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PROCEEDTINGS
(On record - 8:45 a.m.)
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: I'm going to call this meeting back
to order at 8:45. And we stopped yesterday, I believe, with
the proposals but that this morning we were going to pickup

right back with Proposal 38.

MR. MATHEWS: Mr. Chairman, we can do 38 and then we

have the information on what Northwest did. So maybe it'd be
best to do 38 and then go on to 93, it's the other one you
deferred. And I mean -- or whatever. And then we need to

report what Northwest did.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Okay.

MR. MATHEWS: So 38, Hollis Twitchell of the National
Park Service will be presenting. It has to deal with customary
and traditional use determinations for 13(E) and 20 (C) and
he'll explain all the details. I don't have my notebook here
to tell you what page so let me find that real quick.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: 167 -- yes, 167.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay, 167 would be where the analysis is
and Hollis Twitchell will be presenting it.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Hollis.

MR. TWITCHELL: Good morning. Hollis Twitchell, Denali
National Park. I want to thank you, Mr. Chair, for deferring
the proposal for this morning for me. Beginning with the draft
analysis in March 1997 Dan O'Connor submitted a letter to the
Federal Subsistence Board requesting an individual customary
and traditional use determination for use of moose on Federal
lands and Denali National Park in Units 13(E) and 20(C). Dan
O'Connor holds a National Park Subsistence use permit, however,
he cannot use moose resources on Federal lands since he resides
in Healy which does not have a positive customary and
traditional use determination for moose.

The Federal Subsistence Board normally makes customary
and traditional use determinations of fish and wildlife
populations for subsistence based on community or area. On
National Park Service lands, the Federal Subsistence Board may
determine customary use for fish and wildlife populations on an
individual basis. This provision within the Federal
Subsistence Management regulations was provided to accommodate
local rural subsistence users who are eligible to use Park
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lands and monuments but reside in a rural community or an area
that doesn't have a positive customary and traditional use
determination.

This process for doing an individual exception to a cé&t
determination has not been done before so this will be a first
case using this provision within the Federal regulations. As
such, there is no process laid out on how to best present an
individual's request. It was Park Service's intentions simply
to move it forward as a special action to the Federal
Subsistence Board. The Fish and Wildlife Service requested
that this be prepared as a proposal and as such, we have
organized the analysis in a narrative form based on information
that Dan O'Connor submitted when he applied for his subsistence
use permit and then with several additional interviews to
gather further information. Since this is a first occasion for
this process, I thought it would be good to go through the
analysis and I'll do that at this time.

The O'Connor family have depended upon moose in Alaska
as the primary source of sustenance for four generations and
have regularly and consistently hunted moose for 57 years in
Unit 13 and 20. Dan O'Connor's grandfather settled in Palmer
in the 1940s. Dan O'Connor's father, Pat O'Connor's moose
hunting began in 1948 and has continued uninterrupted through
1997. Dan O'Connor has participated in moose hunting since he
was a young child and has actively hunted himself every year
since 1971. Dan O'Connor is an eligible subsistence user for
Denali and he resides -- and he resided in McKinley Village
prior to his moving to Healy in 1981. Upon his move to Healy,
Dan applied for and received a subsistence use permit to use
the Park additions for Denali National park. Dan O'Connor
personally harvests and uses a moose every year and moose is
their primary resource since the caribou seasons in 20(C) in
the Healy area have not been open for a number of years.

The O'Connor families have hunted and harvested and
shared moose every fall season from 1940 to the present
seasons. The O'Connor family essentially hunts or traps all
year long depending on the seasons for fur bearers, ptarmigan,
spruce hen, hare, bear caribou and sheep. Fall moose hunting
activities have always been a regular family event despite
extensive regulatory restrictions and closures which effect on
their traditional seasons and use areas. As an example, a
variety of regulatory restrictions on State and Federal lands
within the region, they've had an effect on the efficiency and
economy and effort of -- and their use patterns.

The Healy-Lignite Control Used Area just east of Healy
in Unit 20(A) is restricted to bow and arrow hunting only. The
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Yanert Control Use Area east of McKinley Village and the Wood
River Control Use area east of Healy are restricted to non-
motorized access only for hunting and transporting any large
animals. Park Service regulations on Park lands restrict the
use of ATVs and aircraft as the means of access for subsistence
wildlife harvest. 1In most of the winter hunting seasons it
would provide a relatively easy access to moose have nearly all
been eliminated.

The O'Connor's travel to hunting areas by foot, boat,
and/or off road vehicles to hunt moose with rifles. They
transport wildlife resources using traditional ground access
methods typical for the area. Despite many regulatory changes
to the seasons and bag limits, access methods and means and
areas open to subsistence harvesting moose, the O'Connor
families have continued to maintain a reoccurring pattern of
use within the area using the traditional methods and means
which are characterized by efficiency and economy of effort.

The O'Connor's have hunted and harvest moose by
reasonable ground access to areas near their residence or
community in Units 13(E), 20(C) and 14. They have hunted
primarily in Unit 13 during the early years of 1940, 1950s and
the 1960s. Then they shifted their primary use areas to Unit
20 and have been utilizing that area for the past 15 to 20
years.

MR. SAM: Do we have to go through all this?

MR. TWITCHELL: I was intending to. There's Jjust
several more paragraphs that I was going to go over. Would you
like me to continue?

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Go ahead.

MR. TWITCHELL: The O'Connor's generally hunt in the
same locations and travel further to other areas such as
Willow, Teklanika, Bull River and Tolovana only when necessary
due to regulatory closures or restrictions, weather, water
conditions or availability of moose and competition from other
hunters.

The O'Connor's use all eligible parts of the moose.

Freezing meat outdoors is done during the colder months. It's
not usually possible during the September so most of the meat
is either canned or stored in freezers to preserve it. Some
portions of the moose are processed by a drying, jerky. The
O'Connor's use the same process that they learned from -- Dan

O'Connor uses the same process he learned from his parents and
grandparents and is passing those skills and knowledge on to
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his son. Such handling techniques are common both
historically and during the contemporary across the state.

When the weather conditions permit Dan also brings out
non-edible parts of the moose which he uses as trapping bait.
O'Connor's grandparents learned their hunting skills regarding
Alaska in the Palmer area between Palmer and Glennallen. Dan,
as a young boy accompanied his father and mother and often
other relatives long before he was actually old enough to hunt
himself. He has hunted moose every year since he was 10 years
old. And Dan continues these traditions with his family and is
passing them along to his children.

In terms of sharing, they always shared their harvested
resources between family members and between non-family members
who participated with them on hunts. They traditionally share
moose resources with annual community events such as the
potlatch, holidays and social gatherings. They also share
their resources with their friends and neighbors when in need
and with those who assisted in processing with the harvest.

Moose were and still are the O'Connor family as a
primary source of meat. The family uses a variety of
subsistence resources, such as caribou, sheep, bear, ptarmigan,
spruce hen, hares, fish, and fur bearers such as beaver,
marten, fox, wolf, lynx and otter. Often multiple generations
and several of the O'Connor households participate in the fall
hunting processing activities together. Approximately 85
percent of Dan O'Connor's family meat comes from hunting.
Typically wild land resources provide meals five out of seven
days per week.

The preliminary conclusions are to adopt the proposal.
Justification is that testimony provided by Dan and Pat
O'Connor provides adequate documentation that the O'Connor's
have customary and traditionally harvested moose. His family
relies on a wide diversity of subsistence resources since
1940's and they have an uninterrupted pattern of moose hunting
from 1948 through 1997. Dan O'Connor personally participated
in hunting moose since 1971 to the present and he also engages
in hunting and trapping a variety of species. Records indicate
that he has primary used Unit 20(C) for moose hunting. He has
been not able to use Unit 13 (E) since 1987 due to regulatory
restrictions. However, this unit has been used in the past by
both himself, his father and grandfather. Comparatively, Dan
O'Connor's subsistence practices are similar to the other five
Denali National Park subsistence permit holders in the McKinley
Village area or the nearby resident zone of Cantwell. Dan
O'Connor and his family had established a customary and
traditional use of moose long before Dan's move to the
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community of Healy. He should be granted an individual
exception to utilize subsistence resources from Denali National
Park lands within Units 13(E) and 20(C).

That concludes the primary conclusions. There were two
comments received regarding this proposal If there's no one
here from the State, I can read the State's comment. The ADF&G
comments were do not support outside of Park. Comments
deferred pending review of Staff analysis for National Park
portion. As a general rule, the Federal Subsistence Board has
authority to evaluate and recognize customary and traditional
uses only on a community or area basis. The one exception for
this rule is for National Parks and Monuments where individual
determinations may be made. The Board does not have authority
to make individual cé&t use determinations for the requester,
that applies to all of Units 13(E) and 20(C). However, the
Board may make individual determinations for uses of Denali
National Park. Upon a positive c&t use determination, this
individual could participate in subsistence uses within Denali
National Park if he lives in the Park's resident zone or if he
qualifies for an individual permit from the National Park
Service under a 36 CFR 13.44. Because resident zones an
individual 1344 permits do not apply to National Preserves,
individual cé&t use determinations are unwarranted in these
areas. The cé&t use determinations for National Preserves
should be made only on a community or area basis. That
completes the State's comments.

The other comment came from the Denali Subsistence
Resource Commission. Regarding Proposal 38, they passed a
motion to support the proposal. The Commission supports
Proposal 38 as written as stated in the Commission's letter to
the Federal Subsistence Board dated March 29th, 1997. The
Commission is familiar with the O'Connor's family subsistence
use of moose resources from Denali National Park and believes
his request for an individual exception to use of moose from
Park lands should be granted. That was by unanimous vote.

That completes the comments that I've received.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Mr. Chairman, Eastern Interior did take
up this proposal. And what they did is up on the overhead.
But basically the capsulization of it is that they support the
proposal with modification that all 13, which he mentioned CFR
36 13.44 permits will qualify for customary and traditional use
in the units as described.

The main reason they did that is because they didn't
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want all these names listed in the reg book and they
essentially didn't want others to come back before the Council.
They felt that the 1344 permit met the intent of the eight
factors. And so if you need more elaboration on that, George
or the rest of the Staff can talk about what Eastern did. But
that's essentially what they did.

MR. SAM: Are we required to take action on this?

MR. MATHEWS: Well, you're not required to take action,

but it's been a long, long situation there with that. You are
in the western part of the -- your jurisdiction covers just
part of the -- down in here is where your region comes in. So

that's why it's before you. And also because of your --
because this is the first application, you have another Park in
your area which is Gates of the Arctic and you touch upon Lake
Clark. We don't usually deal much with Lake Clark, but with
Gates of the Arctic we've had a lot of issues on that and Jack
can enlighten you on that that as far as we're constantly
looking at how the Park Service in Unit 24 interplays with this
program and vice versa, so that's why it's before you.

MR. TWITCHELL: The villages of Nikolai and Telida have

c&t for use of moose resources in 20(C). So in essence,
there's villages within your region that do use moose resources
within Unit 20(C). That's another reason why it's presented
here.

MR. COLLINS: Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Ray.

MR. COLLINS: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to move approval
with the change that the wording suggested by the Eastern
Interior be inserted in place of the name, Pat O'Connor so that
anybody who qualifies -- well, that's the intent, anybody who
qualifies for permits could get them.

MR. SAM: I second the motion for discussion purposes.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: There's a motion.....

MR. SAM: And I just -- I personally don't like to deal

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: There's a motion on the floor for the

acceptance of 38 with the provisions from the Eastern.

MR. COLLINS: Right. The wording subsisted for the
name Pat O'Connor; is that understood?
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MR. MATHEWS: Yes, it's understood that it would be all
1344 permittees.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah.

MR. MATHEWS: And realize for the other members, Hollis
and other Park Service are here to explain 1344. There's no
intent to leave you out and what that means, et cetera. We can
explain what that is, I mean Jack and Ray are intimately aware
of 1344 permits.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: And seconded for discussion. Go
ahead.

MR. SAM: Okay. I would like to know about 1344
provisions.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Go ahead.

MR. TWITCHELL: There are two mechanisms that the Park
uses to identify who are local rural users who have customary
and traditional use of Park resources. The first method is by
identifying communities that have a significant concentration
of people who are dependent upon Park resources. Those are
known as resident zones. And for Denali there are four
resident zones, Cantwell, Lake Minchumina, Nikolai and Telida.

For people who don't live within those communities
there is the individual application for a 1344 permit in which
the individual applies and if they can show that they've had a
personal or family history of use of dependence on Park
resources for an extended period of time then they would be
granted a permit by the superintendent. So we have about 16
individuals who live in other areas other than those four
resident zone communities who have permits, and one of them is
Dan O'Connor and he's had a permit ever since he moved away
from his father's household in 1981 in which time he moved to
Healy. $So he was granted a permit based on his family's past
use as well as his own personal use.

MR. COLLINS: Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Ray.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to speak to
this because we've been involved in this for a long time. This
is extremely critical, I think because it is precedent setting,

it's the first one of these permits recognized.

The reason I say it's important, what we were talking
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about yesterday about, should this whole area be given cé&t here
or and we say generally maybe the area does not qualify but
there may be individuals that are going over there. For
instance now when we talked about the Koyukuk River and they
were talking about excluding that except for residents there, I
guess there's some families from Tanana that have traveled down
there for a long time, Native Alaskans who traveled down there
and hunted and they could be excluded by some of the provisions
that we are providing. We've never gone to look at individuals
before but it may come up in the future.

And since they do qualify as an individual, I think we
should approve it for that purpose. Originally in the State
provisions they were looking at individuals. And the wording
originally in the State -- we went through this on the old
regional interior, remember Dick Fish, the wording was in
there, and individuals, but the State only wants to look at
communities. And so again, if the community had changed, you
know, this rural/non-rural, where a community changed, all of a
sudden you would have a majority of the community are non-rural
so then everybody could have lost their rights unless you went
to individual. So it could become important in the future,
although we don't know that will happen. But that's why I
think it's important we approve this.

