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Proposal 112:

We support the proposal and see this as a conservation gear restriction on subsistence and
commercial fishermen to enhance depleted Chinook salmon stocks, and limits sport fishing
during the time of rebuilding the run.

Proposal 113:
We support the proposal for its’ merit as in proposal 111, and refer to our comments there.
Proposal 114:

We support the proposal and agree with the proposer that protection of salmon spawning
areas with these restrictions, and this is especially for Chinook salmon are critical right now
with such low returns.

Proposal 131: .
We support the proposal and agree that the majority of the fishermen on the Yukon River
drainage want first pulse protection during the Chinook salmon run, because data from when
this strategy was adopted we could see there was good escapement throughout the drainage.

Proposal 132:

We feel this proposal needs to be clarified and amended to protect subsistence fishermen.
The language is vague and it would be possible to reduce subsistence fishing effort and the
customary trade of salmon for the benefit of commercial fishermen only.

Proposal 133:

We oppose this proposal and would like further studies done to ensure there is not impact to
very bad Chinook salmon runs, and then allow commercial fishing if there is minimal impact.
The proposal is very complex with a lot of Emergency Orders in place, that are already there.
We are very concerned that there may be impacts to Chinook salmon in any commercial
fishery on the river.

Proposal 134:

We support the proposal and agree that there is some impact to Chinook salmon runs when
you take fish from the bottom in the middle of the river. No study has been done to see if
those salmon are going into Canada or not, and it would be a good way to see if this idea is
supported in conserving Chinook salmon in the future.




A S
.

Proposal 135:

We oppose the proposal if there is any impact to Chinook salmon runs that are currently not
healthy, but we agree with the proposer that smaller mesh will likely enhance Chinook
escapement. Further studies need to be done to see that impacts of Chinook are minimal.

’ Proposal 136

g
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We support the proposal and think that the alternative proposal of eliminating all Chinook
harvest on the Yukon may not be supported by all users along the Yukon River. Our concern
would be how to assess the CAP, and what we have to compare it too.

Proposal 137:

We support the proposal and agree we need summer Chum salmon escapement goals.

Proposal 138:

We oppose the proposal as the fall Chum salmon are critical to subsistence fishermen who
traditionally took Chinook salmon for eating fish, and the fishery needs to be protected.

Proposal 139:

We support this proposal and agree with the Department that making clear regulations will
make it easier for all fishermen.

é

“Proposal 140:
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We oppose the proposal because if there is a subsistence opportunity with large numbers of
fish coming in, windows only will not work. It should be left as it is for now with Chinook
salmon numbers so low, and subsistence catch so low and burdensome.

Proposal 141:

We oppose this proposal as there could be violation of commercial fishing with them using
their subsistence catch at the same time.

Proposal 142:
We are neutral on this proposal because we supported the majority of fishermen who

submitted proposal 131, see our comments on that proposal to protect the first pulse, as a way
to protect Chinook salmon.
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Proposal 143:

We oppose this proposal because of concerns about subsistence harvest of Fall Chum in the
TCC region, and refer our comments to proposal 138.

Proposal 144:

We support the proposal as it is a way to protect declining Chinook salmon runs, and not
enough is known about how these fish swimming deep in the middle of the river are going.
And we refer to comments on proposal 134.

Proposal 145:

We support this proposal and refer to our comments on proposals 134 and 144.

Proposal 146:

We oppose this proposal because the majority of the fishermen from the TCC region do not
have 6-inch or less gear to fish with.

Proposal 147:

We support the proposal to reduce fishermen competition for limited fishing sites in this area
of the Yukon River. Because there will be no increased harvest the conservation effort will
have minimal impact to declining Chinook salmon stocks.

Proposal 148:
We support the proposal and refer to comments for proposal 147.
Proposal 149:

We oppose this proposal and do not know if there is commercial use of these subsistence
catches, and more data needs to be presented for further discussion.

“

Proposal 150:

We support this proposal because it is an unbiased attempt to give the managers a better
handle on subsistence in the TCC region without placing blame on subsistence users. We do
need better data on in-season harvest and this is one way the Department and the users can
provide managers needed data during the run.
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Proposal 151:

We oppose the proposal as it is very complex and we do not see subsistence fishermen
anywhere using Chinook salmon for dog food, and a law is in place to prevent it. The intent

- of the proposer is not clear; and thus, regulations will not be clear if this is adopted.

Proposal 152:

We are neutral on this proposal and do not understand the scientific merit of the proposer in
this effort to establish a new fishery.

Proposal 154:
We support proposal 154 and feel that with our Chinook salmon in such a depleted state, that
any way we can enhance escapement and spawning will help in the long run. There are other

places to fish in the area where sport fishermen can catch fish where the Chinook salmon can
be left in peace.

Thank you.

TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526

FAX: 907-465-6094

Proposal 95:

men throw fish waste in the water
i ason le to assume
eyen more of a
bear problem 'Eh proposal should limit the intent of these kinds of prc)posals te only
unethlcal ’gnldes and those ﬁshmg with guides, and not be put upon those subsistence

We oppose this proposal because a lot of sub51stence ﬂsn‘“

% nppm't the proposal for conservation purposes and for continued northem plke
subsistence ﬁbhmg in the area of Innoko aner and Palmlut area. The overharvest of,

1 “$p0r€ ﬁshmg asa way to subsist and needs to be protected for future generano
we as for other sport fishing by those who enjoy that part of their life.

Propasal 98

We SUppOI‘[ the Pl‘Oposal Wlth : o L

We support the proposaf to meet subsistence needs on the Tanana River, and agree with the
Departments : assessmem of currem regulatlons in the area :

Proposal 100: )
We support the proposal, subsistence should be allowed if these fish are taken.
Proposal 101:

We oppose the proposal because it deals with a traditional means of catching fish for
subsistence in the area.

‘Tanana Chiefs Conference is a unified voice advancing Tribal governments, economic and social development, promoting physical

and mental wellness, educational opportunities and protecting language, traditional and cultural values.
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Proposal 103:

We support the proposal to use the best available data for making decisions in all fisheries
within State and Federal waters.

Proposal 104:

’ We support the proposal with amendments to include all historical data, and not:limit to
commercial data and rely on only recent data to lower the harvest of subsistence fishermen
who have always relied on these fish resources for thousands of years.

Proposal 105:

We support with amendments to allow use of windows in the plan for management of stocks
of concern in the Kuskokwim River drainage. The regulations should open the subsistence
fishery in a liberal manner to lessen impacts to subsistence fishermen, and be closed by
emergency order when escapement is known to be not being met.

Proposal 106:

We support the proposal and agree with the proposer that an OEG is needed before making
rampant changes to the Kuskokwim River Salmon Rebuilding Management Plan (Plan). The
economic hardship on subsistence fishermen needs to be taken into account as well as having
all users sign off on these new goals. We would favor postponement of drainage-wide
escapement goals for two years and tributary goals as well, until the Department has good
scientific data to establish fair escapement goals in the Plan.

» Proposal 109: . c
We oppose the proposal because it sets up selling subsistence fish that is needed by tribes for
food, and gives a profit that only benefits those selling their fish. Any exchange for cash it a
commercial enterprise, and this is not customary trade but for profit only.
Proposal 110:
We support the proposal, and this method of gear restriction should only be used until
Chinook salmon stocks return to healthy levels. This will cause a huge impact to those
fishermen who use the larger mesh nets, and it needs to be further discussed and maybe
amended.

Proposal 111:

We support the proposal on it’s merit, that our belicfs protected by Native American
Freedom of Religious Rights are not addressed in these kinds of catch and release fisheries.
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