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urges the U.S. government to undertake and adequately fund a major scientific <
research program to provide the scientific data needed to protect the interests
of U.S. fishermen and to demonstrate the harmful effects of large scale pelagic
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TQ

02-001 A (Pev 11-S5)

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 session, the Alaska State
Legislature passed CSSJR6, "Relating to the 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 lead the
state"s efforts to end high seas interception, mounted an
aggressive campaign tc tackle this problem. This memo briefly,
reports on our efforts to date regarding the actions
specifically identified by the Legislature in the resolution.

High Seas Salmon Fisheries of Japan

The International North Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC)
has historically been the forum for addressing the
interception of Alaska salmon by the directed high seas salmon
fleets of Japan. The state has been an important player 1in
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 hold firm 1in negotiating with the
Japanese and to oppose expansion of the Japanese
salmon and squid Tfishing areas, as well Japan®s
proposal to convert 1its mothership fleet 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 issues 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 in
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 U.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 into 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 mt. The Japanese harvest
reportedly fell short of this because the fleet reached the
pink cap early in the fishery. Please se" enclosure 1.

The Japanese have again raised the conversion issue at INPFC.
This 1issue is the subject of on-going negotiations between
Canada, Japan and the U.S. The next round of talks 1is
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 i1t 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 1illegal 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 fisheries 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 Gotten, 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 first meeting of the ICC 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 1initial
objections to the concept by Coast Guard and Defense. This
cooperative salmon enforcement MOU was signed 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 ICC meeting, which was scheduled to take place 1in the
U.S.S.R. Previous to this, the U.S. and U.S.8 .R. had not
discussed salmon management 1issues in any depth despite
several earlier opportunities.

In response, the state, working with industry, 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 new treaty which would
prohibit the taking of salmon on thr nigh 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 Tfor their review. Four way
negotiations will probably begin later in 1990.

In addition to the above, the state pushed for a joint
U.S./U.S.S.R. salmon science conference. The purpose 1is 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 catch and quota statistics for the
Japanese high seas salmon fisheries. The 1idea to hold a
salmon conference was floated 1in October, 1988 at the
U.S./U.S.S_.R. science bilaterals. The first such conference
was hosted by the U.S.S.R. at Sakhalin 1in early September
1989.



Hagnuaon Act Reauthorization

Regarding the Magnuson Act reauthorization and the high seas
interception issue, the Legislature resolved in 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

S68Sise
StatUB: The state developed language to strengthen U.S.
assertions of jJurisdiction over anadromous species. This
language, or a variation of it, is 1in 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 1international front regarding
driftnets, the state will be working to strengthen the
Driftnet Act as well.

High Seas Squid Driftnet FiBherles

The squid driftnet fleets of Taiwan, Korea, and Japan are
having a significant impact 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 in
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, Taiwanese, and Japanese squid
fleets...
StatUB; The state mounted an aggressive campaign to address

the squid driftnet issue on a number of levels. The state has
been deeply involved 1in the strategy sessions and attended
nearly all of the 1988/1989 negotiations conducted under the
Driftnet Act of 1987. There now are agreements with all three
driftnet fishing nations. Each agreement is somewhat
different, each has 1its strong points and 1its weak points.
These agreements are summarized in enclosure 2. Two countries
ware certified for failing to meet the deadlines contained in
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 in 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 in
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, including
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 issued a Proclamation or 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 broad 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 in 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”™ will be a contentious issue, and the state will need
to stay on top of implementation of the resolution.

Pally 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

(€D 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 fisheries and other
products imported from those nations...

Status: The state has expressed strong support for
legislation pending in Congress to strengthen and broaden the

Pelly Amendment sanctions.
Funding to Address High Seas 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 issues Tfor 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 1implement the Driftnet Act
agreements. This year we will be asking for $7.5 million for
this progranm.

Enclosures



THE HIGH SEAS SALMON FISHERIES OF JAPAN, 1989
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Japanese High Seas Salmon Fisheries, 1989

Mothership Fishery

FishiogqJEfffort

The Nikkeiren (Federation of Japan Salmon Fisheries
Cooperative Associations) chartered the factory trawler Zuivo naru
(2,459 GT) , at the requert of the bankruptcy administrator of
Hokkaido Gyogyo Kosha, from May 9 to August 8 to serve as a
mothership during the 1989 fishing season. The vessel was hastily
repaired by its crew of 37 1in May and because of its smaller size
operationg costs were reduced to one-tenth of those in the past.
The mothership with 32 catcher boats departed Hakodate on May 29,
began fishing on June 2 in Area 2-a, and ended fishing there on
June 25 (21 days). Sixteen standard fleet days (14,190 tans) were
fished in Area 2-a in 1989, the same fishing effort as in 1988.

