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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO:

FROM:

02-001 A (Rav 11-85)

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Senate special Committee DATE: March 1, 1990
on High Seas Salmon
Interception FILE NO.:
TELEPHONE NO.: 465-4100
SUBJECT:

Information

Regarding CSSJR6
David B(

Director"”~ External

and International Fishery Affairs
Department of Fish and Game

During the 1989 legislative sesslc the Alaska State
Legislature passed CSSJR6, ™"Relating t% r.he Interception of

Alaska Salmon and steelhead on the High Seas." This
resolution listed several specific actions which the
Legislature believed would help address this problem. The

Department of Fish and Game, as the agency charged to
state®"s efforts to end high seas interception, mounted an
aggressive campaign to tackle this problem. This memo briefly,
reports on our efforts to date regarding the actions
specifically identified by the Legislature in the resolution.

lead the

High Seas Salmon Fisherica of Japan

The International North Pacific Fisheries ComL.ission (INPFC)
has historically been the forum for addressing the
interception of Alaska salmon by the directed high seas salmon
fleets c£ Japan. The state has been an important player in
this forum over the years. Resolution CSSJR6 stated:

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State
Legislature respectfully requests the American
section of the International North Pacific Fisheries
commission to ”~old firm 1in negotiating with the
Japanese and t- oppose expansion of the Japanese
salmon and squid fishing areas, as well Japan®s
proposal to convert 1its mothership Tfleet on the
high seas to land-based fleet; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State
Legislature respectfully requests the Congress not
to allow the Japanese to fish for salmon and

steelhead within the United states Exclusive
Economic Zone...

Status: one of the most controversial 1iIRsues at the 1988
INPFC meeting was the Japanese proposal to convert their
mothership fishery to a landbased style fishery, with freezer
capacity on the catcherboats and direct deliveries from the
catcherboats to shore. Several rounds of talks took place 1in
late 1988 and early 1989. The State adopted a very tough
stand regarding the conversion proposal, and attended all of



the negotiations. The end result after several rounds of
talks was that Japan dropped their request for the 1989
fishing season because the Uu.s. counterproposal was

unacceptable.

The 1989 mothership fishery was then carried out with an old
Hokuten trawler serving as the "mothership™ (the vessel was
reportedly going 1into bankruptcy and was commissioned very
cheaply) and 56 catcherboats divided into two fleets. Reports
indicate that many of the catcherboats already had freezer
capacity installed and that some deliveries were made directly

to trampers or to shore. The Soviet quota for the mothership
fleet for the 1989 season was 2834 nmt. The Japanese harvest
reportedly fell short of this because the Tfleet reached the
pink cap early in the Elshery. Please see enclosure 1.

The Japanese have again raised the conversion issue at INPFC.
This 1issue 1is the subject of on-going negotiations between

Canada, Japan and the U.S. The next round of talks is
scheduled for March 27, 1990.

In 1989, the Japanese once again sought entry back into the

U.S. EEZ for the mothership fleet. This was successfully
blocked.

U.S./U.S.S_.R. Agreement

In May, 1988 the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. signed a comprehensive
fisheries agreement. The Legislature recognized this as a

significant new opportunity to address the high seas problem.
Specifically, the resolution stated:

...be 1t FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State
Legislature respectfully requests the United States
Department of State to immediately begin negotiating
a joint enforcement agreement with the Soviet Union
in order to prevent illegal fishing 1in the North
Pacific Ocean; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska state
Legislature respectfully requests the United States
Department of state to begin negotiating with all
the salmon producing countries for an international
treaty that would ban all high seas salmon

fishing. ..
status: The state of Alaska has been very successful to date
with the U.S./U_S_.S.R. initiative. The U.S./U.S.S.R.

comprehensive fTisheries agreement was signed in May of 1988.
Ratifying legislation passed the Congress later that year.
The state was able to get Jlanguage establishing a North
Pacific and Bering Sea Advisory Body (Advisory Body) inserted



into the legislation. The Advisory Body consists of the
Commissioner of Alaska Department Fish and Game, the Director
of Washington Department of Fisheries, and ten industry
representatives (five each from Alaska and Washington). Two
legislators, Senator Binkley and Representative cotten, also
serve on the Advisory Body. Through the Advisory Body we have
been able to accomplish most of our U.S./U.S.S.R. objectives.

