outlook — ADF&G

Most Relevant Board of Fisheries Actions - ADF&G
Managements Thoughts on 2010 Management Actions — ADF&G
Public Comment Period (by village) - YRDFA

Federal Subsistence Board Proposals and Process -USFWS

Next Steps — YRDFA

In addition to the agenda items, staff identified several topics that would likely arise. Experts
were identified for each topic and these individuals were asked to be available on the
teleconferences to educate participants as needed. These topics included bycatch of salmon by
the Bering Sea pollock fleet, enforcement, ocean issues, run assessment, customary trade,
commercial fishing, and sport fishing.

Teleconference
The teleconference was scheduled using the same phone number and participant code as the in-

season teleconferences to minimize any confusion. Staff followed the agenda, and the call
operated smoothly.

Summary
A two page summary of the teleconference (Appendix B) was distributed by fax and email

shortly after the call. It was also posted on the YRDFA website along with a recording of the call
and handed out at the in-person meeting.



In-Person Meeting

Following the initial teleconference, YRDFA staff began planning in earnest for the in-person
meeting. The meeting was set for April 8, 2010 in Fairbanks; based on feedback from potential
participants the meeting venue was later changed to Anchorage.

YRDFA staff reserved meeting space, coordinated catering, developed the invitee list and
personally contacted each individual to discuss the meeting and arrange travel, arranged for
sound and recording, and hired a professional facilitator to serve as the keeper of the rules during

the meeting.

At the same time, staff worked with representatives from ADF&G and USFWS to develop the
agenda and to hone the list of management options that should be considered in the event that the
run did not materialize as expected. Staff also developed a list of realistic approaches for
continuing the Summer Season Preparedness Process in the future. Additionally, staff set up
three break-out educational sessions on timely topics of interest. Further, staff developed a
meeting structure for maximizing input and participation from the large number of attendees.
After preparing, staff carried out the meeting.

Changing the Venue
Some potential participants from the lower river expressed dissatisfaction with having the

meeting in an upriver location given that the 2009 meeting was held in Fairbanks. YRDFA staff
poled Tribal Councils throughout the drainage and based on their input changed the meeting
venue to Anchorage, which was more accessible for the lower river participants. This entailed:
e notifying all attendees and the general public of the change, which was done through
phone calls, faxes, email, and E-News updates;
e cancelling contracts with the hotel/meeting venue in Fairbanks, locating a venue in
Anchorage, and negotiating a new contract;
cancelling catering contracts in Fairbanks and coordinating catering in Anchorage; and
e changing travel arrangements for a few people.

Meeting Space & Catering
The meeting was originally slated to be held at the Alpine Lodge in Fairbanks. The venue was

later changed to the Clarion Suites in downtown Anchorage. Both venues offered reasonable
room rates for lodging and meeting. Clarion Suites was contracted to cater the meeting to
provide attendees with snacks, refreshments, and a convenient on-site lunch, which maximized

meeting time.

Invitees
While the meeting was open to all Alaskan stakeholders in the fishery, the number of invitees

needed to be kept in-check to ensure that all regions were equally represented, that the meeting
was manageable, and that the budget was not overspent. From feedback after the 2009 process,
YRDFA decided to invite a representative from every Tribal Council, along with representatives
from all inter-tribal consortiums, processors, CDQ groups, YRDFA, and Panel members.



Staff personally called each invitee to discuss the meeting. If the individual was not available for
the meeting, staff worked to identify a suitable alternate. Staff then scheduled flights and lodging
for participants as needed and prepared per diem checks.

Sound & Recording
Staff hired a cost effective, dependable organization to set up microphones, operate the sound

board, and record and transcribe the meeting.

Professional Facilitator

While YRDFA staff facilitated the meeting, an outsider from the firm Information Insights in
Anchorage was hired to present and enforce time limits for speakers and other rules—don't
interrupt, share the air time, show respect, stay on topic, minimize repetition. This was an easy
and effective way to allow the staff to focus on the topics of the meeting while keeping the
proceedings running smoothly.

Developing the Agenda

The primary purpose of the meeting was to discuss management strategies for 2010, and as such
most of the day was allotted to this task. Topics included reviewing pertinent background
information, an open discussion of management strategies, and detailed talks regarding best (and
worst) approaches for sustainably managing the run. ADF&G and USFWS indicated that by the
end of the day they would be able to present their final preseason plan, so that was added to the

agenda (Appendix C).

There was additional time in the day, so YRDFA staff filled the remainder of the agenda with
related issues. In recognition of the staggering number of meetings and events already in
existence regarding the fishery and the need to make sure each meeting is valuable and
warranted, a discussion of future preseason planning and communications efforts was scheduled.
Also, during the initial teleconference a number of questions and comments arose regarding a
few timely topics, so interactive break-out sessions were developed on these topics.

Honing the Management Options for Handling a Run Worse Than Expected
The management options considered during the 2009 Summer Season Preparedness Process,
coupled with comments from the 2010 initial teleconference, served as the starting point for this
process. YRDFA staff, ADF&G, and USFWS discussed the practicality, popularity, and
effectiveness of these options and whittled them down to three choices most worthy of
consideration. These options were:

e cancel a fishing period during a pulse;

e reduce subsistence windowed fishing schedule time by 50 percent or greater; and

e gear restrictions (limit nets to 6 inch mesh or less).

Options for Continuing the Summer Season Preparedness Process in Future Years
Based on input from fishers, communities, leaders, and other stakeholders, along with 20 years
experience coordinating riverwide processes, YRDFA developed six viable options for
continuing this process in the future:
e Option 1: Continue a process similar to this year’s preseason process. Specifically, hold
some combination of teleconferences and in-person meetings to spread knowledge of



salmon run outlooks and to provide input for the preseason management plan from
interested individuals and groups.

e Option 2: Reduce the process to one riverwide teleconference to answer questions and get
recommendations from all interested individuals and groups.

e Option 3: Create a small working group made up of 15-20 representatives from tribal
groups, the Yukon River Panel, RACs, CDQ groups, processors, and YRDFA to work
with managers to develop the preseason management plan each spring.

e Option 4: Create a tribal working group made up of representatives from tribes and tribal
groups to work with state and federal fisheries managers to develop the preseason
management plan each spring.

e Option 5: Each spring, at regularly scheduled tribal and city council meetings, prepare to
discuss fisheries management plans for that upcoming summer and send input to state
and federal fisheries managers.

e Option 6: Discontinue the program.

Educational Sessions

During the initial teleconference there were a few topics—namely, customary trade, use of
Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) in management, and salmon test fisheries and sonars—
that came up repeatedly. These same topics were brought up during the invitation process for the
meeting. Stakeholders expressed concerns and a need to learn more, ask questions, and share
their views, so YRDFA located local experts and scheduled 45 minute interactive break-out

sessions.

Meeting Structure
To maximize the potential for all participants to fully convey their ideas and hold in-depth

discussions while covering all topics and remaining within the one day time limitation of the
meeting, staff decided to put participants into small groups. Each of the 10 groups was
comprised of six to 8 stakeholders from the river, along with one note taker—an agency
representative with detailed understanding of current fisheries issues on the Yukon—who
introduced topics, recorded discussions, and answered questions.

The agenda called for all participants to start the meeting as one body, hearing presentations on
background details and the preliminary plan from management. Attendees were encouraged to
ask questions and provide their opinions to the whole group. Once everyone had a chance to
speak and the general will of the group was captured, management presented options for
handling a run worse than expected. Then, when the discussions of each option began,
participants worked within their groups, sharing opinions and perspectives in more intimate and
detailed discussions than the meeting-wide setting would have otherwise allowed.

As they discussed each management option, participants and the note taker were given sheets of
paper briefly describing the option (Appendix D). Each option was on a different colored sheet
of paper to minimize confusion. Groups were given a maximum of 30 minutes to discuss and
vote on each option to ensure that each group had time to discuss every option. If a group
finished discussions early they could use that time to finish talking about other topics. While
voting took place, the votes were not tabulated for decision-making purposes, but rather to get a
sense of where the group was heading in their support for specific fisheries management options



to be used by management in their pre-season planning. At the end of the allotted discussion
time, each group reported on their decisions to the larger group.

Following the reports from the tables, YRDFA presented options for continuing the Summer
Season Preparedness Process in the future. An open discussion ensued, and then the participants
went back to their groups to further discuss the options and note their preferences on another
color coded hand out sheet (Appendix E).

Next, the educational break-out sessions were held. There were three topics presented at the
same time in different rooms for 40 minutes; participants could attend whichever session they
chose. Afterward, the same topics were presented again and participants were encouraged to
attend a different session. This allowed all participants to learn about and discuss the two topics
that most interested them. It also broke up the day and aided in reducing meeting fatigue.

Lastly, the entire group came back together to hear the preseason plan from ADF&G and
USFWS, learn the outcome of their discussion regarding continuation of the Summer Season

Preparedness Process, and give closing remarks.

Post-Meeting Information Sharing

Following the initial teleconference and meeting, YRDFA scheduled a final riverwide (within
Alaska) teleconference on April 21, 2010. The purpose was to present the 2010 preseason
management plan. YRDFA staff promoted the event, developed the basic agenda with input from
ADF&G and USFWS, arranged and hosted the call, and distributed summaries. Afterward, key
details of the plan were further publicized beyond the normal efforts of management to heighten

public awareness.

Promotion
The final teleconference was promoted during the initial teleconference and in-person meeting

(see handout—Appendix F), E-News, and faxes to Tribal Councils and city offices.

Content Preparation

The agenda was kept very basic to focus on the primary goal of presenting the preseason plan
and giving stakeholders the opportunity to ask questions and discuss the upcoming season before
the fish enter the river:

Greeting, Purpose, Funder Thanks — YRDFA

e Recap of Planning Meeting — YRDFA

e Presentation of Preseason Plan — ADF&G with additional comments by USFWS

[ ]

Public Comment / Q&A — YRDFA

Summary
A two page summary of the teleconference (Appendix G) was distributed by fax and email

shortly after the call. It was also posted on the YRDFA website along with a recording of the
call.



Further Promotion of the Plan
Once the preseason plan was finalized, YRDFA staff worked with a graphic designer to make the

initial schedule as eye-pleasing as possible and distributed it to the public through the following
media:

e Newspaper advertisements: recognizing that lower river fishers would be the first to need
the schedule, YRDFA staff ran it as a half-page advertisement in the regional newspapers
Delta Discovery and Tundra Drums (Appendix H). The advertisement was also run in
YRDFA'’s newsletter, Yukon Fisheries News.

e Waterproof cards: in an effort to be sure that all fishing families were aware of the
schedule and that it was given to them in a format appropriate for outdoor use (i.e. at fish
camps, on boats), the schedule was printed on waterproof cards. On the back of the cards
was a promotion for the inseason management teleconferences. Working with ADF&G,
these cards were mailed with subsistence harvest calendars to every fishing household in
the Alaskan portion of the drainage. They were also made available at ADF&G and
USFWS offices and some were handed out by inseason harvest interviewers.