MR. MATHEWS: And the permits are important to the
Wrangell St-Elias area where you don't know where one community
possibly ends and another one begins. There's people in
between, so 1344's -- I know Wrangell's not in your area but
Denali has a similar situation on the east side. So that's --
the 1344 is a Park Service permit. What we're talking about
here is a Federal Subsistence program eligibility under cé&t and
it is in regulation that the Park Service can have individual
c&t's.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Go ahead.

MR. TWITCHELL: For the most part the community and
area of c&t determinations are working very well and they
accommodate almost all of our uses and needs. There are a few
exceptions and Dan O'Connor is one of them who happens to
reside in a community that does not have a lot of subsistence
Park users and it's not recognized as being a subsistence
resident zone for the Park. So individuals there, the 1344
permits are very important for those families and households.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yeah, we've been dealing with these
individual requests out of the Gates of the Arctic, too. And
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we've never really resolved the problem because at that time we
went before the State and I think we shot it down because it's
in total conflict of our advisory committee wishes, too,
because of certain things that they wanted in these proposals
and its recognition. And I agree with Ray here that we have to
deal with it sooner or later, it's just that I do not want to
ever deal with it on an individual case. If we deal with it
once, everyone should qualify and the Park should be able to
handle it on their own. And I just do not want to see
individual requests come up before this Council.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Yes.

MR. SAM: 1If we set a precedence now so be it and help
these individuals deal with the respective agencies instead of
the Councils from now on.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman, I've wondered about dealing
with the cé&t's on a community basis. There are many Native
allotments that are outside of communities and if individuals
wanted to move out to their allotment and live there on a
permanent basis, I'm very reluctant to have only a community
c&t determination. I've thought that there should be a
provision under the Federal Board system for an individual 1344
type permit for areas that aren't within a Park unit. And I
feel that that is kind of a necessary component —-- should be a
necessary component of the Federal program. I, too, don't want
to see a big list of names in a regulation book about this
thick like a phone book. I just -- I feel that Dan O'Connor's
1344 permit qualifications meet all of the criteria, but I feel
that like the Eastern Interior says there, that if the 1344
qualified permit holder lives on an adjacent unit to the cé&t
area where he had prior use cé&t, then his place of residence as
long as it's a rural place of residence really shouldn't be a
factor and shouldn't have to be listed as an individual in the
book.

So I feel that there's just a twisting of the
regulatory language as to accommodate Mr. O'Connor and I'm
happy to see it. You know, this has been a time consuming
thing, but it brings out a point of, you know, as communities
expand there's certain individuals who may want to go to their
Native allotments which may be several miles away and not
actually within the community and actually wouldn't qualify
with the c&t on a community basis.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Anymore gquestions or comments?
Different agencies. State. Public. Council.
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MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to see Eastern
Interior's language again that was on the overhead there.

MR. MATHEWS: And again, this is just a summation of
it, but basically that's it, they want all 1344 permittees
qualified.....

MR. REAKOFF: To qualify they'd have to be a rural
resident.

MS. MEEHAN: So the motion that the Eastern Interior
adopted was that the Federal Subsistence Board should adopt all
1344 permits as eligible c&t users and left it at that. And by
having eligible in there, that covers the rural concern.

MR. SAM: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Could you repeat that motion?

MS. MEEHAN: The Federal Subsistence Board should adopt
all 1344 -- eligible 1344 permit holders and do not list
individual names in the regulations, that was their other part.

MR. SAM: Do we want that language in there?

MR. COLLINS: Yeah, I think that would -- I wanted to
go along with their motion, to support what -- because the
approach they took, I think the approach that should be taken.

MR. SAM: Yes.

MR. COLLINS: That was my intent.

MR. SAM: Yes, could you modify that motion?

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: The motion was in support in line
with the Eastern.....

MS. MEEHAN: Yes.

MR. COLLINS: Support the proposal with the qualifying
language that -- so you end up then removing that individual's
name. They'll have to figure out, technically, how they're
going to write it up in the reg, I guess.
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MS. MEEHAN: Trust me, they're good at doing that.

MR. COLLINS: I know, that's the thing so I won't try
to do that.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Could you reread the motion?

MS. MEEHAN: Adopt the recommendation to match Eastern
Interior Board, which is, the Board adopt all 1344 permit
holders and do not list individual names in the register.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Right?

MR. COLLINS: Yes.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Does the second concur?

MR. SAM: Yes.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Anymore questions on Proposal 387

MR. SAM: Question.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Question's been called for on
Proposal 38. All in favor of Proposal 38 with modifications
signify by saying aye.

IN UNISON: Aye.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All opposed same sign.

(No opposing responses)

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: 38's passed.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: 1I'd like to make a motion that in our
next annual report that we have a point of concern that there's
the need for an individual use permit type -- 1344 type system
for rural residents who do not live within communities and some
type of a provision for those individuals. Because the ANILCA
law protects the rural residents, it doesn't Jjust say community
residents, the residents for personal family consumption.

Those people, more than likely are living totally off the land
and should be -- their subsistence should be very much

protected, as much as anybody else's. So I would like to see
that in the -- or can that be brought forward into the Staff



00134

after the Board meeting this summer or.....

MR. MATHEWS: Well, you do have the option, the annual
report draft is in front of you. You know, I mean it could be
done that way. I think I would need clarification because it
seemed to be your trend with c&t determinations was not to
exclude others and to not have so restrictive c&t's, this is
going in.....

MR. REAKOFF: I mean if there's.....
MR. MATHEWS: ..... the opposite.

MR. REAKOFF: If there's a need.....
MR. MATHEWS: If there's a need, okay.

MR. REAKOFF: You know, like where I'm coming from on
this one is it's been identified that there may be in the
Dalton Highway Corridor it's for Wiseman for caribou and
different animals, brown bears and things, there may be
individuals who live within there, but the other -- there's
agency people and there's pipeline camps and that's why that
restriction is in there. There may be individuals who could
qualify as rural resident subsistence with an individual use
permit, but to make a blanket policy for the whole corridor is
not -- you couldn't do that. You'd have all kinds of -- I have
a problem with agency people that receive COLA coming and live
-- are paid to live there and then competing with local
subsistence users. I -- this was a problem with the military
installations at Galena and we were going to address that but
they took all the military people away and that problem
evaporated. But I feel there's the need for an individual use
permitting system. It may only be rarely used or occasionally
used but I feel that there should be a provision if that
individual has to have that provision.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: I think we're getting ahead of the
motion. I should get a second. What was the original motion?

MR. REAKOFF: Well, I want to have this in the annual
report.

MR. MATHEWS: To have individual c&t.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: There's no motion it's just a
suggestion.

MR. MATHEWS: Well, it'd be easier for me to handle and
others to handle if it was a motion.
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CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Okay.
MR. COLLINS: I'll second it.

MR. MATHEWS: And we'll revisit the annual report,

MS. MEEHAN: Mr. Chairman.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Yes.

MS. MEEHAN: There's another opportunity that you could
bring this issue up and it strikes me that this is part of a
broader issue that you have been discussing throughout the
meeting and that is is how we approach c&t. And I've watched
you struggle with it and Eastern Interior also struggle with
essentially the philosophy of how c&t is set up and how it's
applied. And so something you could certainly bring it up in
your annual report, another forum is prior to the Board meeting
there will be a joint Chair/Board meeting and so it's an
opportunity for your Chairman to bring it up with the Board as
an issue that the program needs to look at. So it's Jjust
another opportunity to consider.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: I would like to see it in the annual
report because these things that are brought up in the annual
report are like highlighted things that need to be addressed
and I would like to see it in there. It can be moved forward
at Chair meetings or however else before that, but I would
still like to see it in that annual report.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yes. I stand with Jack on this because one
of our scariest things to deal with is the Dalton Highway and
the transients that utilize the Dalton Highway Corridor. We
know that people are going all the way to the North Slope to
hunt caribou or moose or whatever they can, you know, brown
bear.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Question's or comments on the motion?
If not, could we repeat the motion, please?

MR. MATHEWS: What I have is in the next annual report,
include individual cé&t determinations for rural residents that
don't live in communities. And this would be for the whole



00136

Federal program. So it would be individual cé&t's for the
Federal subsistence program for rural residents that don't live
within resident community zones.

MR. COLLINS: A process should be developed or, I mean
you need more than that wording, don't you, to tell.....

MR. REAKOFF: Well, I would rather use the 1344,
because we don't really need to reinvent the wheel. The Park
Service already invented that wheel. So I would rather use the
wording of a 1344 type permit.

MR. COLLINS: Should be expanded to.....

MR. REAKOFF: For individuals who do not live within
communities.

MR. COLLINS: As the seconder, I'll agree with that.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Anymore comments or questions on the
motion? If not, all in favor of the motion signify by saying
aye.

IN UNISON: Aye.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All opposed same sign.
(No opposing responses)

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Motion's passed. Okay, next on the
agenda is Proposal 93.

MR. MATHEWS: Proposal 93 and we probably need to —-- I
think that George is going to do this as far as review what
Northwest did on proposals that you overlap with. And I put a
handout on your pile at each of your stations of the summary
from the Northwest Arctic Regional Advisory Council.

MR. SHERROD: Just to refresh Proposal 93, it dealt
with black bear in Unit 23 and I had suggested yesterday that
this body might consider, based on the actions with the other
black bear proposals taking no action. Jack so wisely pointed
out that we should know what Northwest did before we defer to
them or take no action on it.

Northwest supported the Staff modification and
conclusion which is on Page 192. And that would be for black
bear in Unit 23 would be residents of Unit 23, Galena, Huslia,
Hughes, Allakaket, Alatna and Koyukuk.
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CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Any correspondence on this?

MR. MATHEWS: There's just State comments and they're
more than willing, the mic is open for them but I have no other
written comments on Proposal 93.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: 1In that case entertain a motion to
accept.

MR. SAM: So moved.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: There's a motion to accept.....
MR. REAKOFF: Second.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: ..... Proposal 93 and seconded for
discussion. Any discussion?

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman, I have a letter that was
written by the Subsistence Resource Commission to the Chair
person of the Northwest Arctic Regional Council signed by the
Chairman of the Subsistence Resource Commission, Raymond
Paneak. The Subsistence Resource Commission of the Gates of
the Arctic Park voted unanimously to support the Federal
subsistence Proposal 93 c&t for black bear in Game Management
Unit 23 only if the residents in the communities along the
Koyukuk River, Unit 24 are included in the positive
determination. The Northwest most portions of the Gates of the
Arctic National Park Preserve are within the GMU 23 and we
believe that the rural residents in Koyukuk River communities
have customary and traditionally harvested black bear in those
portions of Unit 23. Thank you for your considerations of this
amendment to Proposal 93.

And that's where -- they were amiable and the Staff, I
guess, made the same conclusions.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Anymore discussion?
MR. SAM: Mr. Chairman.
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Sam.

MR. SAM: Yes, are we leaving Evansville and Bettles
out of this or what was your finding-?
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MR. REAKOFF: Well, we would -- we discussed -- we
weren't exactly sure how far up the river to go. I do feel
that there are people in Evansville that go —-- have gone over
and traditionally gone —-- there's people that are from that
Kobuk country that live in Evansville. So I feel that
Evansville should be included in that c&t myself.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yeah, I see your point on that now, Jack.
And we do have two or three winter trails that go right direct
to the head of Kobuk River which we travel to that area and
utilize not only for black bear, we utilize caribou, too. And
I think we'll be discussing the caribou aspects a little later.
So with that in mind then, I haven't seen that much use of
these trails for Bettles or Evansville residents, but I still
would feel better if they were included.

MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.

MR. SAM: So I would amend the motion -- amend that
proposal to include Bettles and Evansville.

MR. REAKOFF: Second.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Motion to include Bettles and
Evansville on the Staff recommendations.

MR. SAM: Yes.

MR. REAKOFF: Yes.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: On Proposal 93.
MR. COLLINS: Mr. Chairman.
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Ray.

MR. COLLINS: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to speak to the
motion to amend.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Yes.

MR. COLLINS: I wonder if want to add wording but we
would -- something to the effect that we would prefer that no
determination be made and it be left open to all -- in line
with our other decisions; do you see what I mean? Here we're
saying find it and the others we said, make no finding and it
remains open to all. Do we have that feeling here or do we
want to make a finding? Because we're changing what we've been
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doing yesterday. If they do that, we need all these
communities included and so on. But if they made no finding,
then it would remain open to all rural.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chair.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: I would rather it be that way. I would
rather there be no determination. But since this is the
Northwest Arctic's proposal -- since this is a Unit 23, since
we may cut ourselves off, I would rather put in for that with a
footnote that we'd rather have no determination. But our first
pick is this and the second pick is that.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Anymore questions on Proposal 937
Comments. Agencies. State. Staff.

MR. SAM: Question.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Question's been called for. All in
favor of Proposal 93 as amended adding Bettles and Evansville.

MR. COLLINS: Point of order, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Excuse me.

MR. COLLINS: I think what we have before us is a
modification of that that we have to pass first. They amended
the proposal by adding in Evansville and I think you have to
adopt that and then the main motion.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Okay. Now, to vote on the
modification, all in favor of the modification to add Bettles
and Evansville to this Proposal 93 signify by saying aye.

IN UNISON: Aye.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All opposed same sign.

(No opposing responses)

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: The modification has been passed.
Now we'll vote on Proposal 93 as modified.

MR. SAM: As modified.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All in favor of Proposal 93 as
modified signify by saying aye.
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IN UNISON: Aye.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All opposed same sign.
(No opposing responses)

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Proposal 93 is passed as modified.
Okay, Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Mr. Chairman, I suppose I'll just jump in
and do this. The Northwest took up Proposal 69, you have that
in front of you. You've already dealt with 68, 72, 73, 74, so
now you officially have what they did at Northwest in front of
you because you were asking when those came up. So for 72, 73,
74, no action, they deferred to you guys. And for 69 they
supported it. And just so the record reflects that you have
Northwest's actions.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: So noted.