After June 25, the mothership moved to Area 4 where they were
joined by a fleet of 24 catcher boats which had departed Hakodate

on June 21. Fishing 1in this area began on June 29 and ended on
July 11 (12 days) , after which the vessels left the area and
returned to Hakodate and other ports on or about July 20. About

7 fleet days of standard fishing effort were expended in Area 4 in
1989 as compared to 18 fleet days in 1988. The 1989 CPUE must have
been at least twic< that of 1988 1in order to catch 1,234mt in 12
days with only 2 catcher boats. In the 1988 fishing season,
1,452mt were reported caught with 18 standard fleet days of fishing
effort using 43 catcher boats in Area 4.

Catch

The total quota for Area 2-a set by Japan/Soviet bilateral
negotiations was 2,981 nmt. Of this, the domestic allocation for
the mothership fleet was 1,600 mt, or about 54% of the total Area
2-a quota. The quota in Area 4 was set by the bilateral negotia-—
tions at 1,234 nt. The total mothership quota (Areas 4 and 2-a
combined) of 2,834 mt was reportedly not met because of "poor
catches in Area 2-a". The fleet reportedly left the fishing
grounds when the pink salmon quota was achieved, leaving about 30%
of the other species quotas unmet.

Retention of Salmon Aboard Catcher boats

The Soviet Union, at the April 1989 bilateral salmon negotia—
tions with Japan, approved a Japanese request for allowing
processing of salmon on board some of the catcherboats (without
transferring to the mothership). Approval was also given for the
processed salmon to be brought back to Japan aboard the catcher
boats provided that the salmon were 1inspected by Japanese and
Soviet inspectors aboard the mothership before leaving the fishing

area.



Japanese High Seas Salmon Fisheries, 1989

Mothership Fishery

Fishing Effort

The Nikkeiren (Federation of Japan Salmon Fisheries
Cooperative Associations) chartered the factory trawler Zuivo maru
(2,459 GT) , at the request of the bankruptcy administrator of
Hokkaido Gyogyo Kosha, from May 9 to August 8 to serve as a
mothership during the 1989 fishing season. The vessel was hastily
repaired by its crew of 37 in May and because of its smaller size
operationg costs were reduced to one-tenth of those in the past.
The mothership with 32 catcher boats departed Hakodate on May 29,
began fishing on June 2 in Area 2-a, and ended Tfishing there on
June 25 (21 days). Sixteen standard fleet days (14,190 tans) were
fished in Area 2-a in 1989, the same Tfishing effort as in 1988.

After June 25, the mothership moved to Area 4 where they were
joined by a fleet of 24 catcher boats which had departed Hakodate

on June 21. Fishing in this area began on June 29 and ended on
July 11 (12 days) , after which the vessels left the area and
returned to Hakodate and other ports on or about July 20. About

7 fleet days of standard fishing effort were expended in Area 4 1in
1989 as compared to 18 fleet days in 1988. The 1989 CPUE must have
been at least twice that of 1988 in order to catch 1,234mt in 12
days with only 24 catcher boats. In the 1988 fishing season,
1,452mt were reported caught with 18 standard fleet days of fishing
effort using 43 catcher boats in Area 4.

Catch

The total quota for Area 2-a set by Japan/Soviet bilateral
negotiations was 2,981 mt. Of this, the domestic allocation for
the mothership fleet was 1,600 mt, or about 54% of the total Area
2-a quota. The quota in Area 4 was set by the bilateral negotia—

tions at 1,234 nmt. The total mothership quota (Areas 4 and 2-a
combined) of 2,834 mt was reportedly not met because of "poor
catches in Area 2-a". The fleet reportedly left the fishing
grounds when the pink salmon quota was achieved, leaving about 30%

of the other species quotas unmet.
Retention of Salmon Aboard Catcher boats

The Soviet Union, at the April 1989 bilateral salmon negotia—
tions with Japan, approved a Japanese request for allowing
processing of salmon on board some of the catcherboats (without
transferring to the mothership). Approval was also given for the
processed salmon to be brought back to Japan aboard the catcher
boats provided that the salmon were 1inspected by Japanese and
Soviet inspectors aboard the mothership before leaving the fishing
area.