RESULTS
Initial Teleconference

The teleconference was held as scheduled, though participation was lower than expected.
Stakeholders from 18 Yukon River communities actively participated in the call. After ADF&G
and USFWS presented the run assessment and proposed management actions, the public
comment portion of the call focused on a few main points concerning accurate run assessment,
projected management actions, and external factors affecting the salmon runs. While a few
callers did express some concern over the wisdom of entering the season without additional
restrictions in place, most did not comment. It seems likely that this lack of discussion, despite
numerous prompts from the moderators, implies that most callers did not have a problem with

the management strategy presented.

In-Person Meeting

All told, more than 70 people participated in the meeting. This included representatives from 26
tribes and 30 communities from all over the Alaskan portion of the Yukon River drainage, along
with representatives from the Yukon River Panel, 1 intertribal consortium, 2 regional advisory
councils, 2 CDQ groups, 2 processors, and YRDFA. Also, representatives from a number of
agencies were there to help out and learn.

Attendees heard the outlook for the 2010 salmon runs, and they gave input into how to manage
the run, both as projected and if worse than projected. State and federal managers used this input
in developing the preseason plan, which was presented at the end of the meeting. There wasn’t
much debate or discussion specific to the plan laid out by managers. This plan basically entailed
starting the windows on June 7 in Fishing District Y-1 and implementing chronologically with
upriver migration. It also noted that commercial fishing on kings is unlikely. People did share
their broader views regarding the importance of salmon.



In the discussions regarding
alternatives for how to handle a
run worse than  expected,
participants were presented with 3
options, which they discussed in
small groups. Participants then
noted whether or mnot they
supported each option. The options
were (1) cancel fishing during a
pulse, (2) reduce subsistence
windowed fishing time by 50% or
greater, and (3) gear restrictions.
Most people supported option 1,
half of the people supported option
2, and option 3 was not very
popular. The managers factored
this input into their contingency plans.

Next, participants were presented with alternatives for continuing preseason planning and
communications in future year. Specifically, participants were presented with 6 options, which
they discussed in their groups and then noted which they supported. The options were:

e Option 1: Continue a process similar to this year’s preseason process. Specifically, hold
some combination of teleconferences and in-person meetings to spread knowledge of
salmon run outlooks and to provide input for the preseason management plan from
interested individuals and groups.

e Option 2: Reduce the process to one riverwide teleconference to answer questions and get
recommendations from all interested individuals and groups.

e Option 3: Create a small working group made up of 15-20 representatives from tribal
groups, the Yukon River Panel, RACs, CDQ groups, processors, and YRDFA to work
with managers to develop the preseason management plan each spring.

e Option 4: Create a tribal working group made up of representatives from tribes and tribal
groups to work with state and federal fisheries managers to develop the preseason
management plan each spring.

e Option 5: Each spring, at regularly scheduled tribal and city council meetings, prepare to
discuss fisheries management plans for that upcoming summer and send input to state
and federal fisheries managers.

e Option 6: Discontinue the program.

Nearly everyone supported Option 1. Roughly half of the group supported Option 3, often noting
that they would like to see it in combination with Option 1. Option 6 received no support.

Education Sessions were provided on 3 topics. Participants had the option of attending 2 out of
three. Topics were salmon test fisheries & sonars, use of TEK in management, and customary
trade. Customary trade was the most popular.

It should be noted that participants from the lower river did express appreciation for the venue
change from Fairbanks to Anchorage. Alternating locations between those convenient for



different parts of the river was clearly important to participants, and this practice will be
followed in the future.

A detailed summary of the meeting can be found in Appendix L
Post-Meeting Information Sharing

Final Teleconference
This teleconference was well attended, and productive interactions took place between users and

fisheries managers. Detailed discussions ensued to ensure understanding of the preseason plan,
and there were a number of specific questions regarding past and current management strategies.

Further Promotion of the Plan
The newspaper advertisements and waterproof cards were distributed pre-season as planned.
Given the targeted distribution strategy for these promotional items, there can be little doubt that

they aided in increasing awareness of the preseason plan.

CONCLUSIONS

In designing and implementing this project, YRDFA worked to be as inclusive as time and
resources would allow, to give every single stakeholder the opportunity to have their voice heard.
A great many of those individuals did participate in this project. In addition, the inclusion of
every Tribal Council in the meeting process increased the effectiveness of the program beyond
the scope of what was accomplished in 2009 by attracting more community leaders and official
representatives to the process. Strong community participation resulted in the conveyance of
sound advice to the USFWS and ADF&G fisheries managers. Those managers, in turn, used this
advice to develop the 2010 preseason management and related contingency plans. As such, the
project did meet its goals and can be considered a success.

However, if these poor runs persist and such projects continue to be necessary, the degree of
their success will once again depend on the participation of all stakeholders. More participation
directly results in a more successful endeavor.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Funding for the Yukon River Summer Season Preparedness Process was provided by the Yukon
River Panel. In addition to our funder, YRDFA would like to offer special thanks to everyone
who provided advice and/or participation in this process. A strong presence from all
stakeholders—fishers, managers, processors, Tribal representatives, and others—maximizes the

effectiveness and utility of such efforts.

10



APPENDECIS

Appendix A: Postcard Promoting Initial Teleconference

-
s
o7
d
!
L
O
Z
LLd
(s o
LLI
| % &
4
O
9
L
=
=

11



Appendix B: Summary of Initial Teleconference

Yukon River Summer Season Preparedness Teleconference
Call #1 — March 10, 2010

Facilitated by: Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association (YRDFA)

Funded by: The Yukon River Panel

Communities/Tribes involved in the call: Scammon Bay, Emmonak, Mountain Village, Marshall, Holy Cross,
Koyukuk, Huslia, Allakaket, Wiseman, Galena, Ruby, Rampart, Minto, Nenana, Fairbanks, Fort Yukon,

Chalkyitsik, Eagle

2009 Season Review — ADF&G

Most Chinook salmon escapement goals were met in 2009, despite the poor run, and enough fish were
passed into Canada to meet US obligations under the Yukon River Salmon Agreement. Prior to the 2009
fishing season, the Yukon River Chinook salmon run was projected to be below average to poor, with a
primary concern for a poor run of Canadian-origin Chinook salmon. It was anticipated that conservation
efforts would be needed. Based on input from fishers and other stakeholders, ADF&G developed a preseason
plan to share the available subsistence harvest and meet escapement goals. Management actions would
include reducing fishing schedules by half, beginning the subsistence fishing schedule 7 days after ice out at
Alakanuk, and pulling two subsistence fishing periods during the first pulse of Chinook salmon. The Coastal
District would only be restricted to a 6-inch mesh size maximum. The Koyukuk, Innoko, and Tanana River
drainages, which do not harvest Canadian-bound Chinook salmon, would be managed independently and
placed on historic subsistence fishing schedules. The federal manager would implement a Special Action(s) to
limit the harvest of Chinook salmon in federal public waters to federally qualified rural subsistence users only.

2010 Preliminary Pre-season Outlook

ADF&G Input: The 2010 Chinook salmon run is expected to be below average to average. Directed
commerecial fishing for Chinook salmon on the mainstem is unlikely, although there may be limited
opportunity on the Tanana River. The projected run size should provide for escapement and subsistence
needs. State and federal managers are not anticipating a need preseason to reduce subsistence fishing time;
however if inseason indicators suggest a smaller run than anticipated then reductions may be necessary.
Conservation measures may include reduction in fishing time as well as voluntary reductions such as shifting
harvest to other species, spreading harvest out over the run, reductions in extended sharing, and keeping fish

harvested within the village or local area.

The summer chum run is expected to be near average with a potential run size of 1.25to 1.5 million fish. This
would provide for subsistence needs and escapement goals to be met, as well as for a commercial harvest of
250,000 to 500,000 summer chum. The fall chum run is expected to be average with a run size of 690,000 fish
projected preseason. This run size would provide for escapement goals and subsistence needs, as well as a
commercial fishery. The coho run is anticipated to be average with limited opportunity for a commercial
fishery.

ADF&G is looking into improving the effectiveness of their inseason assessment projects. Down-looking
sonars, longer drift nets, and alternative fishing locations will all be tested in 2010, and alternative sites for
the Pilot Station sonar will be explored. For the Lower Yukon test fishery, staff will be working with local
fishermen to identify better test fishing sites. A new test fishery is also planned for Mountain Village area.

USFWS Input: Based on the preseason projections, USFWS does not anticipate the need for federal Special
Actions to limit the harvest of Chinook salmon in federal waters only to federally qualified rural subsistence
users. USFWS highlighted the Federal Subsistence Board process. Currently there are two deferred regulatory
proposals being deliberated on: a 7.5 inch mesh size restriction proposal and a 35 mesh depth restriction
proposal. The deadline for submitting proposals for review next January is March 24, 2010.
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Public comment
The public comment portion of the call focused on a few main points concerning accurate run assessment,

projected management actions and external factors affecting the salmon runs. Callers encouraged ADF&G to
be ready with assessment projects at the mouth of the river for the first fish so that none are missed. Of the
assessment projects in the lower river, the majority of questions were asked about Pilot Station sonar. In
particular, callers wanted to express their belief that the sonar has not accurately reflected the run in the
past, and to encourage ADF&G to move the sonar and have it operate 24 hours a day. While there was
support among the callers for moving the sonar to the mouths of the river, ADF&G explained that it would be
cost-prohibitive to have multiple sonars operating and that there were a limited number of suitable locations.
While nothing will be moved this year, ADF&G is evaluating potential sites. Pilot Station should be
operational by June 1% which should be in time for the first pulse of Chinook salmon.

Other assessment projects that garnered comment were the Lower Yukon Test Fishery and the Mountain
Village test fishery. Participants were happy to hear that ADF&G was seeking local input to improve both
these operations. More details about the Mountain Village test fishery were requested. A specific date for
the start of the test fishery was not available, but it is expected to be in early June. ADF&G was looking at
assessing the fishing sites used in the past with the input of local fishers to determine whether they will work
for this year’s test fishery or if there are better sites that could be used.

A further question about the assessment projects regarded how ADF&G accounts for the mixed-stock nature
of fish coming into the river. ADF&G explained the genetic analyses that are performed on fish caught at the
assessment project sites. This gives managers a better idea of where the fish going through the projects are

heading.