MR. MATHEWS: The reason I do that is when it -- if we
don't do it on the record, per se, then the Board might say
well, you didn't know of the other one.....

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Yes.

MR. MATHEWS: ..... then the Councils need to meet again
and et cetera and it gets costly and timely.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman, I was wondering how
appropriate it would be if we sent a letter with this Proposal
93 stating that our current line of thinking on the cé&t's for
black bear and bear in general within the Western Interior has
been no determination. Some of the reasons that I feel that a
no determination, you know, besides the ones that we put out
yesterday where the harvest of black bear is actually -- it
stimulates the bear population. The more bears -- they kill
each other, you know. So like 50 percent of the cubs are
killed by other bears so harvest of bears basically doesn't do
anything to the bears and there's adequate bear numbers and
it's not really necessary for a determination. I would like to
kind of convey that to the Northwest Arctic Chair through -- at
the Chair meeting before this proposal is actually adopted.

You know, I would rather that they see it the way we're looking
at it. And can you convey that at the Chair meeting or how can
we do that?
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MR. MATHEWS: Well, the option that you're bringing up
would probably be the best way to go would be a letter. I'd
get Carl to sign it that way the Chair of Northwest knows ahead
of time and then when Carl or whoever goes to the joint Chair,
I assume it will be Carl then they would bring it up. But the

letter would help because I'm not sure if -- you know, who's
going to go for Northwest, so it would be -- they would be able
to think about it ahead of time. So there's no problem writing

a letter if that's the desire of the Council.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yeah, I think that this letter is needed but
we should go ahead and headline our Eastern Interior, Yukon
Kuskokwim, Northwest Arctic, these are the ones that we deal
with.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Bristol Bay.

MR. SAM: Bristol Bay that we have similar proposals
and I think this letter would be helpful to them by introducing
-- determining what they want in their proposal because we're
letting them know that we are leaning towards a no
determination because a lot of these areas and some species

MR. MATHEWS: If that's the wishes I can do that.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Yes.

MR. MATHEWS: It doesn't need to be a motion unless
someone wants to.....

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Okay. A directive then.
MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: I think Ron's exactly right there. You
know a lot of this country is all road -- not road connected
and it's not really a concern. It's an undue restriction on
the subsistence users.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Okay. I think the next thing on our
agenda is Item 10. Before we go on to Item 10, I know I went
-- yesterday I went real long without no breaks so I heard some
moaning and groaning about it, so take five.

(Off record)
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(On record)
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Call the meeting back to order.

MR. MATHEWS: The next, as you already mentioned is the
annual report and that's under Tab R as in Rampart.

I think maybe the best way to do this-- I'll explain
how we've got to this point and then maybe give you time to
review it. At the last meeting you listed or brought up
several topics, some from other annual reports, some new ones
and then I drafted up some language for that and then ran it by
the Chair and then he felt it was okay but wanted the whole
Council to look at it which you normally do at this meeting.

So I think at this point would be maybe for you guys to look at
it and then I'll be asking you some specific questions. And I
don't have all my notes in front of me but I think there's two
other items that have come yesterday and one today that you may
want to further discuss on the annual report. I don't know if
we need to rediscuss the one from this morning. So I'll just
stop and let you guys look at the annual report.

(Pause)

Okay, let me ask some specific questions. I suppose I
just need to be honest but when this is presented to the Board
I have to -- I'm the one that mainly presents it to the Board

and, you know, all those big shots and Mitch, I don't really
want to get on their wrong side. On Page 2, paragraph one, the
first paragraph there, is that all right with you to request
firm commitments and financial support effecting managing
agencies? Is that all right with you? And request a Board
endorsement? I suppose what I'm doing is intensifying the
language from support to endorse?

Okay, let the record show that heads are nodding and
that's okay. All right on Page 3, I think it would read better
if I drop the one and two underneath harvest collection. They
are just to make it easier to read. All right. Let's see, a
letter was sent -- well, we'll just cover it as we go through
this, a letter was sent to all the tribal councils. We didn't
get any written response. We did get a phone conversation with
Kuskokwim Native Association on it, but that's it. That
doesn't mean that it's not out there kicking. I just needed to
report back that there's been nothing officially done. I think
some of the village councils have looked at it and discussed it
but are waiting to see, you know, waiting -- just to wait on it
because it's -- anyways.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.
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MR. MATHEWS: Excuse me.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: He's got a gquestion. Ron.

MR. SAM: ©Not a question, but the letter you're talking
about is received and especially well received and appreciated
by Koyukuk River Advisory Committee and our moose control -- T
mean moose co-management committee because we've been harping
on this issue for quite some time and I think this letter is
overdue and appreciated. Thank you.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay. The last paragraph under that
harvest collection on number three, I put in there the sentence
the study also would need particular attention on the trend for
hunter success rates and economy of effort. Does that reflect
-- Ray was the main one that talked about that and others. Let
me lay out the context of the discussion. The discussion was
that harvest success rates doesn't always show the picture
because a person that is hunting for meat on the table has got
to be successful. So the success rate is not there. And I'm
hoping I captured the intent there.

MR. COLLINS: Which one is that? Which paragraph?

MR. MATHEWS: 1It's the third paragraph under harvest
collection.

MR. COLLINS: Okay.

MR. MATHEWS: Does that capture your intent and again
support and endorsement?

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah, that's fine.
MR. MATHEWS: Okay.

MR. REAKOFF: How much dual and how much time people
are putting into hunting.

MR. MATHEWS: I only have one last thing to ask and I
have it down here to ask of Jack, again, it's the full Council,
but he's the one who brought it up and got the Council to
support it and that's on Page 4, check station enforcement. I
assume Jack looked at it but it's easier for me on the record,
and et cetera. Does that capture what was needed for check
station enforcement?

MR. REAKOFF: Yeah, that was my main objective to the
hunter check station. But you know, there's a lot of concern
about the Dalton Highway Corridor by, especially people in
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Anaktuvuk about people driving up the road and killing game.
And the main concern is the amounts of game being killed and
then how much game is being wasted as all subsistence users
hate to see these wastes. And one of the main reasons that the
inception of the hunter check station was to enforce the wanton
and waste regulations. That's where the check station
originally came about back in the -- we were discussing this in
the SRC and in different meetings about this hunter check
station and then in '96 I read in the check station report
where wanton and waste violations were let to go through the
check station and no referral to those violations was made
after the check station -- well, there's no change of making a
case a month after the violators have gone on through.

It's my opinion that the hunter check station should at
least enforce the wanton and waste laws and that if there's not
enforcement personnel available at the check station, referral
of those violations —-- that person should be referred to -- to
an enforcement officer in Fairbanks, they're all going to
Fairbanks. Well, buddy you've broke the law you got to go and
check in and Fairbanks, here's officer's so and so's number and
we got your license and everything and we're calling them in.
They can call them in, they don't have to enforce them
themselves. But at least the wanton and waste law should be
enforced, sex identify on the meat or something else, that's
not important -- as important as this wanton and waste.

I'm telling you there was some guys that went through
Coldfoot last fall, they had three big bull caribou horns in
the back of their truck, they had one cooler sitting in the
back -- sitting in the sun and they're sitting in there eating
breakfast the first part of August -- 75 degrees out, they
don't care about that meat at all. Those guys should get a big
ticket. That really makes us angry when we see that kind of
waste.

And for the check station, the guy running the check
station, I forget what his name was, to state that that was a
secondary concern of enforcement -- to compile biological data
as the primary concern, it's a mandatory check station, he
doesn't -- he's got his priorities all on -- his head screwed
on backwards. So that's why this language that addresses that,
I wanted to bring that out to the Federal Board. Because
there's Federal funding that goes into that check station.
There's U.S. Fish and Wildlife, BLM and I don't know, maybe
Park Service. So I feel that Federal -- anytime there's
Federal funding being spent at that check station that the
wanton and waste law is to be enforced.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.
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MR. MATHEWS: Okay, there's to things that also I'm
trying to streamline this so if it doesn't work please stop me.
But in your one under the GASH area, you know, the need for
action in that area, I know that BLM, Bureau of Land Management
Staff have talked individually to some of the Council members,
but I want to point out in the record that they have sample
maps of land status. That was one of your actions on the wall.
You may want to look at them and give comments back to BLM
Staff here on that. So you can see that the process that
you've started is starting to bear fruit as far as that one
step of a hunter awareness map. That's number one.

Number two, and I don't think there's anyone here to
speak on it, but just in case there is, your letters concerning
Park Service on trapping and -- I'm starting to get rattled
here, and customary trade, at the Eastern meeting it was
acknowledged that the Park Service had received them but no
response. I don't know if the Park Service wants to -- has any
additional information on that letter because it is part of
your annual report. And I don't know if Hollis has any
additional information on that. Just so we can keep this alive
because it was a point that was very strong from this Council
on that.

MR. TWITCHELL: I've not heard any response coming from
the regional office yet. I know they have received the letter
and will be responding to it in the future.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay.

MR. TWITCHELL: B ut it's well received and you'll get a
response officially.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay. The other two topics are additions
to the annual report. Now, again, I'm not suggesting them I'm
just going by my notes that have happened the past meeting,
yesterday and today. I believe there was discussion about
adding individual cé&t's, an option in the annual report. 1Is
that still desired? Okay. The other one, I've been approached
by several -- a couple of Council members and you discussed it
quite a bit yesterday which would be an annual report topic and
possibly when we deal with fisheries, is this idea of having
c&t's only apply when there's a biological justification for
applying it. When the population, let's take caribou, is high
then there would not be a need for a defined c&t. I don't know
if you want that in the annual report now or not. Again, it
was suggested and I know Rosa will probably suggest it again
that that would be a joint Chair's topic, but also it could be
an annual report topic.
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CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yeah, I think this -- but on second thought
maybe we should leave it out at this time because this is the
first time that we're dealing with trying to 1lift some c&t's
because availability of our resources. And this may be
premature by getting it on the annual report. Maybe we should
deal with it in another meeting.

MR. MATHEWS: It's the wishes of the Council. So some
are looking at me like I should say yes or no, but I'm not the
gatekeeper on this.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Yeah, I agree with Ron.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay. So then I'll add a discussion on
individual cé&t's in there. Okay. And just so it's clear to
all Council members, to keep this moving along, I'll write it
up, the Chair reviews it and approves it and you'll see the
final in the mail and then you'll get a response from the Board
this fall. All right. And then usually on these, if I'm not
real clear I go back to the mover of the motion which would be
Jack on this, if I need to and dialogue. Just so everyone's
clear, that's how we do it on write-ups. So we don't have to
send it to everybody and then wait for everybody to respond.

All right.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: 1I'd like a copy of that, your correspondence
with Jack because we deal -- we're so close to the Dalton
Highway, I can work with Jack on this.

MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.

MR. MATHEWS: Well, basically it's not correspondence.
I usually just get Jack on the phone.....

MR. SAM: Okay.

MR. MATHEWS: ..... and say —-- but on this one I'm
pretty clear on. But I'm just telling you like if it was your
motion, Carl knows this already, I usually call you guys up
first and say, did I get this right and then you'd say yes and
then I'll go to the Chair and then the Chair is the one that
finally approves.

Okay. For annual report, that's all that I had for
that topic. So we could move on ahead to the next topic which
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will move real fast is Topic 11, which is.....

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Before we continue, we need a motion

MR. MATHEWS: Oh, sorry, all right. That's right.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Motion to approve the annual report.
MR. SAM: So moved.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: There's a motion to approve the
annual report, do I hear a second?

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: Second.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Seconded by Angela. Any discussion?
Hearing none, all.....

MR. REAKOFF: Question.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Question's been called for. All in
favor of approving the annual report signify by saying aye.

IN UNISON: Aye.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All opposed same sign.
(No opposing responses)

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Item 11, Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay, Item 11 is your charter which is

renewed every two years. If you look under Tab S for
Sleetmute, your region -- the only thing that you need to look
at that's changing in your charter -- potentially changing and

I know Tom or Rosa will get me in the right line if I get off
the wrong track is the compensation topic. Let's see, I think
everyone was on the Council when that was discussed. This is
sample wording that will go in your charter. The actual
compensation question has not been answered or approved, this
is just sample in there that will go in your charter and go
forward, the compensation is tracking on its own.

The other issue is alternates and you didn't request
alternates so alternates will not be in there.

And the rest is there just for your information pretty
much, that cover sheet is there for your information. The
Chair or whoever goes to the Board meeting may want to look
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this over because some of the other Council Chairs will be
discussing those so you'll be up to speed on that. And that's
just a prep for the future.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: I would like to see in the charter for
the Regional Councils in general that this Title VIII
regulations be in the meting packets as part of the packet.
That's what I would feel that should be included in these
charters is that, it's just a few pages but it's the Title VIII
and it's the law of what we're actually -- the heart of what
we're dealing with. And I would like to have that in our
packets for every meeting so that we can refer to the language
of the law. That's just my suggestion.

MR. MATHEWS: Mr. Chairman, that doesn't need to be in
the charter. 1I'll note it here and we'll just put it in as our
standard practice. The charter is required, and Tom can
correct me, for Federal Advisory Committee Act. And it also
cites ANILCA in here.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman, I would like to see all of
the Councils -- I'm not sure if, you know, people have actually
read this document very closely. I would like to see that the
Councils have it in their packet so that they become familiar
with looking at it and looking at the different points of it.
There's -- you know, it's a real fairly short document but it's
of critical importance to the Council's work. And I'd prefer
to have the Federal Board look at that aspect of Councils being
informed and so forth.

MR. BOYD: Mr. Chairman, I'll just direct a question to
Vince, I'm not clear, but the orientation materials, the
reference materials that we're preparing for the Councils, does
that contain the.....

MR. MATHEWS: To my knowledge it does.