Based on Soviet approval, 10 of the 32 catcherboats fishing
in Area 2-a and 8 of the 24 catcherboats fishing in Area 4 did not
transfer their catches to the mothership. Instead, they salted
their catches (in a manner similar to that done by the LBDN fleet)
and brought them back to Japan, landing them at Hakodate, Kushiro,
Hanasaki, Nemuro and Akkeshi, much to the dismay of the traditional
landbased salmon fishermen. The date for landing and auction of
the product from the mothership catcher boats was adjusted in order
to avoid auction on the same day as that for the LBDN fleet. The
remaining catcher boats transferred their catches to the mothership
for freezing. Two transport vessels brought frozen salmon back to

Japan from the mothership.
Landbased Salmon Fishery

Total 1989 catch information for this fishery is not yet
available. Species composition data indicate increased proportions
of sockeye and pink salmon caught in 1989 as compared to 1988. The
relative proportion of chum salmon decreased from 59% of the catch

in 1988 to 38% 1in 1989.
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1989 Japan-Soviet Salmon Agreement

- Quotas-
ouota bv SDecies: Metric Tons 1. ®°© Fish Change in
SDecies 1988 1989 1988 1989 Mo. ;%\
Pink Salmon 11,295 9,935 11,329 9,948 -12
Chum Salmon 4,086 3,410 2,035 1,710 -16
Red Salmon 949 744 483 383 -21
Coho Salmon 954 588 504 266 -47
Kina Salmon 384 323 113 95 -14
Total 17,668 15,000 14,464 12,402 -14
Quota by Area: Metric Tons
1988 1989
Area 1 Traditional Land-Based 7,984 6,485
Area 2a Traditional Land-Based 1,240 1,381
Mothership 1,415 1,600
Area 3 Mothership in the U.S. EEZ 0 0
Area 4 Mothership in Bering donut 1,851 1,234
Area 7 Pacific Coastal 2,878 2, 356
Area 8 Sea of Japan 2 .300 1.944
Total 17,668 15,000
Fishing Season:
1988 1989
Traditional Land-Based May 25-July 5 May 20--June 30
Mothership June 1-July 31 June 1--July 31
Pacific Coastal May 25-June 20 May 20--June 15

Fishing Fee Paid by Japan:
1989 = 3.35 billion Yen ($26.8 million)

In addition, 5,000 rat of salmon within the Soviet 200-mile zone were
allocated in 1989 to Japanese partners of joint venture(s) for salmon
reproduction (2,000 mt 1in 1988).

Source: American Embassy, Tokyo, 5/2/89.



Catch statistics of the Japanese high seas salmon gillnet fisheries, 1936-
88. (Catch in thousands of fish and cumulative fishing effort in thousands
of tans). Source: INPFC Documents 3132 (Rev. 1), 3269 and 3375.

All Species Fishing
Species Sockeye Chum Pink Coho Chinook Effort
1986
Mothership 3,170 729 1,925 390 65 60 1,930
Landbased 7 .978 138 940 6,345 478 77 1,435
Total 11,148 867 2,865 6,735 543 137 3,365
1987
Mothership 3,530 667 1,822 966 35 39 1,282
Landbased 7.677 140 936 6,068 459 74 1, 156
Total 11,207 807 2,758 7,034 494 113 2,433
1988
Mothership 1, 199 225 892 56 <1 26 432
Landbased 6,289 116 751 5,083 292 47 793
Total 7,488 341 1,643 5,139 292 73 1,275

Estimates of interceptions of North American salmon by the Japanese

mothership salmon fishery in thousands of fish, 1986-1988.1

Year Sockeye Chum Dink Coho Chinook Total
1986 142 29 <1 16 47 235
1987 134 26 <1 9 32 211
1988 117 42 1 0 23 183

"Source: Michael Dahlberg, NOAA Fisheries, Auke Bay. INPFC Docs 3132,
3269 and 3375, September 28, 1989.