In response to ADF&G'’s planned strategy of going into the season with no additional restrictions on
subsistence fishing, a few callers questioned whether this was the wisest course of action. While the ten-day
closure on the first pulse last year was too long for many fishers, it was suggested there be a five-day closure
this year. The good escapements into Canada in 2009 and up the Koyukuk River were given as reasons in
support of this restriction. Additionally, some callers expressed concern that although the outlook is for a
better run than last year, the Chinook salmon stock health is still of concern. Allowing normal subsistence
fishing schedules on the run before there is an accurate inseason assessment of the run size could be worse
for upriver communities and Canada than a closure. ADF&G responded that at this point, the preseason
outlook is that there will be enough fish to support a normal subsistence fishery and meet escapement
obligations to Canada, so restrictions don’t seem to be necessary, but they will take into consideration the
input received on this call. Throughout the season, they will monitor the run and adjust management actions
as needed. A couple of callers requested clarification about the windows schedule. It is anticipated that the
season will begin with regular windows as specified in regulations.

Another potential restriction discussed was the use of family-based quotas. ADF&G explained that the
inseason managers didn’t have authority to implement a quota; the Board of Fisheries would have to take
that action. Similarly, any restrictions on fish wheels or sport fishing to complement the reduction in net
mesh size would have to be brought before the Board of Fisheries, but nothing has been so far.

The final topic covered during the teleconference was external factors that could affect the salmon runs,
specifically bycatch. YRDFA policy director gave an update on Chinook salmon bycatch in the pollock fishery.
To date, just over 5,000 Chinook salmon have been taken as bycatch. A caller felt it would be useful to know
more information about those fish, such as their age, which is currently not known. Another caller expressed
concern that the low bycatch numbers speak to overall low abundance of Chinook salmon. In the regulatory
process, there is one final comment period through for the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
action on Chinook salmon bycatch. The Council is just starting to take up chum salmon bycatch, most of
which is caught during the fall pollock fishing season.
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Appendix C: Agenda for In-Person Meeting

2010 Yukon River Preseason Planning & Communications Meeting
Clarion Suites, Anchorage
April 8, 2010

8:30 a.m. Opening prayer
Introductions & process — YRDFA

9:15a.m. Planning for Summer 2010 Management
Review & outcomes of March 2010 teleconference — YRDFA
Review of 2009 management strategies — Steve Hayes, ADF&G

2010 outlook & preliminary plan — Steve Hayes, ADF&G and Fred Bue, USFWS

Open discussion of preliminary plan — moderated by YRDFA
10:40 a.m.  BREAK (20 minutes)

Alternatives for how to handle a run worse than expected — presented by Steve

Hayes, ADF&G; discussion at tables

Noon LUNCH
1:15 p.m. Reports on discussions from tables

Future Preseason Planning & Communications

2:00 p.m. Alternatives for continuing preseason planning and communications in future

years — YRDFA presents, general discussion, discuss at tables

2:45 p.m. BREAK

Education Sessions (40 minutes each)
3:00 p.m. Break-out educational sessions #1
e Salmon Test Fisheries & Sonars — John Linderman, ADF&G

e Use of Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) in Management — Catherine

Moncrieff, YRDFA
e Customary Trade — Polly Wheeler, OSM
3:50 p.m. Break-out educational sessions #2 (same topics)

4:40 p.m. Meeting Wrap-Up

Presentation of preseason plan — Steve Hayes, ADF&G and Fred Bue, USFWS

Attendee preferences for future preseason planning & communications — YRDFA

Closing remarks

5:30 p.m. Adjourn
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Appendix D: Handouts Describing Management Options
Cancel a fishing period during a pulse?

Recommendation: If needed for further conservation, cancel one or more fishing periods
during a pulse. This action would be implemented in Y1 first, then implemented similarly in
upriver fishing Districts and Subdistricts.

Reason: Due to differences in fishing conditions in different districts, a total closure during a
portion of the run should offer the most comparable results across districts, affecting all fishers
the same and fully protecting an entire segment of the run.

Agree with
Recommendation?

Yes No
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Reduced subsistence windowed fishing schedule time 50% or greater?

Recommendation: If needed for further conservation, reduce fishing time by at least 50%. This
action would be implemented in Y1 first, then implemented similarly in upriver fishing Districts

and Subdistricts.

Reason: This management measure should both reduce and spread out the harvest across a
broader portion of the run.

Agree with
Recommendation?

Yes No
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Gear restrictions (limit nets to 6 inch mesh or less)?

Recommendation: If needed for further conservation measures, limit nets to 6 inch mesh or
less.

Note: This measure will be dependent on not only Chinook salmon run strength and timing, the
proportion of Chinook salmon males and females, the proportion of the age/size of returning
Chinook salmon, but also the abundance and timing of chum salmon.

Agree with
Recommendation?

Yes No
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Appendix E: Handout Describing Options for Continuing Summer Season Preparedness
Process

Alternatives for Continuing Preseason Planning & Communications

Background
With concerns over the status of Yukon River salmon runs, in 2009 YRDFA began hosting spring

planning meetings for people from the Yukon River to participate in sustainable fisheries
management. These meetings have been built on the idea that it is vital that the knowledge,
needs, and opinions of fishers guide the management plan development process, especially in
years of low salmon returns. The fishing families who live along the Yukon River understand
their fishery in ways that no one else can, and it is imperative that they are involved in the
management of the annual salmon runs.

Instructions
Please help determine whether this process should be repeated in future years. Do you see

value in continuing such a program, and if so, what format do you recommend we use to most
effectively keep fishers and other stakeholders involved?

Discuss this with the other people at your table, then note which of the following options you
support by placing an X in the “Support?” box next to each option you are in favor of.

Support? | Description of Options

Option 1: Continue a process similar to this year’s preseason process. Specifically,
hold some combination of teleconferences and in-person meetings to spread
knowledge of salmon run outlooks and to provide input for the preseason
management plan from interested individuals and groups.

Option 2: Reduce the process to one riverwide teleconference to answer questions
and get recommendations from all interested individuals and groups.

Option 3: Create a small working group made up of 15-20 representatives from
tribal groups, the Yukon River Panel, RACs, CDQ groups, processors, and YRDFA to
work with managers to develop the preseason management plan each spring.

Option 4: Create a tribal working group made up of representatives from tribes and
tribal groups to work with state and federal fisheries managers to develop the
preseason management plan each spring.

Option 5: Each spring, at regularly scheduled tribal and city council meetings,
prepare to discuss fisheries management plans for that upcoming summer and send
input to state and federal fisheries managers.

Option 6: Discontinue the program.
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Appendix F: Flyer Promoting Final Teleconference

Yukon River Preseason Planning & Communications:

Hear the 2010
Chinook salmon management plan

1-800-315-6338
1:00 pm Fartiipart. YUKON#

(98566

fomitoted by

Spansored by
s
Yukon River Panci

5 ASSOCIATEON

W
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Appendix G: Summary of Final Teleconference

Yukon River Preseason Planning and Communications Teleconference
Call #2 - April 21, 2010

2010 Management Plan and Outlooks
ADF&G began the teleconference with a brief review of recent Chinook salmon run productivity, stating

that there have been unpredictable runs with good parent escapement years producing poor runs. This
was followed by a short recap of last summer’s management actions. Due to high water, flooding, and
high debris load, ADF&G’s assessment of the run was hampered. Some of the restrictions enacted were

probably not necessary.

Chinook salmon outlook and management: Drainage-wide projections are for a below-average to
average run, which would meet escapement and subsistence needs. No commercial Chinook salmon
fishery is expected. The Yukon River Panel has set an Interim Management Escapement Goal range of
42,500 — 55,000 Chinook salmon, which is what must reach Canadian spawning grounds to fulfill treaty
obligations. In addition, Alaska must pass approximately 7,000 more Chinook salmon into Canada to
fulfill harvest sharing agreements. Currently, ADF&G does not believe there is need for additional
restrictions beyond the regular windowed subsistence schedule. If the run develops more poorly than
expected, additional restrictions may become necessary; removing a fishing period is the preferred
option over reducing time. Fishing will be open 7 days a week until June 7 in Y-1, at which point the
regulatory subsistence schedule will be implemented. The regulatory schedule will be implemented in
other districts chronologically with the upriver migration.

Summer chum salmon outlook: The outlook for the 2010 summer chum run is for a near average run.
The run should meet escapement and subsistence needs with a surplus of 250,000 to 500,000 summer
chum available for commercial harvest, dependent on the strength and timing of the Chinook salmon
run. It is currently anticipated that the sale of any Chinook salmon incidentally caught in the summer

chum commercial fishery will be allowed.

Fall chum and coho salmon outlook: The fall chum run outlook is for a below average to average run. It is
expected to meet escapement and subsistence needs, with some commerecial fishing possible. The coho
run is anticipated to be near average in size, meeting escapement and subsistence needs. A coho
commercial fishery is possible, depending on the strength of the overlapping fall chum salmon run.

Visit http://csfish.adfg.state.ak.us/newsrelease/select.php?dist=YUS to view the management plan and
outlooks.

Questions and Comments
The beginning of the discussion began with general questions about the management plan and ensuring

equal opportunity for everyone along the river. One caller requested that ADF&G try to visit the villages
before the season and talk about the plan, as they have done in the past. Another caller commented
that last year some of the fishers in Y-1, Y-2 and Y-3 had the opportunity to fish on the “front runners,”
but other fishers did not get that opportunity. ADF&G responded that they should have a slightly better
handle on how fast the fish move upriver and should be able to apply regulations more evenly. If the run
is poorer than expected and major actions do occur, ADF&G may have to split some of the larger
districts up to ensure more fairness. A caller requested that any restrictions be enforced fairly along the
entire length of the river. As no major restrictions are planned, mainly ADF&G will be focusing in the
beginning on when the subsistence schedule is put into effect. A final question on the plan as presented
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concerned the sale of incidentally caught Chinook salmon during the summer chum commercial fishery.
ADF&G explained that allowing it would depend on run abundance and timing, as the summer chum run
is usually near the tail end of the Chinook salmon run.

There were some negative comments about the windowed fishing schedule in that open periods do not
always coincide with when there are fish in the river. ADF&G replied they are aware of that, but that
over the period of time when there are fish in the river, windows should allow for the harvest of enough
fish. Another comment about the window schedule was that it is difficult to fish during open periods
while also working. It would be helpful to have some of the openings on the weekend. ADF&G answered
that it would be considered after the season, but that challenges can present themselves when
schedules are different between districts.

Federal regulations were another discussion topic. While last year’s Special Action, which restricted non-
rural federally qualified subsistence users from fishing in federal waters, seemed like a good idea at the
time, it became clear that it caused undue hardship on many elderly people. Callers did not want to see
that happen again this year. USFWS recognized the hardship and felt that such a restriction would only
be used as a last resort in the face of a poor run this year. Additionally, there was some concern that the
federal restrictions only applied to federal waters, which resulted in inconsistencies in regulations along

the river.