MR. BOYD: And it's going to become -- this will be
documents that will be provided to each Council member.....

MR. REAKOFF: Oh, I see.
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MR. BOYD: ..... with a lot more information than Jjust
that. But there's some reference materials that we're trying
to package for all of the Councils that are sort of
foundational information so that people can be well informed.

MR. MATHEWS: 1It's the grey booklet but I don't see it
in Henry's piles of papers but I remember distributing it. But
I think what Jack is saying that Title VIII would be in each
meeting booklet also. The grey thing, we'll talk about a
little bit later, that's very, very helpful, but I think you
would have to carry it to the meetings for you. Yes —-- but
we'll talk about that later. But we understand that you want
Title VIII incorporated in the meeting booklets.

MR. BOYD: That's fine.
MR. MATHEWS: And that would not be difficult to do.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Ray.

MR. COLLINS: Mr. Chairman, I have a question. With
one seat unfilled now with Gail's resignation, I wonder if
there's a way of speeding that process by being able to make an
appointment interim or something? Like we've had that area not
represented now, not making meetings. Now, this time it's
right when the members are being filled so I assume that by the
next meeting can we expect that that will be filled?

MR. MATHEWS: Yes. Angela's seat is one that's up for
the normal rotation. We could have gone in and tried to get
someone placed in it, but by the time we would have done that
her -- that person might have just served this one meeting.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: You mean Gail?

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Gail.

MR. MATHEWS: Gail, oh, sorry.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Hello, goodbye.

MR. MATHEWS: Gail's seat. I'm getting it down, too
much coffee this morning. But anyway, that's why we didn't go
forward with filling that seat because then we would have had

to turnaround and redo that seat.

MR. COLLINS: So there is a process in this charter for
doing that in between or not?

MR. MATHEWS: There's a process in the program to do
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that if someone has to resign for whatever reasons or are
removed, yes, we can fill a seat for the remaining parts of the
time.

MR. COLLINS: Okay.

MR. MATHEWS: 1It's a long process though to go through.
Meaning the approval, we already do it.

MR. BOYD: Mr. Chair, all of you are appointed by the
Secretary of Interior and when we go through, annually, the
nominations process to get recommendations for the Board to
forward to the Secretary, we also try to define alternates that
would be available in case someone left the Council. And so
it's been the Board's policy, if you will or direction, to
provide those names to the Secretary immediately upon someone
stepping aside.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Good.

MR. BOYD: Or coming off the Council. Unfortunately,
to get Secretarial approval on these sorts of things because
he's got so much in front of him, it takes a long time to get
these approvals. And sometimes we have to use a little common
sense. If someone is coming to the end of their term and we've
got another process -- another nominations process fixing to
kickoff, we would generally not fill that seat, like in this
case, we would wait until the next nomination process to roll
around because we have our meetings twice a year and it just
may not be cost effective, if you will, or time effective to
try to do this. So in this case, that's what's happened.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.
MR. SAM: Yeah. These seats are three years, right?
MR. MATHEWS: Yes.

MR. SAM: Okay. I can see sending in an alternates
name within the first year and a half or so and other than that
you can just forget it. And at our last meeting at McGrath,
through this Council, also clearly stated or maybe not so
unanimously, but we said that we didn't want to deal with any
alternates at anytime because of the cost and training and all
that, you know. I just wanted to point that out, wanted you to
know where we felt.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ray.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah. The only thought I had in mind is
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maybe when they approve and fill the seats since they have
those alternates, if there was some kind of an approval of
those alternates then when the vacancy occurred we could select
from that alternate until the next time came up. That way
somebody would be ready to move in right away. You see, in
lieu of what we propose here of having automatic alternates for
everybody. I don't know if that's possible or if that
complicates it?

MR. BOYD: I think it complicates it. I think what we
put in front of the Secretary are the primary members of the
Council. I don't think FACA deals with sort of the next in
line type people, and that's what we're talking about.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah.

MR. BOYD: And we sometimes get -- just as on the side,
we sometimes, we use the same term, alternate, to mean two
different things. And in this case, I'm only talking about
someone who would be waiting in line to be recommended to the
Secretary, I'm not talking about somebody to replace someone on
the active Council. So just to make that clear.

MR. MATHEWS: So with the charter we would just need a
motion of approval and it will go forward.

MR. COLLINS: I so move.

MR. SAM: Second.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: There's a motion to approve the
charter and seconded. Anymore questions or discussion? if
not, all in favor of approving the charter as presented signify
by saying aye.

IN UNISON: Aye.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All opposed same sign.

(No opposing responses)

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Charter has been approved.

MR. MATHEWS: The next item is Item 12, and that's
under Tab T as in Tetlin, and that's dealing with fisheries
overview, and Rosa and I believe Tom will be discussing that.

MS. MEEHAN: I guess I'm starting. The fisheries issue

has been in front of this Council for awhile. At the last
meeting we discussed it in terms of we provided the Council
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with a copy of the proposed regulations and we went through the
proposed regulations as I recall, the Council had some comments
on it which we've looked at and incorporated. And now we're at
the process where we've opened up the review of these
regulations beyond just within the program and within the
Councils to the broader public. And so what we're doing is
bringing it back to you to give you another opportunity to look
at it at the same time the public is looking at it.

In connection with the public process we also have been
holding public meetings around the state, there were 30 of them
scheduled and we've conducted about 20 of them. There have
been varying amounts of participation at the various meetings.
I guess if I was to characterize the participation it's been
very strong down in Southeast and somewhat mixed throughout the
rest of the state. Meetings within your region were held up in
Galena and Ida Hildebrand was at that meeting and if you're
interested, I'm sure she could speak to it. And I believe
there was a Fairbanks meeting held, but I'm not sure that we've
got a representative here that could speak to that one. Did
you attend Curt?

MR. WILSON: I attended.

MS. MEEHAN: We have somebody that could speak to that
one as well if you're interested.

The process, just to give you an overview of where it
goes from here. Of course, we're waiting to see what happens
with the State legislature and it very much depends on actions
of the legislature as to the future of the subsistence program.
If the legislature does not act to put a constitutional
amendment on the ballot and if our congressional delegation
does not put another moratorium in the budget, then our program
is prepared to expand our responsibilities into fisheries on
navigable waters starting December 1lst. What that means is
that on or near December 1st, this Proposed Rule that you have
in front of you would be published in the Federal Register and
that would start the process of initiating that expanded
jurisdiction. What you could expect as Council members is that
starting next year, and that would be 1998 (sic), that the
process to review proposed changes to the regulations that you
have in front of you could begin. And so we wouldn't make any
changes next year but we'd start the process to look at
changes.

This whole process is very similar to how this program
started initially, in that, we took regulations from the State,
which is basically what you have in front of you, put it out in
a Proposed Rule and then established a process to start
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reviewing proposed changes. So there's an awful lot of
uncertainty in where this process is going and it's very much
driven by forces outside of our office. But you know, I Jjust
want to be clear on what, you know, some of the potential
outcomes are and the ones that are most directly relevant to
you all and to us. So that's sort of the overall process.

To look specifically to the rule -- are there any
questions on process right now or where we're at with this?

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Other than usual.

MS. MEEHAN: Just to remind you of the key provisions,
and this is stuff that's listed in your book, it's underneath
Tab T. There are some major changes in the proposed
regulations, these are changes from the previous regulations.
And basically they identify the waters that would be included
in the program and I don't see.....

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: The map is there.
MS. MEEHAN: Okay, we've got a.....
MR. BOYD: State wide.

MS. MEEHAN: ..... state wide map that has the drainages
marked on it that would be included and I'm not sure if it's
included on that map over there but it's certainly on the state
wide map.

The authority of the Board would include selected but
not conveyed lands into the definition of Federal public lands.
And one of the issues that has been a real -- of great concern
to a lot of people is called extraterritoriality, and this
refers to the ability of the Federal government to directly
effect actions by others on non-Federal land. And in other
words, to extend the Federal jurisdiction beyond the Federal
borders, okay, that's extraterritoriality. What the Proposed
Rule does is acknowledge that the Federal government does have
that authority and that the authority will stay with the
Secretary of Interior. And the specific place where this
becomes quite an issue has to do with -- in fisheries has to do
with concern about actions in other fisheries and how those
actions may or may not be affecting fisheries on Federal land.

And so to just use a real simple case, if there is a
stream crossing land that had salmon in it and there was an
established subsistence fishery there, if somebody came on an
adjacent piece of State or private land and put a fish net
across it and blocked all the fish going up on to Federal land,
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that would be a very clear case where the Federal government

could say, they're stopping the fish over there, therefore, you
can't put a net there and have it removed. Okay. A less clear
case, but I'm sure one that will receive a lot of attention has

to do with Area M fishery. There's an awful lot of concern
that the Area M fishery is taking too many of the chums that
are scheduled -- or would rather go up the Yukon River and

therefore that there should be additional controls placed on
the Area M fishery. The process if the Federal government
could do that would be through extraterritoriality. The thing
that's important to recognize in exercising that authority, the
government needs to have a very clear relationship or nexus is
the word that's used, there has to be really clear proof that
what's happening over there is directly effecting what's
happening on Federal land, you know, just black and white. So
with that kind of proof presented to the Secretary, not to the
Federal Subsistence Board, but to the Secretary, then it is
within the Secretary's power to act upon it.

And so I'm just bringing this up because it's an issue
we hear about a lot and that is the situation in which we hear
about it the most. But I want to be real clear that the
authority is not going to be with the Federal Board, that it
will stay with the Secretary and that it's something that will
have a very high level of evidence required to prove the case.
So that's an important aspect that's in it.

Another important aspect that's within the rule is a
recognition of customary and traditional -- or customary trade.
and the intent of the language within the Proposed Rule is to
recognize existing practices. At the same time, there's a care
in the way the regulations are written to prohibit or to limit
development of commercial enterprises that are based on
commercial enterprises that are based on customary trade. 1In
other words, we want to acknowledge the existing types of
customary trade, but we don't want to provide an avenue, if you
will, to setup commercial enterprises. That we want to leave
that, any development of commercial stuff under the existing
authorities.

And then the final part of the regulations includes
there is within subpart C and D, there's a listing of the
customary and traditional determinations, those are taken
largely from the State, with modifications that have been
recommended through this program. Some of that has been
included, as well as the Subpart D, which is the fish
equivalent of seasons and bags.

So that's basically what's within the rule. And if
there's any questions about what's in the rule or if you'd like
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could do that. 1I'll leave it up to you.
MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: I read the rule and I have two points of
comment that I would like to make on the subpart B, point 13,

third paragraph or whatever they are.

MR. COLLINS: Do you have the page number, Jack?

MR. REAKOFF: 1It's on Page 66226, 66226.
MR. COLLINS: 26, okay.

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: It's a big rule.

MR. REAKOFF: 1In this paragraph it says nothing in
these regulations -- in the regulations, in this part shall in
larger diminish the authority of any agency to promulgate
regulations necessary for proper management of public lands
under their jurisdiction in accordance with ANILCA or other

existing laws. Is it my understanding that if an agency

developed a regulation, they could implement it without the

Secretary's approval or the Federal Board's approval?

MR. BOYD: Well, they work for the Secretary, so I
think generally the answer is no. I think the idea behind that

provision, it's been a long time since I dealt with it,

so let

me think a minute here, that regulation is currently in place
in the Federal subsistence regulations. What we have done with
the fishery regulations is taken the existing, particularly
subpart A and B and added to it provisions that would then
expand our role in fisheries -- our jurisdiction in fisheries
consistent with the Ninth Circuit court's decision in the Katie
John case. So what you're reading from is currently in the
regulations. And essentially, I think what we were trying to
say there is that there are other regulations by individual
agencies that implement provisions of ANILCA or other Federal

law. And all we were saying is those are still in play.

Theoretically they shouldn't conflict with subsistence

provisions in the regulations. I'm not sure I'm giving a clear
answer here. I think it's just acknowledging, particularly

Park Service regulations.....
MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.

MR. BOYD: ..... they have their own standing
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subsistence rules that are still in play and we wanted to
acknowledge that.

MR. REAKOFF: Well, it's my stand on this issue that
any further regulations should be submitted through the proper
subsistence management program channels in the future. That
answers my question on that one.

The other one is in the next section down and this is
under D, let's see, yeah under D, petition for repeal of
subsistence rules and regulations. The State of Alaska may
petition the Secretary's for repeal of the subsistence rules
and regulations in this part when the State has enacted and
implemented a subsistence management and use laws which are
consistent with ANILCA. And I have kind of a real uneasy
feeling about a complete repeal of all the Federal program's
provisions that have been all the time consuming work we've put
into providing for subsistence in this blanket repeal. And
then without a transitional period between the Federal and the
State Board on -- I feel that if the State comes into
compliance, my personal feeling, if the State comes into
compliance, that they should adopt as the Federal government
did, adopted the State's regulations -- the State should adopt
the Federal regulations and then in a joint Federal/State Board
scenario start deciding which regulations are going to be
repealed, if any. I don't feel that we should just throw the
baby out with the bath water when the State gets management.

And I would like -- if this is going to be republished, I would
like to see this part -- can this be rethought if you republish
this?

MR. BOYD: 1I'm not sure how to answer your question. I
think we can certainly take your concern and your comment and
pass that along. I'm not sure that once the State passes laws
that apply or comply with Title VIII of ANILCA that we can
then, as a Federal government dictate that they takeover the
existing regulations that have been passed over the last seven
or eight years. That's not to say we can't encourage them to
do so. But I'm not sure that the right people are in the room
to answer that question. But I've heard your -- Jack, I've
heard your concern before expressed in other circles and it's a
valid concern.

MR. REAKOFF: Well, under this section, it's petition
for repeal.

MR. BOYD: Right.