SPECIES COMPOSITION OF LANDBASED SALMON CATCH

1988 1989

Quota 10,186 mt Quota 8,013 mt
Catch 7,614 Catch n/a



Menc Tons

PRODUCTION OF FARMIB COHO SALMON
IN JAPAN

/B 78 8 8 62 63 84 8 8 8/ 88

, Yea
Source; American Embassy, To[<yo, AUQUSE 27, 2 656,
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RGE- E FTNET FISH D ITS IMPACTS
ON LIVING MARINE RESOURCES OF THE WORLD'S OCEANS AND SEAS

The General Aasambly,

. Disturbed about a dramatic increase in the use of large-scale pelagic
driftnets which can reach or exceed 30 miles length to catch living
aarine resources on the high seas of the world's oceans,

. Mindful that large-scale pelagic driftnet fishinq IS, an _
indiscriminate fishing method whiCh threatens the effective conservation

of living marine resources such as h|gh|¥ migratory and anadromous
species of fish, birds and marine mammals,

Expressing serious concern that in addition to targetted fish
species, nontarget species of fish, marine aamaale, seablrde and other
living marine résources of the world's oceans |nclud|ng{ endangered
species, become entangled and die in such driftnets that are being
actively fiehed and in such driftnets that «re loat or placarded,

Recogmzmq that several thousand fishing vessels use such |
large-scale pelagic driftnets in the high-sea« areas of the Pacific
Ocean, the Atlantic Ocean, the Indian Ocean, the Mediterranean Sea, and
in other waters beyond t t exclusive economic zone of any nation,

Affirming that all members of the international community have a duty
to cooperate  globally and regionally in the conservation and management
of living resources on the high seas, and a duty to take, or to cooperate
with others in taking, such measures for their nationals as may be ,
necessary for the conservation of the living marine resource* o0f the high

Seas,

Noting that the nation* of the Forum Fisheries Agency and the South
Pacific. Commission, in_ rscognition of ths existing scientific data
mdgcatmg that such fishing is having an unacceptable impact on the
marine life of that region, have called for a cessation of large-scale
pelagic driftnet fishing in the South Pacific and the implementation of

effective management programmes,

Also notlngr the declaration ado ted_bz South Pacific Heads of
Government at Tarawa on 11 July 1989 which inter alia called for a ban of
such driftnet fishing methods ‘in that region and that some members of the
international community have entered intd negotiations on a convention
which will eatablieh the cessation of large-scale pelagic driftnet
fishing in the exclusive econoaic zones of those members, or such fishing

practices by the nationals of those members,

Further noting that some members of the international community have
entered into cooperative enforcement and monitoring arrangements to
evaluate and mitigate the adverse impacts of large-scale pelagic driftnet

fishing,



Recognising that some members of the international community have
taken etepe to reduce their driftnet operations in some regions’in
response to regional concerns,

. [1] Calls upon all those .involved in large-scale pelagic driftnet
fishing to cooperate fully with the international community in the

contintied and enhanced collection of scientific data on the impact of
?gggurfésehsmg methods and the conservation of the world's living marine

&2} Recommends that all members of the international community review
by June 1991, or earlier reflecting the emergence of an jnternational
of regional consensus, the existing data on the effects of large-scale
pelagic driftnet fishing, and agree to cooperative regulation and. |
monitoring as needed to mitigaté the adverse effects 0f these practices;

[3]. Further recommends that all members 0f the international
community agree to:

a] an.immediate ban on the practice of driftnet fishingi in the

[a] an.
South Pacific re?mn to prevent severely adverse, perhaps _
irremediable, effects on South Pacific Tisheries and to allow time

for the development of comprehensive fisheries management programs:

fb]\ a moratorium on all high-seas driftnet fishing by 30 June
1992 unless or until it is a?rsed that the unacceptable impacts of
such practices csn be prsvented and that the conservation of the
world"s living marine resources can be ensured,

. [4] Asks the appropriate organs, oqrganisations and programs of the
United Nations system to includé consideration of this question in their
regular programme of activities;

[5] Requests the SecretarK-General to bring this resolution to the
attention of all members of the international community, _
Intergovernmental organizations, nongovernmental organizations in
consultative states with the Economic and Social Council, and
wall-establiehed scientific institutions with expertise in relation to

living marine resources;

[6] Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly
at ita 45th session on the implementation of the present resolution;

£7] Decides to Include this question in the provisional agenda of its
45th session,

uwr87 10/31/89 Draft
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DRAFT Resolution

Driftnet fishing and Its impact* ,
on living murine resources of the world"s oceans and sets

The Genam! Assembly.

Noting the"-concern of some countriet over Increasing use
of drTTtnets which may have impacts on living serine resources
of the world"s oceans.