ADF&G’s test fishing and assessment projects were also discussed. It was asked if ADF&G was looking at
changing their test fishing locations at the mouth of the river as where they currently fish is not a good
spot anymore. There were also questions about funding for an additional sonar. ADF&G responded that
they did understand the importance of accurate test fishing sites and that they try to take as much
information as they can into account when assessing the run, more than just the test fishing or the
sonar. They are looking for better spots for the test fishery and will be asking local fishers to go out with
them and help place nets. Some funding has been allocated for new projects: there will be a test fishery
at Mountain Village and a side-scanning, downward looking sonar is going to be tried to monitor the
Pilot Station sonar. In addition, ADF&G is going to try longer nets at Pilot Station. A new location for the

sonar is also being investigated.

With the first pulse closed to fishing last year, one caller heard reports of many males caught in the tail
end of the pulse and wanted to know if there was any data about the male to female ratio of that pulse.
ADF&G responded that they did not have data because they normally sample fishermen’s subsistence
catches to get gender ratios, and without fishing they had no samples.

Other callers had questions and comments about bycatch and marine issues affecting salmon. ADF&G
felt that the high bycatch in 2007 would not too greatly affect the salmon runs this year as mostly the
seven year olds were impacted and this year’s run should have a higher than average number of five
year olds. Increased monitoring on the pollock boats was called for. Other callers brought up the
importance of marine ecosystem based programs and studies and becoming involved in marine habitat
protection for the long term health of the salmon and other fish species.

Facilitated by the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association. Funded by the Yukon River Panel.
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Appendix H: Newspaper Advertisement for Delta Discovery
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Appendix I: Detailed Meeting Minutes/Summary

2010 YUKON RIVER PRESEASON PLANNING
& COMMUNICATIONS MEETING

Clarion Suites
Anchorage, Alaska

April 8, 2010

Ms. Jill Klein welcomed everyone to the meeting. The purpose of the meeting is to enable
fishers from the Yukon River to work on management on planning the 2010 summer season.
She went over the agenda. M:s. Klein introduced Ms. Cady Lister from Information Insights who

will assist with the meeting.

Ms. Lister stated she will be serving as the keeper of the process and the timekeeper. She gave
the administrative announcements. She also went over the process to be followed.

INTRODUCTIONS OF MEETING ATTENDEES:

Jill Klein, YRDFA Ted Suckling, Nenana

Cady Lister, Information Insights Philip Titus, Minto

Steve Hayes, ADF&G Andrew Boyscout, Chevak
Jason Hale, YRDFA Gerald Maschmann, USFWS
Andrew Coyne, Marshall Virgil Umphenour, EIRAC
Alfred Demientief, Holy Cross Jim Neely, USFWS

Edna Crawford, Boreal Bill Derendoff, Huslia
Randy Crawford, Boreal Katie Howard, ADF&G

Adlai Alexander, Gwitchyan Zhee Dayna Norris, ADF&G

John Jonas, Canyon Village Amanda Kelly, ADF&G
Michael A. Jimmy, Emmonak John Linderman, ADF&G

James Adams, Nunam lqua Abraham Kelly, Pilot Station
Richard Talus, Coastal Villages Region Fund Hannah Maillelle, Grayling
Aloysius Unok, YRDFA James Kelly, CATG

Victor Lord, Nenana Dan Bergstrom, ADF&G
Brandon Aguchak, Scammon Bay Angela Demientieff, Holy Cross
Robert H. Walker, WIRAC Stanley Ned, Allakaket

Jeff Adams, USFWS Martin B. Moore, Emmonak
Elena Beatus, Hughes Village Council Rod Campbell, USFWS/OSM
Benedict Jones, Koyukuk Mick Leach, ADF&G

Anna Pratt, Yupiit of Andreafski Heather Leba, ADF&G

Ben Stevens, CATG Caroline Brown, ADF&G
Toshihide Hamichzik, ADF&G Martha A. Wright, Ruby
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David Bunyan, Native Village of Hooper Bay Martha John, Circle

Michael Stickman, Nulato Tribe Charles Paukin, St. Mary’s
Sandra Drake, Pitka’s Point NC James Van Laffer, ADF&G
Fred Huntington, Galena John Burr, ADF&G

Philip Loring, UAF Cathleen Jimmy, CVRF
Larry DuBois, AD&G Dan Evenson, ADF&G

Bill Alstrom, YRDFA Wilma Pitka, Beaver
Georgina Solomon, GZGT, Ft. Yukon Stanislaus Shypoul

James Roberts, Tanana Tribal Council Craig Fleener, ADF&G
William Bean, Mountain Village Andrew Firman, Ft. Yukon
Leslie Hunter, Bethel Fred Bue, USFWS
Catherine Moncrieff, YRDFA Polly Wheeler, USFWS/OSM
Margaret Henry, Circle Richard Burnham, Kaltag
Richard Cannon, USFWS/OSM Jimmy Hanleine, ADF&G
Seth Wilson, ADF&G Lauren Sill, YRDFA

Ephrim Thompson, Mountain Village

Mr. Jason Hale welcomed everyone to the meeting. He stated that a month ago they held a
teleconference to give all user groups a chance to give their opinions with 18 communities
calling in. The three main areas they talked about were: 1. people had questions about test
fisheries, assessment projects, sonars, etc.; 2. external factors affecting the fishery, including
Bering Sea bycatch; 3. people talked about what restrictions they thought might be appropriate
in the coming season. Some people also talked about some form of family or village-based
quota system. Gear restrictions were also discussed in the teleconference.

OPENING PRAYER
The opening prayer was given by Benedict Jones.
PLANNING FOR SUMMER 2010 MANAGEMENT

REVIEW OF 2009 SEASON:

Mr. Steve Hayes gave a summary of the 2009 fishing season. There were preseason
teleconferences and a preseason meeting similar to this one last year to get input from the
users on how to best manage the fishery. They came up with five key actions to manage the
fishery in 2009: 1. There was no directed commercial fishing for Chinook. 2. Delayed
implementation of the regulatory subsistence schedule. Subsistence fishermen were allowed
to fish on the earlier kings that come in before the first pulse of kings as well fish on sheefish
and whitefish. 3. The subsistence fishing schedule would be reduced by one-half the amount of
time. 4. There would be no fishing on the first pulse the majority of which were Canada-bound
Chinook. 5. There was a Federal action to limit harvest to Federally-qualified rural subsistence
users only. The bag limit for sportsfishing was also reduced. Fish & Game received emergency
authority to prohibit the sale of the incidental kings harvested during directed chum fishing. He
also touched on earlier years. In 2009 they met the escapement goal for Chinook into Canada
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for the first time in several years. Escapement goals were also met into the Chena and Salcha
Rivers.

In response to Mr. Fred Huntington, Mr. Hayes stated that approximately 124,000 Chinook
were counted at the Pilot Station Sonar. Due to the high water conditions early in 2009
assessment projects were affected. In hindsight, the run in 2009 was better than projected. He
stated that one of the things they will be discussing with respect to the2010 plan is how to get
the fish to the subsistence fishermen while meeting escapement goals.

Mr. Benedict Jones pointed out that due to climate change the water temperature in 2009 was
three to four degrees warmer, which caused the Chinook to run further out from shore and
deeper in districts 4 and 5. Mr. Hayes agreed and added that there are a lot of factors affecting
the run, but this is something that needs to be looked at more.

Mr. Abraham Kelly stated at Pilot Station in 2009 the problem was not high water as their water
level was average. The problem was the fish were running in deeper water and the water
temperature was different. The Pilot Station sonar needs to be relocated. Mr. Hayes stated
that this year they plan to use a different type of sonar. They also plan to use longer nets in
the test fishery. If necessary, they will move the test fishery downstream. They will also be
looking at different sonar sites.

In response to Mr. Fred Huntington, Mr. Hayes stated that the total subsistence Chinook catch
for the Yukon River was 33,000. On average subsistence fishermen take about 50,000 Chinook.
M:s. Klein stated that the Bering Sea Chinook bycatch in 2009 was 12,415. So far in 2010,
through March 27, the bycatch is 7,043 Chinook.

Mr. Martin Moore from Emmonak stated he represents up to 700 commercial fishermen as well
as over 8,000 people who depend on the subsistence fishery. They have made a lot of
sacrifices, including losing their only economic base, commercial fishing. When the first pulse
comes in, no one knows how many fish will be coming into the river. He did not recommend
stating on paper that they will only catch 2,000 fish on the first pulse. The people told Fish and
Game last year that the sonar was not working and that there were a lot of fish swimming by.
He urged managers to use their best judgment and to listen to the people and use the local
knowledge. Mr. Hayes stating that they use their assessments projects and then also
incorporate subsistence fishery information to see how the run is going. He added that they
are in a conservation mode now due to the variable runs, and they try to make the best
decision they can to meet the escapement and provide for subsistence. He added that the
Marshall test fishery is being moved to Mountain Village beginning this year which will give
them an earlier indicator on how the Pilot Station projects are working.

Mr. Victor Lord stated that the bycatch is the only indicator right now with respect to the
Chinook. He was concerned that the low bycatch could mean there are not that many Chinook.
He was also concerned whether the Bering Sea fishery was reporting the actual number they

were catching.
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Mr. Bill Alstrom pointed that they did manage to put fish on the spawning grounds in 2009 with
the sacrifices by the lower river fishermen. He hoped they would have a good season in 2010.
He expressed concern with respect to the accuracy of the Pilot Station sonar and was glad to
hear the Department was considering options for moving it. He also expressed concern with

the accuracy of the bycatch report.
2010 OUTLOOK AND PRELIMINARY PLAN:

Dr. Katie Howard stated that for 2010 for Canadian-origin Chinook they expect a below average
to average run, which is a little better than what they expected in 2009. She explained the
models they use to come up with this estimate. For Canadian-origin Chinook only they expect
approximately 113,000 fish to come back. She stated that some years the models work well,
while other years they do not. The reason is they cannot take into account factors such as
bycatch, changing in water temperature in the marine environment, etc. They do not have a lot
of information on these factors so they cannot incorporate them into the models. As a
consequence, they looked at the difference in recent years between what was predicted and
the actual. This gives them a lower-end estimate of 77,800 Canadian-origin Chinook. The
recent Yukon River Panel has set the goal for Canadian-origin Chinook at 42,500 to 55,000. She
stated that in addition they are obligated by international treaty to provide fish for Canadian
aboriginal fisheries, etc. They are predicting 29,000 Canadian-origin Chinook will be available
for harvest between the Canadians and the U.S. side. By treaty, the Canadian side is allowed
about 23 percent of the total harvest, or approximately 6,700 for 2010. Altogether
approximately 55,000 need to get to the border. This will change depending on what the run

actually comes back as.

Dr. Howard stated that for the entire Yukon they expect 155,000 to 226,000 Chinook coming
back in 2010. Again, the model cannot account for bycatch and environmental factors.