MR. REAKOFF: And there should be conditions for the
petition, you know, it shouldn't be a blanket petition to
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repeal all the Federal subsistence regulations. And I feel
that the petition should be conditional, with certain
conditions that the State would meet to, indeed, you know,
because they're saying that they're going to have a rural
preference, all of the -- all of the regulations, to the best
of my knowledge in the Federal program have been well thought
out by the Councils and have a real valid subsistence through
all of our intricate knowledges that we supposedly have had all
this input into it, I feel that the State should be compelled
as a condition of their petition to adopt the Federal
regulations and then work in a transitional period with the
Federal Board to get their program rolling on the subsistence
—-— their subsistence program rolling. That's just the way I --
I have a real fear of the State just -- see I was in a
discriminated area where, you know, there's areas where the
State doesn't care, do whatever you want, run the caribou down,
they don't care. There's places where they want a high prior
—-— they call them high priority hunt areas, that's where they
want to send sport hunters and they'll cut subsistence right
down to nothing and they'll -- they have a very bad record.

And if they want to argue with me about it, I can argue all day
long. I have a real fear of it going back to the way they were
dealing with subsistence before the 1989 ruling. And I wanted
to bring this out to the Council for this as a caution.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ray.

MR. COLLINS: On Page, I'll use just 38, it's 66238.
At the top of that page they list allowable gear type and so on
for subsistence, then under 10 in the first column down
there.....

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MR. COLLINS: ..... it says no person may take
subsistence within 300 feet of any dam, weir, ladder and so on
unless otherwise indicated. Okay, there's a tradi -- probably

one of the oldest traditional fisheries in our area is on the
Shageluk River where the construct a fence of willow and alder
and insert it when the ice is about a foot thick. They cut a
trench across it and put that down so that the fish mill around
above and they used to dip where now they set nets above.....

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MR. COLLINS: ..... to catch those fish. I don't see in
the gear up here any allowance at the top for that kind of
fishery. So you'd be -- we'd be stopping one of the oldest

traditional fisheries as I read this; is that right?
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MS. MEEHAN: Yes.
MR. COLLINS: Because it's a weir.

MS. MEEHAN: Yes. Since these are the regulations
taken straight from the State, you're correct.

MR. COLLINS: Right, I know.

MS. MEEHAN: That's the type of thing we could consider
as a change to the regulations. Now, if you could help me
write up how it should be changed. 1It's also the type of
change that could be considered if we get into this and then in
the annual cycle we would be looking at the Subpart C and D,
the same way we do for terrestrial animals.

MR. COLLINS: Because I saw up in our area there was a
traditional weir and trap on the Salmon River, that's the way
they caught their king salmon up until the '60s and then the
State stopped it. They used to put a weir across and put up a
trap there and they stopped it basically under this.

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MR. COLLINS: And they stopped it basically under this.
Now, they've been overlooking the one on the Innoko over there,
they've been allowed to do it still. But I think provisions
should be made for that, it's probably -- as I said, one of the
oldest traditional fishing methods that still exists in the
State. So there needs to be some way, like a traditional weir
or something like that needs to be allowed under that.

MS. MEEHAN: The place that would make the most sense
to target that within the regulations would be under the
specific -- the regulations that speak to those specific
fisheries or those specific areas. And the reason is that the
State has a high concern about, in general the use of

MR. COLLINS: Right.

MS. MEEHAN: ..... because they can be overly effective,
if you will.

MR. COLLINS: Right.
MS. MEEHAN: And therefore that's why they don't show

up as a general provision for use of a weir. And so it may be
better delineated in a regional context.
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MR. COLLINS: Okay. That's why I used the term
traditional weir or something like that.

MS. MEEHAN: Yes.

MR. COLLINS: The fact it's not something new.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.

MR. COLLINS: One other question though.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Go ahead.

MR. COLLINS: On the use of hook and line, because I
think under the State they said that a method for catching king
salmon on hook and line was considered sport fishery. Now,
would they be able to do that as subsistence fishing under
this?

MS. MEEHAN: Yes. And that is a big difference between
State and Federal regulations.

MR. COLLINS: Okay. Because they had stopped making
the weir and then they went to the hook and line and then the
State had now made that sport fishing so they're supposed to
conform to the sport fishing season and bag limits.

MS. MEEHAN: Right. That is -- again, that's a major
difference between the Federal and State regulations --
proposed Federal regulations.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Mr. Chairman, just for record keeping, I
know that these are comments that are being brought up by
individuals, does the Council agree with the comments as
they're comments?

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yes.
MR. MATHEWS: Or are they individuals?
MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.

MR. MATHEWS: I mean because it's -- you know, it would
be -- the easier for me would be is if you'd pass a motion
supporting these or take them as a whole and say, all the
comments to this point are the Regional Council comments.
Because we're going to be track -- I'm going to be tracking
those separately than public comments.
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CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Take them as a whole as an ongoing
unit?

MR. REAKOFF: Yeah. Let's just keep identifying them
and then package them up.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Okay.
MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: You know on the Koyukuk River they set
those lush traps with a weir and they do that in the Kobuk and
the black -- you know, the black fish.....

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: In the Kuskokwim area, too.

MR. REAKOFF: So you know, there's -- so you know it
might not be appropriate to change it now. Is it -- can this
be changed, this wording right now?

MS. MEEHAN: We could look at it right now, but the
preference and this is a bureaucratic preference is to take the
rule, basically as it is, unless there's some really dramatic
changes and go ahead and get it published and then look to the
process that we've been going through this meeting, but in
context of fish, to make these kinds of changes. Because there
are several of them that are very important on a very local to
-- 1in a very local area. And it would be easier to deal with
them in the context of a regular proposal cycle. And it's not
to put it off, it's just, you know, necessarily, it's just that
would be an easier time to do it and we would have the
opportunity for the whole Council to hear the information and
have an understanding of the issue and work it through the
process.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Go ahead.

MR. REAKOFF: 1If the State is out of compliance by
December 1st, would we have a proposal cycle meeting and
implementation before the next fishing season?

MS. MEEHAN: No. It would straddle the next fishing
season.

MR. REAKOFF: Um-hum.

MS. MEEHAN: Because it, just roughly there'd be a
meeting to —-- in the early spring, late winter/early spring to
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accept proposals and then the proposal analysis would occur
over the summer. And then there would be a fall meeting to
review the analysis and make the recommendations. And so just
as a reminder, we've talked about this in the past, but the
fish cycle would be just about opposite of the game cycle and
it's to accommodate fisheries. So it does mean that there
would be one year of the fishery that it -- that these
traditional fisheries would be out of compliance, if you will.

MR. BOYD: Let me just add to that. It may be possible
to accommodate some of these changes, but I'm reluctant to say
that we would, in fact, do that because I don't know what all
of the comments we're going to receive are. Some of them may
need to be evaluated on their merits. Because certainly we
have conservation as a concern and we would want to present
back to the Council our technical concerns, if you will. But
some of them, you know, we may have a pretty good handle on
them and we may be able to accommodate, I can't judge that
right now. So seriously we want your comments, but we want to
be honest at the same time, that our capability to handle them.
We don't have a fisheries staff. I don't have a budget. And I
won't have that until we have a program in place. And so
getting all of this geared up is just going to take some time.

MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.

MR. BOYD: And I would be less than honest with you to
say that we could handle it immediately and be very responsive
because -- and I don't want to do that. So what we're trying
to do is build a program similar to what we did back in 1990.
Clearly understanding that there are still concerns out there
like the one that Mr. Collins has expressed and identify those.
And if we can accommodate them now we will do our best, but if
we can't then we will defer it to a cycle of decision of the
regulatory process that we normally go through for these
terrestrial wildlife issues.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: 1If these are State regulations they're
not enforcing them. So I don't really think that it's quite
such a big problem, you know, right now. So it might be too

hard to fix and highlight it and cause a problem, so.

MS. MEEHAN: Are there any other gquestions about the
regulations?

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Henry.
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MR. DEACON: Yes, a question. I'm from Shageluk area,

so that's -—- I don't know if the village really knows about
this law, I'm pretty sure they don't. And they've been
fighting this -- the State's been telling them that you can't

do that for many, many years and they still do it because
that's the way they do. So when Federal takeover, there's got
to be some provision there for them.

MS. MEEHAN: Okay.

MR. DEACON: To notify them that these are changed and
what's their opinion on it.

MS. MEEHAN: Okay.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Carl, I went through the files on all the
times that you discussed fisheries and made a list, this
doesn't mean you have to address them now or not, but this is
just to update you on what you've talked in the past. In Holy
Cross you talked quite a bit about customary trade and the
middle man transactions. I don't know if you want to mention
that now or not. You've brought up, over time, the need that
there be local responsive management, rapid response, so that
couples into a couple of other things you've talked about here.
Over time, greater linkage between tribal. Greater linkage
between advisory committees. A and B addresses advisory
committees in there, but not -- subpart A and B, so I don't
know if you want to do anything on that.

One that I wasn't clear about but I just pulled from
the notes is transporting fish to another site legal. Maybe
that rings a bell with somebody, but you did mention that at
the one meeting. And then I think it was this meeting, you
wanted a further refined definition of wanton and waste. Now,
please realize that Rosa said this and Tom said this, that most
likely the changes that, if you did any actions of these, may
not happen this round, but this would position yourself and
also you would have a frame work setup so if we did get into
fisheries you could start acting on them. But that's just up
to you, but those are the ones from notes in your file on
fisheries that I could find.

MS. MEEHAN: And I'd like to highlight one of those
that Vince brought up and this is something that at Eastern
Interior we had quite a bit of discussion about. It has to do
with the customary trade. And it's on 66238 and there's a line
by it that says, newer modified text. And the part that I'm
looking at is up on the sort of towards the top of the middle
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column, that page is 238 and it's number 12. And this is the
part that I mentioned that customary trade is -- the intent of
the regulations is to recognize existing practices. But to
limit extending traditional practices into commercial
enterprises. And so the language that does that is under 12.
And basically it says, subsistence taken fish, their parts or
eggs may not be purchased for use in a significant commercial
enterprise. And it goes on to say, and this is where Eastern
Interior had a hang-up, was persons licensed by the State of
Alaska to engage in a fisheries business may not receive for
resale or barter or solicit to barter for subsistence taken
fish, their parts or their eggs. Now, what was pointed out by
Gerald Nicholia on the Eastern Interior Council is that if you
read this strictly, it implies that somebody who holds a State
of Alaska license is unable to participate in barter which
would, you know, could characterize as just regular exchange
between neighbors or friends. And so he was particularly
concerned about the wording. And that was a concern that was
shared by the Council, and so I wanted to highlight that to you
and get a sense of, you know, if you had some commentary on it
because this -- this part is, from our perspective, it's a
really important part. This business about expanding into
commercial enterprises could lead to some real resource
problems and we really want to watch that. At the same time we
want to make sure that we can accommodate traditional
practices. And I understand that along the Yukon there are
many people who are both in commercial fishing and in
subsistence, quite legitimately, and so we have to be really
careful about this crossover. So I'm looking to you for any
commentary on this particular provision.

MR. COLLINS: Mr. Chairman, I do have comment on that.
Because that gets into what I talked about before, Vince
highlighted on traditional trade. Is I understand that on the
Yukon now, or what has been the practice is there are only a
limited number of people that are putting up fish strips. And
some of now have a commercial permit but instead of selling the
king salmon, they're cutting them into strips putting them in
the freezer and then those are more or less sold under the
traditional trade. Because not everybody has access to those.
So you know, when I go over to there, I buy fish strips and
bring them back to an elder, let's say, in Nikolai that wants
fish strips and can't get them from them. And they do have the
commercial license but they're not doing it in a -- as a
commercial enterprise because then you get into all the
inspection and everything else.

I see there's going to be some problems here and there
because of that changing practice. Everybody used to go out
and put up their own but they don't all go to fish camps
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anymore. So they're relying on the ones who are putting on
strips to get their traditional fish. And then that cache
comes in, helps them, you know, in making a living. So I think
we have to look at that whole area very carefully to allow
that. That's what's become the traditional trade and that's
the way people get the fish that they need or want for
subsistence purposes. Others from the area on it, too.

MS. MEEHAN: The part that -- the wording that we
looked for to try and help this was use of the word, resale.
And with the idea that if somebody had put up strips or
whatever and then sold them on to an end user, in other words,
somebody who's going to eat themselves.....

MR. COLLINS: Right.

MS. MEEHAN: ..... that that's accommodated. That's
what we specifically want to make sure can happen. But what we
did not want to have happen, was to setup a situation where
somebody could come in and buy stuff and then turnaround and
market it to someone else. So it's -- that's the concept that
we tried to embody and just want to make sure that this works.

MR. COLLINS: Well, that's the exact situation I
described, except that persons licensed by the State of Alaska
to engage in fisheries business may not.....

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum. And that's.....

MR. COLLINS: ..... because they have a commercial
license.....

MS. MEEHAN: Yes.

MR. COLLINS: ..... that they may be selling part of
those commercial or maybe selling the roe and then strips out
of the other that they're using in the barter, you know.

MS. MEEHAN: Well, that's -- I want to be clear on
this. If you've got a subsistence caught fish. And you take
the roe out of it, it's got to be treated the same as the
subsistence -- as you would treat the strips. I mean
everything has to be treated -- it is a subsistence caught
fish, it could be under the way this rule is sold to an end
user.

MR. COLLINS: ©No, I wasn't -- I'm sorry, I may have
misstated, not -- they've got a commercial license, they can
commercially sell the roe.
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MS. MEEHAN: Okay.

MR. COLLINS: But if it's a king they may be cutting -
I don't know if they're selling that king roe. But then they
may be turning the king into strips that goes into the barter
system in a sense.

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.
MR. COLLINS: See what I mean?
MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MR. COLLINS: So that they have a legal license to sell
the eggs but, you know, that situation would not be covered --
they're fine. TIf they've got a commercial license and they're
catching the fish under a regular commercial opening, then it's
outside of these regulations and there's not a problem with it.

MR. COLLINS: But what about the strips that go into
the traditional barter trade then?