The TFfirst meeting of the I1CC occurred in February of 1989 in
Washington, D.C. The U.S. government was not well prepared
for this meeting. The state was able to get a draft
cooperative enforcement proposal introduced despite initial
objections to the concept by Coast Guard and Defense. This

cooperative salmon enforcement MOU was signhed at the February
meeting.

Also at this meeting, the Soviets tabled what appeared to be
a hastily drafted salmon proposal. It was agreed that
discussions should proceed on salmon management issues at the.
next I1CC meeting, which was scheduled to take place in the
U.S.S.R. Previous to this, the U.S. and U.S.S.R. had not

discussed salmon management 1issues iIn any depth despite
several earlier opportunities.

In response, the state, working with 1industry, drafted a
proposed salmon management regime for the North Pacific. This
was reviewed and adopted by the U.S./U.S.S.R. Advisory Body.
The proposal would replace INPFC with a new treaty which would
prohibit the taking of salmon on the high seas. The treaty
would be between Japan, Canada, the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.
This draft eventually became a formal U.S. proposal which was
presented to the Soviets in Leningrad in late September, 1989.
After several days of negotiations the proposal was
conceptually approved by the two countries. Drafts have been
presented to Canada and Japan for their review. Four way
negotiations will probably begin later in 1990.
In addition to the above, the state pushed for a joint
U.sc/U.S.S.R. salmon science conference. The purpose is to
foster improved communication among our respective scientists
on salmon matters. Up to now, most of the information we have
had on U.S.S.R. stocks has come from the Japanese. Similarly,
the Japanese have supplied the Soviets most of the information
they have had regarding our stocks. The same situation
existed for data regarding natrh and quota statistics for the
Japanese high seas salmon fisheries. The i1dea to hold a
salmon conference was floated 1iIn October, 1988 at the
U.S.ZU.S_S.R. science bilaterals, The Tfirst such conference

was hosted by the U.S.S.R. at Sakhalin 1in early September
1989.



MagnuBon Act Reauthorization

Regarding the Magnuson Act reauthorization and the high seas
interception issue, the Legislature resolved iIn CSSJR6:

that the Alaska state Legislature respectfully
requests the Congress to amend the Magnuson
Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C.
1801 - 1882) to ensure that United States
jurisdiction over American anadromous species on the
high seas will be effectively enforced to stop
interception of salmon and steelhead on the high

seas...

status: The state developed Jlanguage to strengthen U.S.

assertions of jurisdiction over anadromous species. This
language, or a variation of 1it, 1is in both House and Senate
versions of the MFCMA reauthorization bills. The House
version recently passed; the Senate has yet to act in.

addition, given events on the international front regarding

driftnets, the state will be working to strengthen the
Driftnet Act as well.

High Seas Squid Driftnet Fisheries

The squid driftnet Tfleets ofTaiwan, Korea, and Japan are
having a significant 1impact on North American salmon and
steelhead stocks, marine mammals, seabirds, and other living
marine resources. The Legislature recognized this problem,
and the state mounted an aggressive campaign on this issue 1in
1989. The Legislature stated in the resolution:

-..be it FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska state
Legislature respectfully requests the United States
Department of state and the Congress to take
whatever actions are necessary to control the
illegal and unregulated fishing activities of the

South Korean, Taiwanesand Japanese squid
fleets...
status: The state mountsi an aggressive campaign to address

the squid driftnet issue on a number of levels. The state has
been deeply involved in the strategy sessions and attended
nearly all of the 1988/1989 negotiations conducted under the
Driftnet Act of 1987. There now are aareements with all three
driftnet fishing nations. Each agreement is somewhat
different, each has 1its strong points and its weak points.
These agreements are summarized in enclosure 2. Two countries
were certified for failing to meet the deadlines contained 1in

the Act: Taiwan and Korea. No trade sanctions were taken in
either case.



As part of the international effort, a state representative
was sent to the South Pacific Forum meeting iIn Suva, Fiji to
attend the first round of talks between the Forum Fisheries
Agency (FFA) representing 16 South Pacific nations and
delegations from Japan, Taiwan, and Korea. These talks
centered on the 1impacts of driftnets on southern albacore
stocks. The state was able to assist the FFA on both a
technical and political level, and established a good working
relationship with the FFA countries. A meeting was held 1in
New Zealand following the Suva meeting with the now-Prime
Minister where a North/South strategy was discussed to address

our mutual concerns regarding driftnet fisheries, 1including
taking this issue to the United Nations.