For summer chum, they expect an average run and that all escapement goals will be met. They
expect subsistence needs will be met and that there could be 250,000 to 500,000 summer

chum available for commercial harvest.

Mr. Hayes stated that the first preseason teleconference occurred March 10", Based on the
outlook Dr. Howard presented, management anticipates that there will be enough fish to meet
escapement goals in both Alaska and Canada as well as normal subsistence fisheries. At that
time they were not projecting that they would be needing restrictions like they had last year.
He cautioned that this could change based on the actual return. Mr. Hayes stated that they
have heard concern from other people that it would be a good idea to have more fish on the
escapement grounds than what their goals are. He added that there was nothing wrong if
someone wants to voluntarily reduce their harvest. They are not looking at a directed

commercial fishery.

Mr. Bue stated that the outlook is conservative. Based on parent-year escapements there
should be a strong run, but they incorporated a precautionary approach by looking at the
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recent trend of poor production, which results in the lower projection. This still results in
enough fish for subsistence and escapement.

Dr. Howard stated that there is a lot of interest in what is going on in the marine environment,
especially with bycatch. There is a program that has been collecting data on salmon in the
marine environment. They are using that information to try to get an estimate of how many
Yukon River Chinook will come back in 2010. This is the first time they have ever done it, so
they do not know how well it will work, but so far the estimate is 180,000 Chinook total for the
Yukon River which falls within the range they are looking at.

OPEN DISCUSSION OF PRELIMINARY PLAN:

Mr. Walker asked about the window restrictions for Y-2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. Mr. Hayes stated that
with the normal subsistence regulatory schedule for Y-1, 2 and 3 is two 36-hour periods per
week. For subdistricts 4A, B and C the schedule is two 40-hour periods a week.

Mr. Huntington stated that elders’ predictions for this year contradict managers’ outlook.
There is no snow on the Yukon River and no snow on the mountain caps. When there is low
water, there is no fish return. Mr. Hayes stated that last year with the YRDFA teleconferences
and an in-person meeting they came up with the restrictions they had. These tools are
available in-season if the run comes in weaker than expected. They also have tools available to
manage the fishery if the run comes in better than expected and they can look at the potential

for commercial fisheries.

Ms. Wright stated that something to look at with respect to the sonar projects is that the
channels on the rivers are changing. The weather, the water temperatures, etc. are also
changing. She stated that last summer she did not get that many fish and what she did get

were not very healthy.

Mr. Alstrom asked the Department if the sale of bycatch Chinook in the directed commercial
chum fishery or if a directed commercial Chinook fishery would be allowed this year. Mr.
Hayes stated that based on the current outlook, they anticipate a directed commercial chum
fisheries and that most likely they will be able to sell some of the incidental-caught Chinook. He
added that it depends on when they start fishing on chum. If the Chinook run size is better
than expected, they would look at directed commercial Chinook fisheries. He added that he
did not want people to think they are painting a rosy picture. They still have concerns. There is
uncertainty. They do think it will be better than last year.

Mr. Demientieff expressed concern with the mesh reduction last year. The people of Holy
Cross did not have six-inch mesh. This was after they had been assured by the Department that
there would not be a size reduction. Boats had to go 20 miles upriver where they were not able
to get much fish. Gas was over $7 a gallon. He asked that if they do it again to give them more
notice. Mr. Hayes stated they realized it was not a popular management action but at the time
they were projecting that things were pretty bad. If the runs come back as projected, he did
not believe they would be looking at mesh reduction this year. It is a measure of last resort.
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Mr. Moore spoke about the test net site. The river is changing and the Department needs to
change the test net site. The current site is not giving the Department an accurate picture. He
stated they need to use local knowledge as part of the management plan. Mr. Hayes stated
that they plan to look at possible different locations for the sonar as well as using different nets.
They realize they are having difficulties with their lower river test fisheries. They will work
locally with fishermen at the beginning of the summer to locate different sites. He added they
use many different tools to manage the fishery, including the test fisheries, Pilot Station sonar,

subsistence information, etc.

Mr. Crawford stated that back in the 70s before there was sonar management decisions were
more accurate. He questioned whether they were putting too much emphasis on sonar. He
has seen more errors when they look at sonar than when they used the traditional forms of

information gathering.

Mr. Beans asked with the changes in the river channels if at Pilot Station a sonar station could
be set up at the other end as well so there would be one at both ends. Mr. Hayes stated that
they have sonar on both sides of the river. They will also be looking at side scan sonar this
summer. It would be on a boat rather than stationed on the shore. He added that they do
map the bottom of the river in 3D so they can map changes in the river.

Mr. Ned spoke about traditional knowledge and how people who live along the river know
what is happening on and with the river. One thing they noticed last year was that when they
closed down fishing on the first pulse they saw more and larger kings on the Koyukuk so part of

that first pulse are Koyukuk fish.

Mr. Loring asked for clarification on where the 50 percent figure comes from with regard to the
fish going into Canada and whether this was something that needs to be assessed given how
much the river is changing. Ms. Howard explained they use genetic samples to determine how
many fish are going to different spawning locations. Mr. Loring asked if genetic drift is
happening as fast as landscape change. Ms. Howard stated they do not have the data yet to
pinpoint any kind of genetic drift. Ms. Evenson discussed current and past ways they used to
determine what proportion was going where. While they have not been looking for genetic
drift, they have not seen any evidence of it either.

Mr. Jones stated that if they are going to relocate the Pilot Station sonar, now is the time to do
their survey in the area as they can tell where the sand bars are and where the main channels
are while after breakup it will be more difficult.

Mr. Beans asked if there was anyone looking at the genetics of the bycatch Chinook caught in
the Pollock fishery. He also expressed concern on whether the numbers of bycatch Chinook
were accurate. He suggested a one-year moratorium on that bycatch fishery to see where the
Chinook were returning to. Mr. Bergstrom stated that they have some genetic salmon on the
bycatch from previous years although it was not from a good sampling program. They do know
that the bycatch Chinook go to Washington, Oregon, British Columbia and all over Alaska. They
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estimate that half of them are Western Alaska. They are working on a better sampling program
to get estimates on where the fish might be going. He added that another genetic portion they
need to work on is separating by river bed. Mr. Bergstrom also stated that a moratorium is not
something the Department can do. It is something the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council would have to do. With the new regulations, they have to have observers on every
single boat so they should be getting good number on what the bycatch is. He added that they
Pollock fishery is trying to come up with ways to avoid the bycatch.

Mr. Suckling talked about the bycatch and the hard cap the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council put in. He would like to have confidence in the numbers they are reporting. Mr.
Bergstrom stated that with the program in place they can have fair confidence in the reported
bycatch. They are now actually counting the fish, both Chinook and chums, caught rather than
a sampling program and an estimate. He also did not think that the number of bycatch Chinook
were necessarily an indicator of how many were coming back but rather an indication of their
distribution in the ocean. Also, if they hit the high cap of 60,000 two years out of seven, then
they get shut down. The new rules should keep the numbers down.

Mr. Stickman discussed some of the management decisions last season, i.e. letting the first
pulse go buy and then only fishing half the time on the next two pulses. As aresult in Huslia
they were seeing more Chinook. He asked how last year’s management actions would play into
this summer’s management. Mr. Stickman agreed that the river was changing. He discussed
the special action issued last year by the Federal managers and stated he would not like to see
it happen again. It affected a 95-year old gentleman whose family was not allowed to help him
as well affected some 70 and 80 year olds in Galena. Mr. Bue agreed that anyone living on the
river knows the river is changing. This is something that is continuous. With respect to the
special action, he agreed it was an extreme management tool the Federal managers have if the
run is very poor. He did not see it being used this year if the run comes in as predicted. There
are other restrictions they would use if needed before they would use that special action.

Mr. Moore stated that the people on the lower river only catch what they need. It is against
their traditional culture to waste any fish. The rest of the fish go upriver. He wanted people on
the rest of the river to know that they do conserve the fish. Their commercial fisheries are
controlled by the Department of Fish and Game and by the Federal Government who makes
sure they do not waste or take more which would hurt the sustained yield. He then
commented on the sonar and test net fishery. He added that the truth and measurable aspect
is the people on the river catching fish. The people know when there are fish whether the

sonar and test fishery do or not.
ALTERNATIVES FOR HOW TO HANDLE A RUN WORSE THAN EXPECTED:

Mr. Hayes stated that based on projections there should be enough fish for escapement and
subsistence needs and they should not need to have any restrictions on subsistence. If they
have to do reductions or closures this year, possible management restrictions include gear
restrictions, reducing the regulatory subsistence fishery schedule by 50 percent or greater,
and/or canceling a fishing period during a pulse. He added that at the Board of Fishery meeting
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this year they gave the Department emergency order authority to close any portion of the run if
needed.

The group broke into round table discussions:

Gear Restrictions:
Table 1: They would rather see a reduction in time over a gear restriction.

Table 2: There was consensus to oppose the six-inch mesh as not everyone has six-inch mesh
gear. There was concern it would add to the cost if they had to replace current gear. They
discussed the increased drop-out rate with the smaller mesh gear. They would like to see
increased restrictions on the bycatch. They discussed marine protected areas as far as habitat

on the lower Yukon.

Table 3: They were in support of the smaller mesh gear. It was pointed out that most
participants at this table were from the coastal districts and generally use the six-inch mesh

anyway.

Table 4: They were not in support of gear restrictions. It was not really effective in most of the
middle or upper river districts. People do not have six-inch mesh gear. Concern was expressed
about people moving from one district to another. They felt you could catch more fish with the
six-inch gear than you could with the larger mesh.

Table 5: The majority supported the gear limitation. Issues raised included a concern about
drop out with the six-inch mesh. One comment was that the smaller mesh might allow larger
fish to get to the spawning grounds.

Table 6: They viewed the gear restriction as a last resort method. They preferred other options
such as time restrictions. There was concern that in the lower river the six-inch mesh limits the
ability to specifically target Chinook and causes the fishermen to catch more chums. Since the
six-inch mesh restriction last year did not go all the way up the river, it disproportionately put a
hardship on some communities.

Table 7: Generally speaking, they did not support the gear restriction primarily because a lot of
people do not have six-inch gear so it would be a hardship to have to buy new gear. They
would be more in support of it in future years when they have time to gear up. There was
concern about drop-out rate of large fish. They would like to see more restrictions on the trawl
fleet before further restricting Yukon River fishermen.

Table 8: There was consensus of no support for gear restrictions. Concerns included the drop
out rate for the six-inch mesh. They were not sure it would work. 1t was not known whether
the mesh size reduction or the pulse reduction was responsible last year for getting fish up
river. There was a concern that they were putting a burden on the fishers when it was not
known whether it would work or not.
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Table 9: There was a consensus that gear restriction was not a good recommendation. Drop-
out rate was mentioned as well as damage to fish that drop out and live, particularly for the
Canadian stocks that have a long way to swim after they drop out.