MS. MEEHAN: It doesn't matter.

MR. COLLINS: Doesn't matter, okay.

MS. MEEHAN: Okay.

MR. BOYD: I don't think it would anyway.
MS. MEEHAN: It shouldn't.

MR. BOYD: I think Rosa's correct. But I don't have a
clear enough understanding with what's really going on,
Mr. Collins. And I think it's something that -- I would
entertain your comments so that we could have it researched, I
guess, and take a harder look at that.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Henry.

MR. DEACON: My question is about smokehouses, how we
process those smokehouses. I know the State is against the way
we handle our subsistence dry fish. They want to outlaw those
smokehouses, all that kind of stuff. And the gquestion that you
brought up, you want more information, it's better you don't
know about some of this.

MR. BOYD: That's up to you, Mr. Deacon. We do want
help crafting our regulations though. And we want to make sure
that legitimate subsistence practices as conceived in the law
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are —-- are considered and taken care of in our regulations. So
obviously we're looking to you as the experts in the region to
help us understand what we've crafted already is going to be a
problem or is going to accommodate subsistence uses in your
region.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: We get a lot of people in the
Kuskokwim that are dual. You know in the first part of the
year they put all their kings away and about -- but after they
get done, that's all their subsistence needs are filled, they
do have a license and a lot of them do have a license, limited
entry license. And they do fish, but you know, they do put
away quite a few kings and the strips and usually kings in the
Kuskokwim is designated as a subsistence fish. And you know
whenever the commercial fishermen catches incidental catch,
it's in -- according to the State of Alaska it's incidental.
The kinds are primarily subsistence fish. Is there any -- so
these people wouldn't be able to barter because.....

MS. MEEHAN: That's why I flagged it to your attention
because the specific phrase in this section says, may not
receive for resale or barter or solicit to barter and so that
can be interpreted that somebody who holds a commercial
license, you know, that that's what they do in some other part
of their life or for a very short time, you could read this and
interpret it to mean that even when they're dealing with
subsistence caught fish that they could not barter. And that's
-- I'm just sharing with you that this is a concern that was
flagged and the suggestion that came out of the Eastern
Interior group was to just take out that phrase in there, or
barter or solicit to barter. And so my direct gquestion to you
is if you look at that, would taking out that phrase then cover
all the situations you can think of that have happen in your
region? And it's a really critical one because we're trying
really hard to get this right so we can acknowledge the
traditional practices.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Because most of the Native people
that do catch these fish, these kings, they use it to
supplement their income.....

MR. COLLINS: Right.

MS. MEEHAN: Yes.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: ..... it's kind of a barter. And
because they're not -- basically these people that are -- you
know, I feel for them basic -- the people are just out there to

make a living and a lot of them don't have a job. And they
need the commercial fishing as an extra income and the
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bartering system is additional because -- and these are people,
it's not lawyers and doctors, that don't got a lot of money.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: I think that it would be appropriate to
strike —-- to leave the; may not receive for resale and strike
for barter -- for barter, subsistence taken. I think that that
would be appropriate and cover what the intent of this
regulation is really about is to receive vast amounts of fish
although subsistence taken fish and then selling them --
shipping them off to Japan or some place. It would exclude the
bartering system from that then. I think that covers the
problem.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: I was just going to comment that I'm pretty
sure Rosa was right as far as using and selling the strips.
Because I think this came about quite a few years ago that
wanton and waste part where they would just take the roe and
dump the whole salmon back in the river, the dead and striped
salmon. And I think that this more or less just covers the
wanton and waste part that everyone was so concerned about at
that time. I think it was five, six, seven years ago.

MS. MEEHAN: I'll just share with you that I did see
people selling those strips down on Fourth Avenue during Fur
Rondy. $So it's around.

MR. SAM: You see a lot here too.

MS. MEEHAN: Yeah.

MR. SAM: And they are supplementing.

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah, and I think one of the key points
is that some of the older, very traditional people now are
depending on those people that are putting up strips because
they're not able to do that anymore so that's the way they get
their subsistence strips in a sense.

MS. MEEHAN: Right.

MR. COLLINS: Is from those people who are engaged in
that.
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MS. MEEHAN: Yes. And one of the other issues that we
discussed quite a bit last fall on this Council was the notion
of -- and I think, Ray, you're the one that brought this up,
that when you traveled to somewhere you would get strips for
someone and take it back to them. And as long as you're not
adding a surcharge for your carrying of fish, that that's
covered the way this is written.

MR. COLLINS: Yeah.

MS. MEEHAN: And the wording that takes care of it is
the for resale. If you're just acting as a -- as the nice guy,
middle person, then that's fine. So i1if there's any other
questions or concerns about this, the public review process of
this is open 'til April 20th and we can take written comments
up until that time. We've got forms that have a postage paid
sheet where people could fill out comments and mail them in
that we could certainly provide you copies if you wanted to
take them back to share with others. But I just want to
emphasize that the ability to comment on it remains open and
then just to remind you of the -- you know, the rest of the
process is that we're in a holding pattern until the State does
whatever they're going to do. And then come December 1st,
we'll know whether we're going to get into the fish business or
not.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yeah. If you go back to number 12, it says,
subsistence taken fish, their parts or their eggs may not be
purchased for use in a significant commercial enterprise. So I
think that gives us the right to sell or barter strips, even
from subsistence users, you know. Because there's -- I don't
see anyone making any significant amount of money off of
strips.

MS. MEEHAN: Yeah.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Um-hum.

MR. SAM: So I think we're all covered there.
MS. MEEHAN: Good.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Well, you go down to the next
paragraph, 13, persons licensed by the State.....

MR. SAM: I'm not worried about the commercial guys.
I'm just worried about wanton and waste.
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MR. BOYD: No problem. No problem.
MR. DERENDOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: William.

MR. DERENDOFF: Rosa, what you were saying about this
public comments, that you would have some kind of forms that
people could fill out and send to who?

MS. MEEHAN: They would come into our office and we
would look at them. As part of the process, we will reviewing
all public comments and then when the final rule is published,
part of that rule will have a summary of all the comments that
have been received and how we've responded to them. So it's
part of the formal process. It is an opportunity for anybody
to comment on it. And so we do have forms that if you know of
others that are interested or if you would like to pass them
out, we can certainly provide those to you.

MR. DERENDOFF: I think that the comment period would
be a reliable thing, just speaking broadly about all these
Proposed Rules.

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MR. DERENDOFF: Because -- oh, another gquestion I have
was before December of this year, would public comments make
any effect on these proposed rules?

MS. MEEHAN: They certainly could. And that's -- I
mean that's the whole point of having the public comments.

MR. DERENDOFF: Okay.

MS. MEEHAN: And like I said, they will be reviewed and
when the Proposed Rule is published, there will be a summary
section in the front of it that will cover -- these are the
comments we received from the public and explain how the
Proposed Rule addressed those comments.

So the public comment period is very important to us.
That's why we've held public meetings all over the state. So
we definitely are seeking that.

MR. DERENDOFF: Thank you.

MS. MEEHAN: I'd be happy to entertain any other
questions.



00170

OO Joy Ul WwWN

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: Rosa, in this section it says, the
Board may recognize regional differences in defining customary
trade differently for separate regions of the state.

MS. MEEHAN: Yes.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: Okay. Does that mean like in our
area that -- we have the best fish of the whole Yukon, there is
no i1f, and or doubt in anybody's mind and we will trade with
people on the Kuskokwim for things, not necessarily money or
we'll trade for dry meat with somebody.

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: So these kind of comments you want to
see in your.....

MS. MEEHAN: Yes.
MS. DEMIENTIEFF: ....comment period?

MS. MEEHAN: Any comments are helpful. But the type of
trade that you just described is covered within this. That
particularly when you're trading for items, that's barter, and
that's fine.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: Um-hum.

MS. MEEHAN: But the comments are appreciated. The
regional differences is a concept that came up, somewhat in
connection with trying to identify what a significant
commercial enterprise was. And so what that language does is
essentially it gives us latitude that if we get into a position
of having to try and identify, you know, well, at what point
does it become significant, then we can look to the Regional
Councils for guidance and setup some type of a system that
works for your area. It's not something that we necessarily
want to get into doing, but it's just a way of putting the
latitude in the regulations so that if we need to get into it
we can.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: One of our teachers at home is
getting all her students prepared for written comments right
now.

MS. MEEHAN: Oh, fun.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: So you may be receiving some from the
junior high and high school in our village.
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CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Good.
MS. MEEHAN: Good.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: They're sorry not to have been at the
hearing in Holy Cross but there were Native dances going on
that evening and that had top priority over going down to
testify at the hall. And so there was kind of low
participation in Holy Cross that night.

MS. MEEHAN: The dance sounds like more fun to me.

MS. DEMIENTIEFF: It was.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Henry.

MR. DEACON: I have a question -- I don't know if my
question was answered about smokehouse, you know. I don't know
if you know smokehouse, but I know the State is against that.
And since you're going by the State regulations, you will put
that in there, but I'd like to see that always be there because
that's the way we process our food. And that's -- I don't know
how to describe it.

MS. MEEHAN: Um-hum.

MR. DEACON: That's really something that should never
be taken away from us, the way we process fish for many years
and the State is trying to say it's unhealthy.

MS. MEEHAN: Henry, I appreciate the traditional ways
of processing food and respect it. And fortunately all these
regulations speak to is the taking or the harvesting and that's
where our regulations stop.

MR. DEACON: Oh, okay.

MS. MEEHAN: So we won't go there.

MR. BOYD: Whether they smoke them or refrigerate them,
that's okay.

MS. MEEHAN: It's their business.
MR. BOYD: Yes.
MS. MEEHAN: Yeah.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.
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MR. MATHEWS: I think you exhausted all your comments.
you were going to pull them altogether or something to that
effect and pass a motion unless there's more questions.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: More questions?

MR. MATHEWS: Or comments.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Or comments. From the audience.

MR. SAM: Just one.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: What kind of action are we looking for here?

MR. MATHEWS: Well, just that it would be clear that
the comments that were expressed were the Regional Council

comments so I can just track them as we -- if we move into
fisheries. So it's clear that they're not just Jack's or
Henry's or whatever, but they were the Council ones. If

they're not, then we need to know that also.

MR. REAKOFF: I make the motion to adopt all of the
comments that the Council identified for review by the Federal
program in the implementation of the subsistence of the
fisheries.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: 1Is somebody writing all that down?

MR. BOYD: Yeah, this guy is here.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Is that right?

MR. BOYD: And Vince.

MR. SAM: Second.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: And seconded by Ron.

MR. COLLINS: Question.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Question's been called for. Could
you read the motion for clarification.

MR. REAKOFF: Were you getting what I said there,
Vince?

MR. MATHEWS: Yes, I got that, yes. I got it.
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MS. MEEHAN: Vince, he wants you to read it.
MR. MATHEWS: Oh, you want me to read it?
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Read the motion.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay. Jack moved that all comments
provided in this discussion would be the Western Interior
Regional Advisory comments on the Proposed Rule.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: And seconded by Ron.
MR. MATHEWS: Yeah.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Okay. Question's been called for.
All in favor of the motion signify by saying aye.

IN UNISON: Aye.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: All opposed same sign.
(No opposing responses)

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Thank you.

MS. MEEHAN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Item 13, Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Yes. Item 13 will go pretty quick. Item
13 is Tab U. We'll start off with A, which is correspondence
sent and received.

The way we've done this is two ways. One, is I give
you a briefing of each one in there or we just take a few
minutes. You page through the letters that were received.
Well, actually the ones you receive I could brief and then you
would look at the ones that were sent out. The way we've done
it with this Regional Council is at this time all Council
members receive all correspondence. The Chair gets these
throughout when they come in. So this is a time for all of you
to look at it. So I can just let you look at them and if
there's questions answer them. There are two in there, in
particular, that you may want to focus on since we do have
management from the wildlife conservation here from Fish and
Game and you had discussed yesterday quite a bit the Koyukuk
River. There's two in here from -- one from the area biologist
concerning the Koyukuk River area in a newsletter. And then
there's another one where I communicated with the Staff there
about the status of the management planning process for the
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Koyukuk River. And since they are here you may want to take
that opportunity or you may not.

You should have received that in the mail, also the
newsletter and survey and that.

(Pause)

MR. MATHEWS: What I'll do in the minutes is note that
what letters were provided to you so we have a track of that.
If there are any questions, try to answer, clarify where
they're going or whatever on that, it's up to you guys. I just
note some of you have highlighters out so I'm kind of getting
worried.

MR. COLLINS: I'm reading the moose report over there,
you didn't have the stats on it.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: William.

MR. DERENDOFF: Mr. Chairman, on this one letter on
Page 1 it's to the Regional Council -- Board, there's one
little thing that's been puzzling me about this -- where it
says —- where the Federal management's going to manage all
waters within -- I don't understand within. And -- but
adjacent to the refuge, I know what adjacent is, but then you
know, water moves so that makes me.....

MR. MATHEWS: Yeah, I think I'll turn that over to Tom.
I think what you're addressing there is, is it the letter of
January 5th that I sent out to you?

MR. DERENDOFF: Yeah.

MR. MATHEWS: And you're talking about what is
considered adjacent waters?

MR. DERENDOFF: Yeah.
MR. MATHEWS: I know Tom and -- I know Rosa did a real
good job at the last meeting on adjacent waters, but we can

clarify what adjacent waters means.

MR. BOYD: I think Mr. Derendoff was more -- and help
me, was mostly concerned about what it meant?

MR. DERENDOFF: Yeah, what it meant.

MR. BOYD: Both adjacent and within?
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MR. DERENDOFF: Well, I know what within is, but
adjacent -- adjacent is right next to, I know that. But you
see we're talking about waters, so water is going to be within
and water would be adjacent and water would be out, so it
makes it kind of.....

MR. BOYD: It might be helpful to have a map to speak
to this and it's over on the wall, so let me just kind of go
off over here.