The state also joined up with British Columbia and the states
of Washington, Oregon, California, Ildaho, and Hawaii to bring
pressure to bear on the federal governments of Canada and the
U.s. This coalition of Alaska, the Province and 5 western,
states 1issued a Proclamation on High Seas Driftnet Fisheries
in the North Pacific Ocean which called for a number of
actions to be taken collectively by the two nations to protect
North American fisheries resources, marine mammals, seabirds,
and other living marine resources of the North Pacific. The

Proclamation also called for an international ban on driftnet
fishing on the high seas.

In addition, the state embarked on an ambitious campaign to
bring together a brord coalition of interest groups to attack
the driftnet problem on both a national and international
level, including environmental organizations, commercial and
sport fishing groups, and other public interest groups.

The result of all this effort has been greatly heightened
international concern regarding high seas driftnets. The
United Nations resolution on driftnets (enclosure 2), which
passed 1i1n December 1989, 1is a good demonstration of this.
While not an answer 1in and of itself, the resolution does
point up 1increased international concern on the issue, and
calls for a moratorium on large scale driftnet fisheries by
1992 unless effective conservation measures are in place, of
course, the interpretation of "effective conservation
measures"5 will be a contentious issue, and the state will need
to stay on top of implementation of the resolution.

Pelly Amendment

The Legislature stated the following regarding the Pelly
Amendment:



...be it FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska state
Legislature respectfully requests the Congress to
expand the Pelly Amendment to
(@) provide for sanctions against
foreign nations whose fishermen intercept
anadromous species on the high seas or
who refuse to cooperate with the United
States in developing and enforcing
international fishing regulations to
prevent interception of anadromous
species on the high seas; and
) include 1in the sanctions against those
nations embargoes on Ffisheries and other
products iImported from those nations...

Status: The state has expressed strong support for

legislation pending in Congress to strengthen and broken the
Pelly Amendment sanctions.

»

Funding to Address High 3eaa Issues

The Legislature called for increased funding for high seas
programs, stating:

that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully
requests the Congress to provide continued funding
for the United States high seas observer program and
other salmon research programs and to provide
funding for increased enforcement of high seas
conservation agreements by the United States Coast

Guard.
Status: The state joined with industry and other states to
address a number of funding 1issues for federal fisheries
programs. This was a successful effort and federal fisheries
budgets for high seas interception have been substantially
increased. Enforcement and monitoring budgets have been

increased over last year, and $3 million was specifically
added to the NOAA budget to implement the Driftnet Act

agreements. This year we will be asking for $7.5 million for
this program.

Enclosures
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A or* Blno acncem that, In addition to targeted «paaie* oi ei»h, aoa*targ*ted
fled, anrin« mammals# ssthirds and other living marina reaource* af tha world'a
oceans and taas flan become entangled la large~«eele palagio drl(tM ta« either In
these U jiatWe uaa ar la those that art loat or diaoardad, andu a rainlt of auoh
cntanglament® %re oftan either damaged ar killed#

laflflgalilnfl that more than ana thousand fishing vaaaala uaa lerga-aoale
pelegia driftnata la tha Paoiflo Ocean. tha Atlantic Ooean#thalndian Ocaan, and
la othar ariu of tha high sea*.

m arorniltinor that any regulatory oeajurss to ha taken for tha conservation and
maaagatwofe of living marina rsaoureea should take aaaeunt of the heat available
aolaatlfio data and analysia,

Laa tha relevant prinoiplea elaborated In tha Unitad ration* Convention
on tha Law of tha

Affirming that. In aooordaaoa with tha relevant artiolaa of tha Convention on
tha Law of tha 8aa# all membara of tha Intaraatiomal aocamunlky have a daty to
co-operate globally and ragiooally la tha aoaeervafcloa and management of living
resources on tha high sees. and a duty to take. or to oo-operate with othara in
takimg. aunh manauraa for thair aatioaala aa may ha naoaaaary for tha ooaaarvatioa
of tha living resource* of tha high iaaa«

HyUIM , in accordance with tha ralavaat artiolaa of tha Convention on tha
Law <at tha loa# tha responsibility of all mambara af tha iatarnatioaal oommunlity to

'naura tha coaaarvatioa and Management of living marine resources and tha ,
—i W*¥ cm nviag marinaanviroament withia thair ancluaiva

aaaaamia soaee.