Reduced Subsistence Window Fishing Schedule Time:

Table 9: There was agreement the schedule restriction needs to be shared throughout the
river. There was a suggestion to schedule the windows to coincide with weather patterns so
they can fish when the weather is appropriate for drying fish.

Table 8: They were split equally on this option. One comment was that cutting the fishing
schedule in half would be enough for her family to get their fish and she would rather see this

than pulling the first pulse.

Table 7: They generally do not support reducing the time. They were against any reduced
fishing time for subsistence. Comments included the poor economy and the need to be able to
target the fish when they go by, as well as it can be difficult to catch enough fish in certain areas
of the Yukon with restrictions. They did not have a problem with closing commercial periods,
but did not want to see a reduced subsistence fishing schedule. They would prefer to see other
methods restricted before further reducing subsistence time.

Table 6: There was a general consensus that they would support reduction in time if the run
looks like it is going to be poorer than expected. This measure would allow a lot of Canadian
origin fish to get up to the spawning ground. They suggested a gradual approach to time
reduction rather than a straight-away 50 percent reduction if restrictions are necessary.

Table 5: There was consensus to support time reduction if need be. Points included if the river
had lower water this year, it would concentrate the fish and make them easier to exploit so
fishers would need less time to harvest. Another point was that District Y-5 needs to be
subdivided as it is simply too big for the regulations to work.

Table 4: They were split on this. There was consensus that the Department needstodoa
better job of working with the communities to address the schedule in-season based on where
the run is that year as opposed to setting the schedule ahead of time. There was discussion

that Districts 4 and 5 were too long.

Table 3: They did not support reducing the windows. Windows do not follow nature’s
schedule. They would rather have subsistence open until, for example, June 10" for them to
meet their needs.

Table 2: They did not support reducing the windows. They discussed reducing the bycatch
before restricting any in-river fisheries. There was discussion of the large sacrifice made last
year when a lot of people were not able to get their fish with the reduced fishing time and
people had to travel long distances to get their fish which increases fuel costs, boat repairs, etc.
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Families fished together to try to reduce costs, but still had difficulty getting enough fish.
Weather is a factor when fishing. Concern was expressed about elders and others having to ask
outside their families for fish. They discussed whether it should be open 24-7 or not or some

other schedule.

Table 1: They supported the windows reduction with no more than a 50 percent reduction.
They would prefer less than a 50 percent reduction. They also supported tweaking the
schedule so they do not completely miss all of the fish particularly in the larger districts such as

5D.
Cancel a Fishing Period During a Pulse:

Table 1: They supported this option if necessary, but possibly a shorter closure rather than
what occurred last year. This would be in conjunction with time reduction. They suggested
like a six-year moratorium on the first pulse, i.e. not fishing it for 6 to 10 days for six years.
Another comment was there have been too many benefits to the first pulse closure to ignore it.

Table 3: In general they did not support this option. They felt it was important to be able to
fish on the first pulse.

Table 5: There was consensus to support this option if necessary. Primarily they thought
managers should plan on having at least one canceled fishing period during the first pulse
regardless of run size. 2009 showed the benefits of limiting fishing on that first pulse,
particularly on some of the Koyukuk River stocks.

Table 7: They generally opposed this option. They would be willing to help out and support a
closure of one period but not more. They feel they have given enough over the years and due
to the poor economy they do not support cutting subsistence fishing time further. It was
pointed out that a lot of times when they are allowed to go back out during an open period the
fish have already passed. They need to be able to catch enough fish for their efforts.

Table 9: Overall they supported this option with conditions. They would support shorter
closures. In 2009 the closures were too long and they missed pulses. They suggested a
maximum closure of three days so fishers would be able to either pick up the front end or the
tail end of any pulse. With respect to restricting it only to people living on the river being able
to fish, it is more of an extended family and even those who live in the cities are just as
dependent on the resource as the people in the village. With long closures it would be difficult
for those living out of the village to be able to schedule when they could come and catch their

own fish.

Table 2: The majority opposed pulling any periods or laying off the first pulse. It was suggested
pulling part of the first pulse would be fine. There was discussion regarding the first pulse and
that which mouth it entered has an impact on pulling the pulse. There was discussion that if
there was any reduction in the commercial fisheries it would have more of an affect on the
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older people. There was also discussion about it being open seven days a week prior to the first
pulse. They would like to get fish as soon as possible.

Table 4: There was a general consensus to support this option as a method to conserve, but
they also suggested some modifications. The districts are far too long to make this an equitable
arrangement. There needs to be a better job of identifying the beginning of the first pulse.

The movement of people from one district to another needs to be controlled. There were
comments expressed about this being effective and a good way to rebuild the stock for the
future. It is important to rebuild the stock.

Table 6: They supported the option with some modifications. It worked well in 2009 to put fish
up the Koyukuk and into Canada. They would supporta half-pulse closure or some kind of
reduced closure of the first pulse rather than a full scale closure. One comment was thereis a
fear that by closing the entire first pulse that this would put undue pressure on the other stocks
such as the Tanana River fish that come in later. The pulse closure last year sparked some
controversy and they cited the Marshall test fishery. They discussed the Regional Council’s
proposal to enact a 12-year moratorium on the first pulse in order to protect it for two life
cycles. The people at the table opposed this idea as it might harm other stocks. They might
support a measured approach but not a full-scale closure for 12 years.

Table 8: One-third of the people at the table did not support this option. Reasons included
that the first pulse was the most valuable and most desirable for the people. There was
concern that not fishing on the first pulse pushes drying into too warm of weather and the flesh
is whiter and harder to process. Two-thirds of the table said they may be willing to close one
opening near the first pulse if conservation was necessary, but it cannot be done by the
calendar. They need to follow the pulse upriver as the fish travel.

FUTURE PRESEASON PLANNING & COMMUNICATIONS:

Ms. Klein recapped what they did last year. Last year the Yukon River Panel felt it was
important to get Alaskans together to talk about how to manage the coming season in light of
not having met boarder passage for the preceding two years. YRDFA basically wanted to get
the opinions of fishermen and people on the river who fish to help guide the management plan,
and in years of low salmon returns to give some input into how to handle the runs if they come

back worse than expected.
YRDFA suggested several different options:

1. To continue a process similar to this year’s process: a combination of teleconferences
and an in-person meeting. It will be followed up with another teleconference.

2. Reduce the process to just have the teleconference where they would hear the
information like what was presented today but it would be on the phone and then
participants give some input and then management would use that to develop their
preseason management plan.
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3. Create a smaller working group of 15 to 20 from the tribal groups, the Yukon River
Panel, the Federal Regional Advisory Councils, the CDQ group, the processors and
YRDFA to work together on the preseason management plan.

4. Create a tribal working group.

5. Each spring possibly at the regularly scheduled tribal and city council meetings YRDFA
helps prepare people to discuss the preseason plan.

6. That something like this is not needed and they go back to management on their own
creating the preseason plans which would be presented at various public meetings.

Ms. Klein stated that with all the options there would be outreach in addition.

One comment was that it was a good idea to have everybody from up and down the river come
together along with the managers. He also liked the table discussions. The people who do not
come can listen in. He wanted to see this type of meeting continue.

Mr. Hunter stated that for 60 years he’s been fishing they had no problems and they caught
many fish, fishing up to seven days a week until the 80s and 90s when some of the new
management people started coming in and doing things wrong as well as the Pollock fishery.
He did not feel the current managers knew what they were doing and they need to look at how
they used to do it. He supported getting together in a meeting like this, but they need to send
people in who come to work and not party. They also need to have people who have fished
before and know what is going on.

Mr. Jimmy spoke about option number 3. He did not see anyone present from the Bering Sea
trawlers present to listen to their concerns. The fish spend most of their life in the ocean. He
has spoken to people who have gone out to work in the Pollock fishery and they do not like
what they see out there. The trawlers catch all kinds of fish and possibly seal pups as well as
seaweed. He was concerned that the observers were getting an accurate count. He would like
to have observers come and tell them what they see. Managing in-river is only part of the
story and they are neglecting the life of the salmon in the ocean. He stressed that they need to

manage the whole life cycle.

Mr. Crawford asked if there was something else that YRDFA was not able to fund due to the
cost of the in-person meetings. Ms. Klein agreed that the meetings were expensive and time
consuming for the people involved depending on what part of the river they were from. That is
why they are looking at other options. If people felt this was a good option, YRDFA would seek

funds to make it happen.

Mr. Unok stated this is an education for them. They need to go back to their communities and
educate their people.
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Mr. Umphenour felt option 1 was the best although he realized there were financial
constraints. Option 3 would be second best but would also need to have teleconferences
involved. The important thing is to get the word out to as many people as possible so they

know what to expect.

A commenter agreed the cost of putting on the meetings was expensive. He was concerned
that over time it will be harder to find those monies. He thought that what was presented
today could be presented at the various other meetings that are held around the state such as
the Tanana Chiefs convention. This would same money but they would still get the input ofa

lot of different groups.

Mr. Beans stated that the people of the Yukon from the mouth to the border have a
commonality with the issue they are facing today. He felt it was important to work hand-in-
hand and face-to-face to work on the issues they are faced with. He felt it was important for
them to be involved in the management of the salmon runs.

A commenter stated the big question is whether they are making an impact and is anybody
listening and going to do something in response to all the suggestions being made. Mr.
Bergstrom stated that the managers like this process where they can have input. Itis
educational. While there is a lot of cost to it, it is a good thing for managers and users on the

river to meet.

A commenter stated he liked this process. He would like to see them send the written
information to their homes prior to the meeting so they can discuss it with the people in the
villages so they can fairly represent those people.

M. Stickman stated that even though they struggled at the meeting last year they all did agree
to let the first pulse go through and to cut the fishing schedules in half. It made a significant
difference last year. They need to concentrate on where they can make a difference. He felt
the way they were doing things now was making a difference. He supported option 1.

Mr. Huntington stated that in the middle river they didn’t start drifting for king salmon until the
early 80s when the Department changed how many people could fish in the same eddy. Now
there is not as many fish as there were. The windows were established to make sure fish made
it to the spawning grounds. He was concerned that there would be even fewer fish in the next
20 years. The reason they were meeting was to work on ideas to save the fish for future
generations. He pointed out that there are commercial fishermen at the mouth of the Yukon
who have not been able to fish for a couple years. They need to start taking notice of that as
that is serious. If they do not help each other out, then they will be fighting with each other.
They need to work together. They need to stand together to make a statement to the North
Pacific Fisheries Management Council that the Pollock fishermen are harvesting too many
Chinook. They need to work together to preserve the fish for the future. He has learned that
there are other methods of working together. Coming to these meetings they learn from each
other what they need to do and then they take that message home. He supported continuing

to have these meetings.
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Mr. Ned supported option 1. He felt the face-to-face meeting with people from throughout the
Yukon River was better. Prior to YRDFA they were fighting all the time. They didn’t have time
to sit down and discuss their differences. The current process works very well.