MR. MATHEWS: Do you want the overhead or do you

MR. BOYD: ©No, I don't believe you have an overhead of
this. Well, let me go to this map, because I think that might
be the one to show it. What we're talking about is delineating
jurisdiction. The water has to be associated geographically
with the conservation system unit with the Federal lands or
conservation system units. In the case of the Yukon River, it
obviously comes through initially and we're talking about
inland waters, fresh waters, comes initially through the Yukon-
Delta Refuge. So all of the Yukon River and it's associated
tributaries within the exterior boundary of that refuge would
be in Federal jurisdiction. So on this map we have tried to
demonstrate that by highlighting the river systems in red that
are within Federal jurisdiction.

There are other refuge and I need -- help me with the
names, this is the Innoko Refuge where the river comes and
touches the boundary of the Refuge on one side at several
points along here and along in here. This is, of course,

a different scale map, it would probably show a little bit
different points where it touches. But generally along here
and here, so those portions of the Yukon River would be
included in Federal jurisdiction, even though only one side
touches the Refuge lands, plus all the tributaries within,
again, the exterior boundary of the Refuge. The same would
apply to the other refuge units along the river.

In -- which one is this, I can't remember the name of
this Refuge.

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: That would be Nowitna.

MR. BOYD: Nowitna -- without the names -- I know the
names, I just don't know the places. But along -- the same
with the Innoko, along this one, the Yukon touches it on the
north side so that stretch of river would be within the Federal
jurisdiction that we're proposing. I'll stop there and just
see if that answers your questions.
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MR. DERENDOFF: Yeah, it sure does. Because now you're
saying most of these boundaries are really along the river or
at some kind of really good landmark, but along the river.
Okay, you have a Federal land on one side and that whole land
is —-- that whatever, that's Federal land -- that's -- we're
talking about on that side of the river, but suppose you have
another Federal land or State land or something with a
different name on the other side since it's a boundary, and
they're both adjacent to it.

MR. BOYD: Let me see if I could -- well, it wouldn't
matter as long as one side of the river has Federal land
associated with it. We would be asserting jurisdiction in the
river throughout the -- I guess the distance from where the
river began to touch the land to where it ended. Does that
make sense?

MR. DERENDOFF: Yeah.

MR. BOYD: I guess the point -- the legal point here is
we are asserting Jjurisdiction in waters where there is a
Federal reserved water right. And what that means is that
these reservations or these land withdrawals were made for
certain purposes, and therefore, we would claim the right to
the water to fulfill the purposes for which those lands were
established. That's sort of the legal theory behind this. So
in this case, the wildlife refuges were established for many
purposes, including the protection of fish and wildlife. And
we would assert a claim to that -- to those waters as an
interest in fulfilling the purposes of that refuge. So all of
the river then associated with the refuge, at least on one
side, we would be asserting a claim to jurisdiction. And this
is an interpretation of the Ninth Circuit court's ruling in the
Katie John case.

So what we're proposing is jurisdiction anywhere
Federal land, and when I say, Federal land, the Federal
Conservation Units, the refuges, the parks, monuments and
preserves, these in purple and the National forests which none
are in your region. Essentially, water within those units
would be covered under our regulations. However, for most BLM
lands, that is not the case because these are not -- these were
not withdrawn for fulfilling certain purposes by Congress. So
there are no Federal water rights within most of the BLM lands,
that's the gold lands, except for -- you see this large black
line here, that's the Unalakleet River and that's the portion
of that river that is a wild and scenic river, I don't think
there are any in your region. But that's one that comes close.
So we would be asserting jurisdiction over a portion of the
Unalakleet River because it was withdrawn as a wild and scenic
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river corridor.

MR. REAKOFF: My question is, assumption of
jurisdiction within that navigable waters, do you go to the
mean high water mark on the opposite bay from the Federal land?

MR. BOYD: I think so, Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: I mean like up to the high water mark in
the brush?

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah.

MR. BOYD: Of course, you're not going to be catching
fish over there on dry land.

MR. REAKOFF: The only question I have with that is if
there's a Federal hunt, does that apply to an animal that's
standing on that bar on that -- below that mean high water mark
on the other bank?

MR. BOYD: You know, these are technical questions that
I don't have answers to.

MR. REAKOFF: Okay.

MR. BOYD: You know, if I were -- I'm not even going to
guess.

MR. REAKOFF: Okay. I would like to know, though.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Benedict.

MR. JONES: I have a gquestion. On that Nowitna
boundary area, you said south side of the Yukon and north side
is the State.....

MR. BOYD: Right.

MR. JONES: ..... land. Okay, what's -- who has
jurisdiction on the island divided the Nowitna River.

MR. BOYD: Well, we're talking about fisheries and
there are no fish on the island.

MR. JONES: I know but Federal game? For game?

MR. BOYD: I would presume at this point that the State
would continue unless it's Refuge land.
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MR. JONES: I mean just let say if there's a moose
there.

MR. BOYD: Yeah.

MR. JONES: And if you caught a moose on the island who
will have the jurisdiction?

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Would you care?

MR. BOYD: 1If it's not on the Refuge it would be State
jurisdiction. If the island were not part of the Refuge, it
would be State jurisdiction. And I think the same would apply
to land below mean high water on the, in this case, the north
side of the river. But I will research that a little further
and have a clear answer.

We're really talking about fish here in the water. And
the legal connection is the reserved water right that would
establish the jurisdiction for the fisheries. But for game,
it's where the animal is and below mean high water would be
State domain.

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Yeah.

MR. BOYD: Unless it's within the Refuge. Well -- and
even within the Refuge, below mean high water would be State
domain. It's real -- see this is the problem with dual

management and mixed jurisdiction, it's really difficult to
define it for the average lay person as to where Federal
jurisdiction begins and Stage jurisdiction ends.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: You know, we've got a permit system
at home and the high water mark is an issue but if you catch
something it better land in that high water mark. Because if
it goes out of sight of the high water mark you're in trespass.
That's a different -- if you shoot something, it better land
below the high water mark, you're okay. But if it goes past
that high water mark, then you're into our jurisdiction, and I
think we took that to court.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: There's several letters here in dialogue
with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game in regards to the
Koyukuk River, moose, co-management land. And when I went to
the Galena Koyukuk River Advisory Committee meeting, our plane
was late, we missed any presentation that Jim Woolington would
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have given or if he gave something, I don't know, about that.
David James is here, I would like to have an update since this
is what a lot of this correspondence regards. If he has any
infor -- current information about the State's aspect of moose
management on the Lower Koyukuk.

Don't worry, it's not hot. 1It's not the hot seat.
MR. JAMES: Good morning, Mr. Chairman.....
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Good morning.

MR. JAMES: ..... members of the Council. I'd be glad
to give you a brief update on the status of that effort.

REPORTER: Pardon me, sir, could you state your name
for the record.

MR. JAMES: My name is David James, I'm with the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game.

REPORTER: Thank you.

MR. JAMES: I believe that in your meeting book you
have a copy of the Koyukuk moose hunt bulletin that was sent
out. Is that the case? Okay. All right, you know what I'm
talking about then. That's the main thing that happened after
I last discussed this topic with you all in McGrath, I think it
was.

After getting indications of interest from this group
and from many hunters and others in the public, we went ahead
with pursuing the idea of what kind of moose management and
moose management planning needs to be done. What became clear
to us, shortly after that time, was that we did not have a
clear idea of what was needed. 1It's the same thing if you're
going to go out hunting for a squirrel, you sure don't take
your moose gun with you and we didn't want to commit ourselves
or over commit ourselves to getting involved in a process
larger than was necessary to address the issue. So we thought
the logical thing to do would be to talk to the hunters as best
we can who use that area, both local and non-local. So the
idea of this mailout was pursued. And it went out to about a
thousand people, those were the folks who had registered for
hunts -- for moose hunting on the Koyukuk Control Use area in
1996 and '97.

So far Jim has received about 200 returns on the
questionnaire that was included with it. What he's going to do
with those, and he's been waiting until the last minute, is he
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will compile the results of that questionnaire just before the
Alaska Board of Game meeting, March 21st. So we will have all
of the results from 200 plus responses available at that time.
We will not, at that time, though, have a complete report done
on that topic. After the Board meeting, Jim can -- will
continue to further analyze the information that we get from
the questionnaire and come up with some recommendations and
conclusions on this overall issue. And one of those
conclusions may well be to pursue some sort of cooperative
moose planning effort, if that's necessary. And after the
Board meeting and after analysis of these responses, we may
come up with a different recommendation. And that is, if the
hunters in the area are satisfied with the management situation
as it now exists, then there would be no reason to go ahead and
get involved in expensive and time consuming planning efforts.
But we haven't made up our mind at all, you know.

And like I suggested the last time I met with vyou,
there are enough issues involved in that area with moose, that
some level of planning effort is probably what's going to
happen. But I just hope you understand this was our -- our
intention was to get more specific information from people who
hunt there to give us direction on how they would like to go.

When our final report comes out, we don't have a
deadline on that right now, but our board meeting goes through
to about the 1st of April, and my feeling is that the report --
the final report on this particular effort will probably be
done -- well, sometime before June. That's our intention at
this point.

Now, I may have left something out, Jack or others may
have questions. I'd be glad to try to answer them.

MR. REAKOFF: One question that's in this paper that
Koyukuk Moose Hunt Bulletin is that the survey data for the
Three-Day Slough area wasn't available at the time of this
printing and I was wondering if -- if Jim had provided you with
those survey data's of current '97 mid-winter survey?

MR. JAMES: I have that with me. Would you like me to
go over that right now?

MR. REAKOFF: I would like to know what the bull/cow
ratios, if there's been an improve -- there's been a hunter
drop there, that's apparent. There's been a decline in
hunters. And I would like to know if that had a little bit of
effect yet.

MR. JAMES: Okay. Let me grab it.



00181

OO Joy Ul WwWN

MR. REAKOFF: Okay. Mr. Chairman, in the interim, I
would like to state that I was at the Koyukuk River Advisory
Committee meeting in Galena on the 24th, about two days ago,
and we talked about a proposal there to eliminate non-resident
hunters from the Koyukuk Controlled Use area. There was quite
a bit of discussion about that proposal because there's people
that -- local people that guide hunters out of Huslia and we
didn't want to -- decided that we didn't want to cut their
throat because all of that meat goes right into the wvillage,
you know. It's distributed on a sign-up sheet to the elders
primarily and their local guides and so forth. So we -- at
that Koyukuk River Advisory Committee meeting we amended the
proposal to only allow non-residents that are being guided to
hunt within the Koyukuk River Advisory Committee. Non-
residents can hunt on their own, they can be flown out, dropped
off or dropped in, actually above there and float in and hunt
moose and that's what that -- I think there's 88 non-resident
hunters were -- participated in the Koyukuk River hunt. And
that's an update as far as the Koyukuk River Advisory Committee
meeting.

The other, basically the feeling of the committee was
that the 250 hunter limit up into the hunt area, that at any
one time, Woolington told us that 150 of who were hunters was
the most that were in there at any one time and that seemed to
have an effect on reducing the hunting pressure. And I wanted
to see from David James here whether those bull/cow ratios had
reacted to that reduced harvest.

MR. JAMES: Jack, the information that we have from
last year's survey indicates that it's about the same. And you
know, to answer your question directly, it appears no, there's
been no obvious response yet in that bull/cow ratio. For the
three most recent years which were the lowest years, we have
23, 24 and 20 bulls per hundred cows, and that latest is last
fall, '97.

MR. COLLINS: Twenty.

MR. JAMES: Twenty, yeah. And I should clarify that,
in our current management objectives for that area, we've
targeted 30 bulls per hundred cows as the desired post hunt
ratio. I think there might have been some confusion over that,
however, that the concern in maintaining 30 -- under those
kinds of moose densities is not to ensure adequate breeding
there. You know, under those kinds of moose densities you can
get a bull/cow ratio, we feel confident at 15 per hundred would
be adequate. What you're going to see though is fewer bulls
for hunters. That's, I think, the main issue here.
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CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Sam.

MR. SAM: Yeah. Mr. Chairman, I know we targeted this
30 to hundred ratio, but then you have to realize also that we
also introduced or we were successful to including antlerless
moose be taken or harvested at latter days of the season, four
or five days, and I think it will take time -- put into effect
or get near our desired number of bull/cow ratio. Because at
that time, when we went after that antlerless moose harvest,
that bull to cow ratio is going real far down, so it will take
a few more years before we can really analyze this.

CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Benedict.

MR. JONES: Mr. Chairman, Dave, I just wanted to ask
you a question. One your survey there, there's many elders
that's been concerned about the wolves. What they're concerned
about is they don't want to see too many mature bulls taken
out. Do you have the data on the mature bulls that's been
taken out over 50 inches?

Their concern is if they take all the mature bulls it
will cut the cow ratio population down.

MR. JAMES: I'm sorry, I do not have that information
with me.

MR. JONES: Okay.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yeah, Mr. Chairman, I think it would be
beneficial to this Council and people throughout our Western
Interior region that we are covering to invite Jim Woolington
to all of our Western Interior Council meetings. I know that
if Tim Osborne was there he would be in attendance and we
haven't been that satisfied with Woolington's involvement in
all our attempts to clarify all of our problems with both the
State and Federal.....

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Mr. Chairman, through our coordination
with the State, they're invited that way and all the agendas
are sent to all effected area biologists. So he knew of the
meeting and was invited.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chair.,

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Jack.
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MR. REAKOFF: I think it would be more economical if
Mr. Woolington, at least, provided all pertinent age class
data. My current questions are age structure of the bulls
being harvested. Whether those age classes are being -- are
declining. And whether those -- and the other gquestion I have
is whether those are medium to large bull only in the bull/cow
ratio; is that what that is? Medium to large bulls and the
yearlings are excluded or.....

MR. JAMES: No, those are all bulls.
MR. REAKOFF: All bulls?