Sohlns tha aarioaa ooaoern# particularly of ooaatal Itattf and Itataa with
fiohing iatareata# that whan Hying marina resources ara evoreaploitad in tha high
maaa adjacaat to tha aaelunlve tooaemlo toana of oaaatftl Itataa# thia la likely to
hava advaraa imposts on tha lama raaouroea within anoh aoaes# and in this regard,
tha responsibility far ce-oporatioa in eooordanee with tha ralavaat artiolaa of tha
Coavamtlea on tha Law of tha fan#

UP* Mm— that tha oanmtrlai af tha feuth pacific forum and tha fonth
Tmclflo Comaiiolam# in roaagnition af tha importance of living marine raaouroea to
tha paopla af tha louth Paoifla region, hava called far a cassation of anah fiahi
in tha fonth Pacific and tha Implementation af affaotiva maaagvuent fragrm aa#

aim nntlam tha adoption by feuth Pacific laada of Cavaramant of tha
Declaration oa thia subject atTarawa on 11 July 1911 nmd tha adoption by fouth
Paoiflo Itataa and territories of tha Convention for tha Prohibition of fishing
With Long Driftnata in tha fouth Pacific, at Wellington on 24 levembor 11194

Further noting that soma members of tha iatarnational aammualty hava amtarad

into eo-operaeive eaforctmant and monitoring programmes for the immaAiato
awaluatioo of tha impacts of large-scale polaglo driftnet fishing#

/a aa
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x/c.alM/b.ii
Kagllah

[tfIB flailiaa that ISM maabsra of th« international owrmunity have talaa atopa
to reduos thalr driftnet operation* ia imw regions 12 rtipoaaa to regional

cOAcaraa,

1. enii upon *11 newlbera of tha intarnational aoenunity, particularly thoat
with fishing interest*<to itraagtbaa tthoir co-operation la tha ooaiorvatioa aad
nanagvwent of livliag uriw rsaourcsa;

a. Calls unoa all theda involved la large-tcala pelagic driftaat fishing to
co-oparata folly with tha intarnational coanualty, and aapaolally with ooutal
Itataa and tha ralavaat international and saglonal organisations, ia tha aakaosod
eollaction aad sharing of Btatiatioally lound aoiantifia data, in ardor to ooatiaua
to aaceaa tha larpact* of avioh fishing methods, aad to stoura conservation of tha
world's living M tiaa roiouroaa)

3. lafiflam M | that all iataraatad members of cha International on— unity/
particularly within rational organisations, ooatiaua to loaaldsr and. by ao latar
than SC Juaa 1911, rtviaw tha bait avallabla scientific data oa tha lapadts of
larga-sotle pelagic driftaat fishing, aad agree upon further co-oparativo
regulation aad monitoring M aaurtl, u needsd]j

4, Further raanapanda that all a—bera of tha iataraatloaal co-unity,
bearing la mind tha special rela of regional orgaaiaatiaag aad rtgloaal aad
bilateral co-epemioa ia tha coassrvatioa aad aauagamaat of living aariaa
resources, as raflootad la tha ralavaat articles of tha Convention oa tha Law of
tha toa, egraa tot

(a) Karatorla oa all large-scale palagio driftaat tithing oa tha high aaai by
39 Juaa 1Q92 with tha uadaratamdlag that auoh a Maaura w ill not ba iapoasd la a
region, or If lapltaaatid, oaa bo lifted, should offaotira ooaaarvatioa aad
*anago— at measures ho tlkoa haaod upon statiatlaally sound aaalyais to ho jointly
eado by ooaearaod partial of tha latanutHnnai os u»Uy with m letMveac JU uu«
fiahory raaoarooa of tha raglea, to ptovoat unacceptable Impacts of sruoh fiihIng
practical ia that region aad to iu u i tha ooaaarvatioa of tha liviag maria*
resources of that rogltai

(b) Taka Immediate aotiea to roduoo progrooilvoly targe-scate polagia
driftaat fiahlag aotivitiao ia tha South Pacific rogloa teading to tho cassation of
auoh aotlvitioo by ao latar thaa 1 July 1191, aa aa interim ™manure, UnNtil
appropriata com M rratlon Aad anaegtmant arrange— ata for fouth Vaflifl0 Olbacora
tuan raaoarooa axa aatartd lata hy tha partita ooaearaod;