Mr. Moore did not support number 6. They were discussing cutting the fishing periods in half.
This impacts people who make a living by subsistence fishing to put food on their table. He felt
the dialogues they have at these meetings are very important to understand and interpret the
regulations and what they mean to the people. Subsistence is too important to not be a part
of it. It was important to keep the dialogue open.

Mr. Alstrom stated he agrees with what has been said by others. They need to keep the
dialogue open amongst all the users up and down the river. All the districts are different. He
was in favor of option 1. It is important to hear the different opinions from all the users on the
river. He touched on some of the things that happened during the last season. He hoped there
was a good fish run this year and some of the restrictions will not need to be applied.

Mr. Walker supported option 3. He suggested adding someone from the North Pacific Fisheries
Management Council. He felt it would be to the group’s benefit. He also questioned why the
Pollock fishery did not have windows. Ms. Klein stated that the Council is actually meeting
right now in Anchorage to work on chum bycatch. She would have liked to have people from
the Council come for one of the educational sessions but could not due to their meeting. She
added that the Council has created a rural outreach committee. The Council is working on
trying to get better information out to people in communities affected by their decisions as well
as have people give input to them at their meetings. She stated they will try to include them

more in the future.

Mr. Kelly supported option 1. He felt the current process was working and should be
continued. He felt options 3 and 4 could be combined into option 1. He advocated having rural
and tribal representation. He felt that if they really want to make changes and to encourage
people to participate in discussion and implementation of openings and closures, they need to
get the village/tribe involved. He felt that there would need to be sacrifices made in the future
just as there have in past years. This had created dilemmasin a lot of villages. He felt that
when they talk about closures they need to have people watching the run as it makes it way up
the Yukon and then be able to work with the villages.

Ms. Wright questioned why they would not want to continue the face-to-face meetings. A lot
of important information gets shared at the meeting. She felt they needed to get more young
people involved because there needs to be someone to pick it up. Itisimportant to teach the
young people ways of survival. Everything is changing. When you share a fishing spot, you are
not just helping yourself, but you are helping others. She encouraged everyone to talk to the
young people when they get back home.
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Mr. Paukin supported option 1. Getting people together from the mouth of the river to the
border is important. They need to work together instead of pointing fingers at each other as
they had in the past. He thanked YRDFA for having the meeting.

Mr. Firman supported option 1. It helps them get to know each other and how people live from
village to village. He felt option 3 should be incorporated with option 1. With respect to option
5, he encouraged people when they get back to their villages to talk to members of their tribal
councils and city councils and make this an item on their agendas so they can put forward a
voice and opinion they can put forward when people come to these meetings.

The meeting broke out into educational sessions.

Customary trade — (This is a compilation of both sessions) Dr. Polly Wheeler, OSM explained
what ANILCA allows for as far as customary trade. It is part of the definition of subsistence
uses. The implementing regulations talk about customary trade for personal or family uses as
long as it is not a significant commercial enterprise. The question is what is a significant
commercial enterprise? Customary trade is allowed under the Federal program. They state a
rural resident may trade fish, their parts or their eggs legally taken under the regulations for
cash from individuals other than rural residents if the individual who purchases the fish or their
parts or their eggs uses them for personal or family consumption. Under customary trade, rural
residents may exchange subsistence harvested fish, their parts or their eggs legally taken under
the regulations for cash from other rural residents.

Two regions, the Upper Copper River and the Bristol Bay, have refined the definition. They
were developed locally and passed through the Federal Board. The Federal Board will not take
action on something unless the recommendation is from the regional advisory councils to
support it. There are three proposals that will be before the Federal Board in January dealing
with customary trade on the Yukon River. The proposals are out for public comment through
May 11", They will be analyzed by OSM staff and then go before the Regional Advisory
Councils in the fall with the Federal Board acting on them in January.

Customary trade is one of those things that when one first looks at it, it seems like the answer is
simple. However, the more you talk about it, the more complicated it gets. Customary trade is
different from the large-scale sale of subsistence-caught fish. Customary trade is not barter.
Fish can be bartered for berries, meat, etc. Customary trade is also not the sale of handicrafts.
Federal regulations concerning customary trade are vague. The Federal Board had a task force
in 2002 and 2003 to deal with what a significant commercial enterprise is. What they ended up
with is the realization that customary trade is difficult to pin down due to different regional
practices. Dr. Wheeler felt it was important to talk about it in order to come up with

regulations.

First session discussion:

A commenter explained they sell dry fish, whitefish, smoked salmon, seal skins, etc. He wanted
to know at what point that becomes a commercial enterprise, or was the program only talking
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about Chinook, chum and Coho. Dr. Wheeler explained that under ANILCA their regulations
cover everything. The relevant question is what is a significant commercial enterprise. What is
a significant commercial enterprise to one person may be different to other people. That is
what the task force found. Everyone had a different opinion on what constituted a significant
commercial enterprise. The issue before the Regional Advisory Council is what is a significant
commercial enterprise for Yukon River Chinook.

A commenter asked how the two regions decide what was a significant commercial enterprise.
Dr. Wheeler stated that the Bristol Bay Regional Advisory Council and the Southcentral Regional
Advisory Council both had proposals and they as a council agreed on what a significant
commercial enterprise was to them in their perspective in their region taking into account local
practices, customary and traditional uses. The Federal Subsistence Board supported their
decisions. She explained that their program was locally driven and reflects local customary and
traditional practices. Mr. Simmons felt those two councils did not go into the definition of a
significant commercial enterprise, but rather put a limit on it. Dr. Wheeler stated that they
defined customary trade as being something less than $500. From a legal standpoint that then
defines significant commercial enterprise for those regions. Mr. Simmons added that they also
required permits for sales from rural to non-rural residents.

Mr. Jimmy stated he did a lot of traveling and saw some customary trade as well as arts and
crafts. In response to Mr. Jimmy, Dr. Wheeler stated that under ANILCA arts and crafts are
separate from customary trade. In response to a question, Dr. Wheeler stated that someone
did not have to have a business license or a fish permit, etc. to have a significant commercial
enterprise. Under ANILCA a significant commercial enterprise is not defined. In Federal
regulation, there are regulations covering customary trade and who they can trade with, i.e.
rural to rural, rural to nonrural, but there is no allowance of customary trade of product to a

fisheries business.

Mr. Huntington stated that customary trade comes from the Federal and commercially sold
product comes from the state. They are two different things. It gets confusing.

Mr. Bean stated he was an elder and in the earlier days a lot of dry fish was in warehouses for
sale to people who had dog teams. It was a source of income for the people. It could be
considered a significant commercial enterprise.

In response to Mr. Firman, Dr. Wheeler stated there is a reporting requirement in the Copper
River area for rural to nonrural. She did not think there was a reporting requirement for rural
to rural. Itis on the honor system.

Dr. Wheeler reiterated that there are 9 Federal proposals for the Yukon River region and she
encouraged everyone to review them. One deals with the pulse protection and others deal

with customary trade.

A commenter stated that during AFN convention he sees a lot of people selling salmon strips.
In response to a question regarding monitoring the customary trade, Dr. Wheeler stated that
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the feds will not do anything to come up with a system to monitor customary trade unless that
is the will of the people on the Regional Advisory Councils. It is important that the Federal
Subsistence Board hear from all subsistence users on what they want and how they think it
should be regulated or monitored. It was also recommended to go to the local fish and game
advisory committee as an avenue to submit a proposal or give information on monitoring
customary trade. Mr. Umphenour felt it was the job of DECand U.S. Food and Drug
Administration to monitor it.

Ms. Demientieff stated seven years ago when she was on the Western Interior RAC no one
could come up with a definition of customary trade. Each of the villages in the region has their
own idea about what it is. They also have their own definition of barter. There are just too
many different descriptions from all over the state to come up with one definitive one.

A commenter stated that customary trade is trade between individuals. Selling through a store
can become commercial. He stated that a lot of subsistence fishermen deal with the Native
corporations. He knows they cannot sell it but when you go to meetings, they are handing it
out when people do not have any at home. He felt there were abuses with customary trade.

Mr. Titus stated customary trade has been going on for a long time. He was concerned about
putting a limit or permit on it. It sounded to him like they were trying to end customary trade

by putting a limit on it.

Mr. Hunter stated he has seen people from different villages send whitefish and other fish to
some of the local stores in Bethel that turn around and sell it. He was sure some of them were
selling more than $500 worth of whitefish to the stores. Dr. Wheeler stated her understanding
was that that was not a legal practice, but it depends on how enforcement was going to view it.

Mr. Stickman stated that the Western Interior RAC has really struggled with this for a long time.
It is hard to set a precedent as there are people who depend on customary trade to get through
the year. On the other hand there are people who abuse the system. He was concerned about
hurting those who really needed it. He also wondered if it would make any difference with the

fish runs.

In response to a question, Mr. Umphenour stated that the DEC and the Food and Drug
Administration were not doing anything because they were lazy and afraid. He also felt the
state troopers were not doing their job. He stated that last year both the Eastern and Western
Interior RACs put in special action requests to the Federal Subsistence Board to not allow
customary trade on the Yukon River for last season only because they knew there were going to
be the restrictions on subsistence and no commercial fishery. He talked to Lt. Dalkie of the
state troopers about whether they were going to do anything about the illegal sale of
subsistence-caught salmon if the Federal Subsistence Board passes the special action request,
and his answer was no. Mr. Umphenour has had the same conversation with Food and Drug
Administration people and DEC people, and they will not do anything about it. Mr. Huntington
stated the only way they can deal with the issue is by changing ANILCA which they do not want
to do, because it would become a can of worms to deal with.
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Dr. Wheeler stated that customary trade is in the definition of subsistence uses under ANILCA
which Congress intended to protect. Trying to put an upper limit is complex and there are no
easy answers, but it is worth a lot of thought and discussion.

Ms. Demientieff stated when she was growing up her grandfather had three fishwheels and
used to catch about 2,000 fish a day. They all went to a barge that came downriver. They
traded for food for the winter. That was customary trade. She trades fish for berries. She is
teaching her children customary trade. She knows there is a lot of abuse, but could not
understand why there has to be rules and regulations telling people what they can do with that
fish once it comes into their nets. The whole issue bothers her.

Mr. Umphenour stated that years ago the only thing the Federal Government recognized as
commercial salmon fishing was if it got put in a can, pickled or salted and shipped to the Lower
48. What is legal under customary trade under Federal regulations is whole frozen fish and
nothing else. The strips and stuff is not legal under the Federal customary trade regulations. It
also says you have to comply with all Federal and state health standard regulations.