MR. JAMES: Yeah. I do have yearling bulls per
hundred. But the figure I gave you includes all three
categories.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Jack.

MR. REAKOFF: My personal feeling is that like the
Koyukuk River Advisory Committee that the regulation
registration hunt changes that were implemented did have a
reduction of hunter numbers and it was kind of the feeling of
the Koyukuk River Advisory Committee to leave it -- you know,
it's starting to turn around and to leave it alone and watch
it. It is -- the last two winters have been real easy snow
winters, it makes a higher calf survival. And basically the
committee was feeling -- and Bill can put in his thing there,
is that let's -- to sit back a little bit and just watch to see
what happens this next year as to -- and then allow the co-
management thing to kind of come together and really get some
long range ideas going. Was that your feeling Bill?

MR. DERENDOFF: Well, it -- I think the reason why I
brought that up was because a lot of these proposals that were
coming in didn't seem like they were there long enough to even
give it a chance to see if it would work or not, and they were
trying to put more proposals on top of that proposal or even do
away with it completely. And what I never thought about the
co-management part involved in that part, I hadn't really
thought about that, no. It wasn't that part, but it was -- it
was Jjust that part I mentioned.

MR. SAM: I have a question, Mr. Chairman.
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Did you select a person to attend and testify



00184

OO Joy Ul WwWN

before the State Board of Game?
MR. DERENDOFF: Yeah.
MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Rudy?
MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.

MR. DERENDOFF: Rudy Summer for -- what was that a
joint Board meeting?

MR. REAKOFF: Joint meeting.

MR. DERENDOFF: So it was Rudy Summer from Koyukuk
River.

MR. SAM: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Anymore questions?

MR. REAKOFF: Those were all the questions that I had
for him. And I think that close monitoring of the situation is
what this Council is endeavored to do. There are proposals to
eliminate the 250 -- or 50 hunter limit at the river, that was
voted down by the Koyukuk River Advisory Committee. Basically
we wanted to -- the committee was to -- or the proposals that
passed, was to let the regulations that have been put in place
have a chance to take their effect now. I was hoping for a
better bull/cow ratio, but maybe next year it will pickup a
little bit.

MR. JAMES: I just might add on to that that those, you
know, 23, 24 and 20 are not significantly different. And that
those are close enough figures that there could be other
reasons for explaining that kind of difference, just difference
in the distribution of the moose and that sort of thing.

MR. REAKOFF: Um-hum.

MR. JAMES: You know, you're well aware of that kind of
variation that can take place. But it's safe to say there
hasn't been any big change because it's pretty safe to assume a
very large significant change would become apparent. But this
looks about the same.

I also would like to add that quite some time ago when
we looked at the tentative schedule for this meeting which was
scheduled for Galena, Jim and I both made plans -- Jim planned
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to be there in Galena and attend the meeting for two days and
myself for at least the second day, like I'm doing right now.
And then we became aware that the meeting was changed, in the
meantime he had already made other obligations that depended on
being in Galena to attend this meeting as well. So I'm not
saying it's impossible that he could have been here, but as
usual it came down to a matter of figuring out how to cover all
our bases as best we can. If it had been in Galena, as
originally planned, I can guarantee you he would have been
there.

In the meantime I'd be glad to pass along your
invitation, Ron, about specifically asking him to attend,
that's perfectly fine and I'll pass that along and you may wish
to do that in writing.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Yes. I won't respond to that because
there was two week notice there and we'll leave it at that.
The other thing is it's not clear to me how this Regional
Council will plug into this action? And does the State plan on
presenting this draft report in March to the Federal
Subsistence Board since there's a large Federal makeup of land
in that are? I suppose my core question is is how does the
Federal program plug into this process?

MR. JAMES: 1If it's appropriate for me to respond. I
think our focus -- our primary focus at this point is with this
group. If you're asking with the Federal program overall,
especially just the preliminary compilation of results. I'm
not sure if that would serve any purpose at the Federal Board
meeting. But if there was a specific request for that then we
could certainly do it but we weren't planning on it.

MR. MATHEWS: The reason I bring that up is because it
sounds like that will be the mechanism that will decide if
there really is a need for a planning process. And so I assume
the State will just keep the Federal program informed of that.
We don't want to repeat what happened in the past of closures
and openings and all that. That's what's behind all my
comments because that wasted tremendous amounts of time,
Federal, State, local and everyone else. So that's where I'm
coming from. And I'm stepping out of my role, but I'm trying
to watch the physical and time aspects of this. That's the
only thing I'm driving at.

MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN MORGAN: Jack.
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MR. REAKOFF: Mr. Chairman, I was at Tim Osborne's
office at Galena the year before last and in the computer he
has age, class -- he has the size of the horns. Those moose
that went through the checkpoints have all been measured. And
Benedict was asking, you know, how many of the over 55 inch
bulls, those have all -- all those moose have been measured.
All of those moose have a tooth pulled and all of them are age
classed. I would like for that type of information, biological
information to be presented at our next meeting by -- that's
the type of questions -- or biological types of questions that
are very pertinent to what we're dealing with as tracking this
health of this moose herd and that's the age structures, the
bull/cow ratios, the calf productions and the -- there's moose
that actually get 60 something inches in four years there. I
-- those -- he aged moose that were 60 something inches that
were four years old. Those moose actually grow a lot faster
than moose in other places. Up where I'm at they don't grow
that fast.

So those are the kind of information that, whether he
attends or whether he can compile all that and send it on, that
doesn't really matter. We just want that information. But it
would be nice to discuss things with him.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Ron.

MR. SAM: Yeah, I'm just trying to answer Vince's
questions here on how we plug-in with the State's -- or
proposals before the State. The only way I can answer that is
that I guess because of Jack and my involvement with the
Koyukuk River Advisory Committee. And as far as that co-
management agreement is concerned, it's still in the drawing
stages and we're still trying to setup another meeting to get
that into being -- actual being in operation. So we'd be more
willing to work with you and Woolington.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Benedict.

MR. JONES: Yeah, the most reason -- not only the
Koyukuk River, every area that's concerned about the matured
bulls is -- on the reproduction, that's what they're concerned

about. And like Shageluk and Holy Cross area, they're
concerned about that, that the out of state hunters go up on
the foothills of the mountain, Ft. Yukon area does the same
thing, and they -- or the matured bulls don't come -- don't get
a chance to come down to the river or some -- they're caught
before they get out into the flats. That's their concern about
flying with airplanes.

And just for your information, for the Board here, that
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reauthorize antlerless moose hunt again for next year what we
will do every year, reauthorize antlerless moose hunt. Thank
you.

MR. DERENDOFF: Mr. Chairman.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: William.

MR. DERENDOFF: Maybe I would ask this Council members,
because this is co-management, since we're kind of in this
moose topic —-- which is co-management, what if the Board
participates —-- or up there are participating, what -- how much
of a part will they take into supporting something like a co-
management or information? That would be addressed to the
Council members.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Sam.
MR. SAM: What Board are you addressing?
MR. DERENDOFF: This Board here.

MR. SAM: With you and I and Jack on there we could run
it 1if we want to.

MR. DERENDOFF: Well, that's -- this is what I'm
saying, you know -- you know what I'm saying.

MR. REAKOFF: Yeah.

MR. DERENDOFF: Because there's -- I don't know what
you want to say, limit or -- I'm not against none of these, but
you know, I'd like to see it passed. That's where I get kind
of confused.

MR. SAM: Mr. Chairman.
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Go ahead.

MR. SAM: I saw some correspondence within our booklet
that Vince put out. And it's quite apparent that he's already
done some footwork on this, asking for State and Federal
funding, if possible, to pursue this co-management effort
within the Koyukuk River.

I also addressed your tribal chief and secretary at our
co-management moose meeting to deal heavily and correspond
heavily with the Western Interior Council. So we will be
involved. And as to what extent, we don't know at this time
because the co-management committee is just beginning, but we
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will be involved.

MR. DERENDOFF: Okay, that answered my question. I
know it's going to be there, you know, but just to make sure,
that'd be good to know.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Vince.

MR. MATHEWS: Well, I must have did a good job or
something, on that funding request please be aware that the

Board agreed to it. That if there was a planning process that
they would fund Regional Council representative travel. Tom
can add more dollars to it but that's what was agreed to
because the Board does not have budgetary -- that's the

farthest that it went on funding. So I want the record to be
clear that it wasn't the Board funding a process, it was just
going to pay for travel for one member to go into a process;
that's all I know of.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Henry, do you want to comment?

MR. DEACON: I guess my question might be on line, but
what I'd like to know here and Jack's on the record has been
kept -- what I'd like to know is how much is being killed by
the wolves in that area? Has there been any study done on it
for the future? Because there's a whole population of wolves
getting to be in our area and I'd like to start having studies
be done, how much moose has been taken by the wolves in that
area. I'd like to see that kind of study being done for the
next meeting so we can have a record. There is a lot of —--
the way to keep track is we see those -- is how those wolf kill
the moose in a various area. So I'd like to see that kind of
report in the next meeting.

MR. JAMES: I could respond, Mr. Chair, to at least
partially to that. At the Board meeting, at the State Board of
Game meeting that starts next month, the 21st, one of the tasks
they have to accomplish is to go through all of the Interior
and look at the various moose and caribou populations and
identify those which may need intensive management. And what
that means is identify certain areas where moose and caribou
are important for food. And if they give that identification
or they give that classification is what it's going to turn out
to be, they were classified as an intens -- as the potential
for an intensively managed population, that's going to set in
place a whole -- a potential for a whole process of
regulations. That all are related to intensive management. In
other words, how do you help a population to get back up to
higher numbers so there's more for people to use.
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One of the considerations they're going to be looking
at is what's the land status of a particular population?
Sometimes it's all on State lands, sometimes it's all on
private lands, like Native corporation or at least partially or

on Federal lands. And is so often the case, one of the main
wildlife management tools that we have to help a population
frequently turns out to be wolves. If we could, for a period

of time, keep the wolf population down to a low level, as you
well know, then in many cases the moose and caribou population
can come back up. One of the things the Board is going to be
considering, though, is if it's on Federal land or not, and if
it is, that tool, it's not the only tool but it's one of the
most important, at least in the Interior, is probably not an
option. Because predator control restrictions on Federal land
are even more difficult than they are on State land. And keep
in mind that at this time we have a State administration and a
Governor who has said there will be no lethal wolf control, at
least, for the short-term, for right now.

So those are the kinds of considerations that will be
debated at that meeting in March. And I know that several of
you are on advisory committees and who will have representation
at that meeting and will have an opportunity to listen to that
discussion and debate. It could have some fairly major
influence over how management programs are run in some areas
such as yours. And right now, I don't have a crystal ball and
I'm not clear on how that's going to turn out.

As far as doing studies, just with -- now, take -- I'm
not talking about the Board of Game now, I'm just talking about
the Department of Fish and Game and how Jim Woolington out
there in Galena will conduct his programs, as far as doing an
intensive study to find out what the level of wolf population
is, what the level of how many moose they're killing in that
area, and that sort of thing, actually we look at -- that's our
decision of whether to do that or not is influenced by our
potential to do anything about it once we do know. And we Jjust
recently turned down an opportunity to participate in an
intensive moose/calf mortality study on the Yukon Flats Refuge
because we don't see the payoff in terms of management action.
If a study determines that the wolf population is a very high
level, our ability to do anything about it has changed markedly
in the past several years. The only place we're involved in
wolf control right now is, as you're probably aware, is a non-
lethal controversial project involving the sterilization of
wolves. That's the only tool we have right now to deal with
wolves. And when we see the handwriting on the wall and we've
got limited dollars to do limited programs, we think about
that; what's the possibility of doing anything about it if we
do find out that it's a high level of predation.
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So I'm just trying to give you some insight into how we
are trying to run our programs these days given the changing
political scene and it's a very challenging and difficult one
and controversial as you're well area.

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Anymore questions? If not, can we
break for lunch at 1:30.

MR. JONES: Quick question.
CHAIRMAN MORGAN: Quick question he says.

MR. JONES: On your sterilization and replanting of
wolf, are you sterilizing the males or the females?

MR. JAMES: Both.

MR. JONES: Both. And they're not to reproduce anymore
pups or anything like that? 1Is that what your aim is at?

MR. JAMES: For the life of those wolves, yeah.
MR. JONES: Okay. That's all the questions I have.
MR. SAM: A forest birth control.

MR. JAMES: That's over in the Fortymile country west
of Eagle.

MR. SAM: Where you're doing that?

MR. JAMES: East of Circle.

MR. SAM: Where are you taking them?

MR. JAMES: Do you want some?

MR. SAM: No.

MR. JAMES: Two areas. Jack knows something about this
or he will soon, but the one area that they've been -- the
other wolves that are not sterilized, they are moved. The
extra wolves are moved and that's been over towards the
Canadian border.

MR. SAM: Yellowstone.

MR. JAMES: The other area that will take place in a

month will be down to the Kenai Peninsula. And then there's a
third area being investigated right now and that's in Jack's
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backyard.

MR. SAM: No, that's the one where Togiak ends, only
about 60 miles and there's trails down that way, various end
roads.

MR. JAMES: You'll have an opportunity to.....
CHATRMAN MORGAN: Recess for lunch.

(Off record)
(On record)

CHAIRMAN MORGAN: 1I'd like to call the meeting back to
order.

MR. MATHEWS: Okay, Mr. Chairman, we're still under
information action items, and we're under B. And we'll be
having different people present different sections, 13(B). And
this one is talking about coordination efforts with the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game and it's kind of an action item and
that's under Tab V as in Venetie.

Well, I couldn't think of -- well, I wasn't going to
say Vince.

MR. COLLINS: You could have said Vince.
MR. BOYD: Okay, Mr. Chair.
CHATIRMAN MORGAN: Okay, go ahead.

MR. BOYD: TI'll do the report and I'll refer you to the
first pages under Tab V, and also to the letter that was handed
out to you.

MR. MATHEWS: 