(c) Aa immediate eaastioa to further espanaioa of large-scale polaglo
driftaat fishing oa tho high itaa of tho tforth Pacific tad all tho other high iea»
oBtaldo tho Paoiflo Oaaaa, with tha — dorstanding that thia naaaura w ill ba
reviewed subject to tho taadltloaa ia 4 (a);

I inaauriflif eeutal oouBtriaa which hava aaolualvo eocnomio bomb adjacent

to tho high asas te taka appropriata aaaiuraa and to co-operata la collaotioa and
submission of aoioatlfio iafarmatioa oa driftaat flaking la thalr ova oaslualva

/ 0oco
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aeoaoalo iopn» taking iato aflflooiit the Masuraa taken oa tha high Mti for tha
conservation at living acrlae rasoorooaj

4, U gttlita ipecialiaad iffislti, particularly tha Food aad Agriculture
Orgaaiiatioa.pf the ffaitcd Xatlonc aad othar appropriate organa* organisation* aad
progran**a of tha (faited Tatioa* tyitia, u wall aa tha varloue rational aad
cubregioaal flihariei orgaaliatlona* to ctudy tufiatly large-ioale pelegio driftaat
fishing aad its iapacta oa tha living u rlu roiouroec aad to report thair viava to

tha factotcry«9c»erall

T, iM nuitl tho laoratary-Uaaaral to bring tha prasant raoalutioa to tha
attention of all Mathers of tha international aeaasmity, intergovernmental
org™alsatiosi. EvB-foveramatai erfuulaatioac ia ce&aultative statue with tha
loeooaio aad loeinl Couaoil, aad vell-attahllahed aaiaatifla institutiona with
eapertiae ia relation to Hying aariaa raaoaroat;

9. UtBUTti tha fecretary-Cenaral to ivbait to tha Oaaaral iiiM bly at it*’
forty-fifth aaaaion a report oa tha lagliaaitatim of tha pretest reaolutlaa for
iti oomaidaratioa*
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December 26,1989

The Honorable James Baker
Secretary of State

2201 C St.. NwW

Room 7226

Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary Baker:

| want to thank you for your efforts to secure a resolution at the United Nations cn the
problem of high seas driftnets. Aa you know, these driftnets are causing severe
conservation problems for North American steelhead and salmon stocks, and are
having major impacts on marine mammals, seabirds and other living marine
resources.

Unfortunately, while demonstrating intemational concern about the Impacts of driftnets,
the compromise resolution does not provide dear guidance for action to solve this
problem, especially In the North Pacific. The language of the resolution I3 vague and
will undoubtedly be subject to numerous Interpretations. This could weaken the efforts
of the United States to address this problem In other International arenas.

Accordingly, the United Stateamust make a concerted effort to ensure careful
implementation of the provisions of the compromise resolution to protect U.S. Interests.
| strongly encourage both you and Secretary Mosbacherto devote the resources
necessary to accomplish this task.

In addition, the State of Alaska believes there is sufficient Justification to seek an
Immediate moratorium on driftnets In the North Pacific. This position also is reflected
in the Proclamation on High Seas Driftnet Fisheries In the North Pacific recently
forwarded to you by the states of Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Idaho, California and
Hawaii, and Joined by the province of British Columbia. By calling for a moratorium on
the use of high seaa driftnets, the original resolution put forward by the United States
would have gone a long way toward resolving the Issue.

Mr. Secretary, it Is critical the United States make a clear and forceful statement
regarding Its concerns about the Impacts of driftnets on the world's living marine
resources. While the U.N, resolution can be used to demonstrate international
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/

concern over driftnets, the U.S. must not allow [t to be used as a stalling tactic by the
driftnet fhshtng nations. Any-moratorium, be It Immediate or in 1992,-must go into effect
unless the dnftnet fishing nations can demonstrate, through statistically verifiable
scientific data acceptable to the entire international community, that driftnet fishing
does not pose an unacceptable threat to the living marine resources of the world's
oceans. There should be no doubt with regard to the views of the United States in this

matter.

Once again, Iwish to thanKyou for your personal efforts in this matter. Itis heartening
that this issue has been raised to such a level of International concern.
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