Ms Brown stated her understanding is that under Federal law it is not just frozen fresh uncut.
She stated it was important to keep in mind the difference between customary trade and
barter. Exchanging fish for other products like berries is barter and is perfectly legal under state
and Federal law. When talking about the issues surrounding customary trade they were talking
about the exchange for cash as well as how the fish is processed.

Second session discussion:

In response to a question, Dr. Wheeler stated that the definition the Federal program uses can
be found in the Federal Register as well as the Federal Regulations. She explained that ANILCA
is the statute. It does not define customary trade. The implementing regulations give the
definition. The specific fisheries regulations contain more about customary trade for the Upper
Copper River area and for the Bristol Bay region.

Mr. Walker asked what the difference was between the State and Federal governments with
respect to customary and traditional trade. Mr. Bergstrom stated that under the State does
look at the ANILCA idea of customary and traditional trade, but the Board of Fisheries
implements what is legal and what is not. So far in the Yukon River area they cannot sell
subsistence-caught fish or eggs. In Norton Sound it is limited to $200 or less and they have to
have a permit. In response to Mr. Walker, Mr. Bergstrom stated it just says fish and does not
refer to the process such as strips or dry fish. The State’s position is that once they get into the
processing, then it gets into the DEC regulations. Dr. Wheeler stated that also applied to the
Federal. There are health permit requirements. In response to Mr. Crawford, Dr. Wheeler
stated that if one wanted to sell strips to the general public, it would be done under DEC
regulations under both State and Federal regulations regarding customary trade. In practical
terms, the sale of strips is not legal because of the health permitting requirements.
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Dr. Wheeler stated that there are nine proposals for the Yukon River region the Federal Board
will be dealing with. Three of them deal with customary trade and one with the pulse
protection for the next 12 years. The Board is meeting in April to deal with the mesh size and
mesh depth on the Yukon.

Mr. Bergstrom stated that customary trade is a complex issue. There was an understanding
that there was an historical sale of processed fish, such as strips.

Mr. Walker asked what section of ANILCA traditional and customary trade fall under. Dr.
Wheeler stated the implementing regulations are under Subpart A. The fisheries regulations
are under Subparts C and D where they speak specifically to the Bristol Bay region and the
Upper Copper River region where they put an upper limit on customary trade.

Mr. Crawford asked who would be held legally liable if someone died or gets seriously ill from
eating strips done in customary trade and an outside person bought them if there was no AK
number and no inspection behind those strips. Mr. Neely stated the Federal Government
would claim immunity. Unless you could prove negligence, the Federal Government has an

immunity clause.

Mr. Neely stated that the question is whether he as an enforcement office could enforce these
regulations that involve food and health inspections, etc. He stated he could, but he has a boss
who may have an opinion that that is another agency’s responsibility. That is why they will not
enter into those politics. If this is a concern at the local level and people believe the resource is
impacted by how some people are carrying on customary trade currently, then it would be up
to the people in the region who feel it would be appropriate to put a dollar amount cap on
what customary trade is, to do so. The U.S. Attorney’s Office has said that until such time it can
be shown in regulation what a cap is on customary trade, they will not prosecute. In response
to Mr. Walker, Mr. Neely stated that they have had discussions with the state as to whose
responsibility it is, and they have not come to an agreement on who if anyone will take an

enforcement action.

Dr. Wheeler stated that the Federal Board’s mandate is ANILCA which was passed to protect
and continue subsistence users. Customary trade is a subsistence use. Then there are the
implementing regulations talking about personal and family uses as long as it is not a significant
commercial enterprise. The question is what is a significant commercial enterprise? The task
force in 2002/2003 involved people from every region of the people as well as agency people
and they could not agree on a definition. It is a complicated issue with regional differences.

Mr. Crawford stated his concern was not customary trade per se. [t is more the matter of
public safety and somebody should be responsible for public safety. He thought DEC was there

to protect the public.

Mr. Alexander stated he has never heard about a death or illness along the Yukon River from
eating the fish. They handle the fish with utmost respect. He felt it was all political and they
were putting another barrier in the people’s way. They should all come together and tell them
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to leave the people alone to continue their traditional lifestyle gathering their traditional food
on their ancestral land.

A commenter stated that looking at some of the written material, there is a difference between
customary trade and barter. She asked for an explanation of the difference between them. Dr.
Wheeler stated that customary trade involves cash while barter does not. That is the only
difference.

Mr. Hunter stated that more and more rural people moving to Anchorage and they want to eat
their native food. He asked if he sent his cousin in Point Barrow a bag of oranges in exchange
for some muktuk, was that trade or barter. Dr. Wheeler stated that was barter.

Mr. Moore stated that subsistence is the key for survival for most of the Native people in the
villages. They do not have cash jobs. They have to have something to eat.

Ms. Norris asked if the Federal proposals that will be addressed in January were to be passed or
modified and then accepted by the Federal Subsistence Board, would that have an impact on all
people or only those adjacent to Federal lands. Dr. Wheeler stated that under ANILCA the
Federal Subsistence Management Program is for rural Alaskans. Under ANILCA rural Alaskans
are the subsistence users. If there is a customary and traditional use finding, that further
defines the pool of users. If a proposal is passed by the Federal Board that is Yukon River wide,
it would be the customary and traditional users on Federal public waters. She agreed that the
patchwork of Federal and State regulations could be confusing, but that is the reality.

Ms. Norris asked if the Federal actions would give the State enforcement people more
definitions to enforce what the State regulations are with customary trade. Mr. Bergstrom
stated that usually the State and Federal enforcement meet together as to how they would
enforce, so in that situation it might help. Mr. Neely added that they try to apply similar
enforcement philosophies wherever they are able to do so. Ms. Norris stated she was asking as
now neither the troopers nor the Fish and Wildlife enforcement people wanted to touch
customary trade unless it was blatant. Mr. Neely stated they were both looking for guidance.
Any definition or clarification of what a significant commercial enterprise is would be applied

consistently.

Mr. Alexander stated that last year one of the fishers stated that it used to be fun to fish and
now they have to keep looking over their shoulders and it is not comfortable.

Dr. Wheeler stated that the Federal program is a bottom up program and the Federal
Subsistence Board will only take action if the RACs recommend taking certain action. There
were RAC members present people could talk to about their concerns about customary trade.
There is a balancing act in protecting the continuing subsistence uses and getting at the bad

actors.

Ms. Wright stated that if someone comes down the river and looks like they need something to
eat, she will feed them. Now they are being told not to do that. She did not think that was
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right. She also stated that the predatory fish are eating all the little salmon coming out of the
creeks and streams. She recommended people practice some of the old ways. They used to
live a cycle, going from trapping (winter) camp to spring camp to summer camp to fall camp
and then back to winter camp. She was very concerned about the younger generation. They
do not know how to survive. She was concerned that they were telling her she could not trade

her fish for moose.

The was a comment that a lot of those present share the same feelings when talking about
customary trade and how it impacts people who really need it. They have to look at their
region to define customary trade. There can be abuse and it can put a black eye on the efforts
of people who live in urban areas but really need the Native food. Defining it must be on a
regional basis. In response to a question, Dr. Wheeler stated that the proposals can be

submitted by anybody.
MEETING WRAP-UP:

Mr. Bue stated that the comments from the attendees were very helpful. He reported that the
most favored option was to protect a portion of the first pulse. The least favorite was limiting
nets to six-inch mesh or less, although that option will be available to managers ifitis
nhecessary. Given the outlook, they did not think that would be necessary. Reducing the fishing

window time was evenly split.

Mr. Hayes outlined their preseason plan for 2010. Subsistence fishing will be allowed seven
days a week until June 7%, Beginning June 7" Y1 would begin the subsistence fishing schedule.
The scheduled would be followed chronologically up the river in the other districts. They
anticipate that there will be enough Chinook for escapement in both Alaska and Canada as well
as subsistence uses this year. The outlook does not call for any subsistence restrictions
preseason for the 2010 season for Chinook salmon. If the in-season assessment projects tell
them the run is lower than the preseason projection and if genetic sampling shows the
Canadian portion of the run is lower than expected, management would pull a subsistence
period between the first quarter point of the run and the midpoint of the run beginning Y1 June
16™ and following chronologically up the river. On June 21 they would return to the normal

fishing schedule beginning in District Y1.

With respect to the first pulse, Mr. Hayes stated that pulling fishing on the first pulse to protect
the Canadian-bound fish would require committing to it preseason and put it in the plan. The
current run outlook indicates to management that they do not need to do that. One of the
things that concerns them with pulling on the first pulse is if the run comes back ask projected
is that they would be taking fish away from subsistence fishermen to put on the escapement
grounds when the fish are not needed up there.

Mr. Hayes stated that their plan is to work on the informational flyer they distribute every year
to fishermen. It will explain the management strategies. There is also a YRDFA teleconference

scheduled for April 21°.
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Mr. Bue stated that one of the unknowns is whether breakup will be early or late.

Mr. Thompson asked is if prior to the windows starting, can they use gear they currently have
to get their subsistence fish. Mr. Hayes stated that the mesh size change passed by the Board
of Fish does not go into effect until the summer of 2011.

Ms. Klein stated that the Department will send out a flyer with the details of the management
plan. On April 21° YRDFA will hold a teleconference. She urged attendees to go back home and
share the information from the meeting with other people in their community. If wanted,
YRDFA will pull some materials together for them. YRDFA will continue to do outreach about
the management plan so people are aware of it prior to the season. She thanked everyone for
attending. She also requested feedback on how they can improve the process.

Mr. Hale talked about the April 21 teleconference. It will begin at 1:00 p.m. It will be open
riverwide. He urged attendees to spread the word about it so that anyone who is interested is
aware of it and can call in and participate. Summer teleconferences will start June 1%, He
thanked everyone for coming. He also thanked the Yukon Panel for funding the event.

In response to a question from Mr. Thompson, Mr. Hayes stated that they anticipate being able
to sell incidentally caught Chinook in the chum fishery, but it will depend upon the runs.

There were other comments made but their microphones were not turned on.

Mr. Beans talked about being able to sell their commercial permits 10 years ago for $40,000,
$50,000. Today he would be surprised if anybody would want to buy his permit for $10,000. In
addition next year their nets will become surplus since they will have to go to six-inch mesh or
less. This will have a big financial impact on the commercial fishermen. The commercial
fishermen of Y1, 2 and 3 have sacrificed a lot over the past few years, but they definitely do not

want to lose subsistence fishing.

Mr. Bergstrom stated he appreciated the input from the attendees and how well they worked
together. He and Mr. Hale also thanked the notetakers for their participation.

Mr. Wasillie stated he saw a linear relationship at the management table between the Federal
and State governments. He felt inclusion of the tribal governments would benefit the State and

Federal governments in the management of the fishery. This would aid communication as well
as build relationships between all the agencies.

There were four sweatshirts raffled off, two donated by YRDFA and two donated by Boreal.

The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.
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