Mindful that driftnet fishing can be an indiscriminate
fishing iethod which say threaten the effective conservation of
living marine resources unless properly regulated;

Expressing concern that in addition to targetted fish
species, non-target species of fish; marine m&mmala, seabirds
and other living marine resources of the world"s oceans aty
becoBfl entangled and die in driftnets that are in active use
and in similar driftnets thatare loat or discarded,

RecornUlna that a large number of fishing vessels use
driftnets in the Pacific Ocean, the Atlantic Ocean, the Indian
Ocean, the Mediterranean Sea, and in other waters within and
beyond the exclusive economic tone of any nation,

Also "recognising that any regulatory measures to be taken
for conservations of living marine resources should be btsed on

scientific data and analysis;

Affirming that all members 0Oi Cie International community
have a duty to cooperate globally and regionally in the
conservation and management of living resources and a duty to
take, or to cooperate with others In taking such measures for
their nationals as may be necessary for the conservation of the

living merino resources;

Noting that some members of the international community
have implemented cooperative enforcement and monitoring
programs to evaluate the Impaets of driftnet fiahing,



1* Calls upon uesoon of tha international coaminity to
review regularly the existing data on the affect* of driftnet
fishing, and cooperate with othtr countries concerned 1in
regulation and aonitoring as needed to aitigate tha adverse

affects of these practices;

2* Recoamends that mmasters of tha international coaaunlty
agree to take”’further appropriate regulatory aeasures including
a moratorlua on driftnet fishing in case that available
scientific data necessitates such aetsuras;

31 Asks the”appropriate organs, organisations and
prograas oTThe United Nations systea to consider thia question

in their activities;

Raquasts the Secretary-General to bring thia
international

A

resolutlon to the attention of all aeabers of the

coiaunity, 1intergovernmental organisations, and
well-established scientific institutions with expertise 1In

relation to living aarine resources;

I, Requests the Secretary-General to report to the
General Asseably at its forty-fifth session on the
lapl™mentation of this resolution!
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Laraa-aaala rxIAflrin driffcnsfc flshlno and Iten I*paaea am tha llyina
rasaurcas at tha aaaaaa aad

Mating that May countries are disturbed by the increase is tha u#a of
larga-scala pelagia driftnets, which cm rtaoh or MOted 30 lallaa (4d kilometres)
is total 1os%h, to oitch living awxisa resources oa tha high aaaa of tha world"s

oceans and aaaa,

windfnl chat large-soaln pelagia driftaafe fishing, a Method of fishing with a
oat or a eeehleatioa of sata intended to ba hald is a sort or loaa vortical
position by floats and weights, *”ose purpose la to eaaeeh fish by drifting oa the
surface of or in tha voter, can bo a highly ladlsaristioate and wasteful fishing
nathod which is vidaly ooasidacad to throataa tha offoetiva oonsarvatioa of living
aarina roooureoa loth ai highly sdgratory tad aaedrorwue spociaa of firth, birds end
aariaa aaoauli,

$

Matin* that ths present rosolutloa doss not address tha guastio* of
aaall-seale drlftaat fishing traditionally conducted ia coastal waters, ospaeially
by dovalopiag countries, which provides aa important contribution to thair

Bubaiataaeo and scononic development,

19-12387 11098 (1)



*o 12'M UU7 s 2*2 (47 Il«t  nfl* SCI OtS"OMS 93

X9. *» 11*0* A mv. m. MUTT1lOH TO V. M. *0 3

X/C.2/44/t#. «|
lagllib
»rqe *

« . * 4 X%

IOUANifla aoflcam that# la addition to targatad vpaalas of fish, aon*targat*d
rish, marina mammals# ssabirda and other living maria* resources af tha world"*
ocaans tad isas can baaowa entangled ia larga-ceala pelagia driftaata#either ia
those ia active ua* or la thoa* that or* loot it discarded# amdu a rasult ot such
entanglement™* ~r* oftaa oither damage? or killed#

loaaaalaiaflr that more than oa* thousand fishing vaaaola uaa largs-aoal*
pelagic driftnets ia tha Pacific Ocean, tha Atlantia Oeeaa# th*Indian Ocean, and

ia othar araaa of tha high aaaa#

aaccoalalao that any regulatory muurti to b* taken tor tha conservation and
management of living maria* raaoureta ahould take account of tho boat availahla
aeiaatifio data and analysis,

Itflllliag tha ralsvnnt principles alahoratad ia tha unltad ffatloa* Convention
oa tha Law of tha

Igfiwwln/T that# ia aaoordaaca with tha ralawaat artiolaa of tha eoavaatioa on
tha Law of tho Saa# all members of th* international community bava a daty to
co-operst* globally and ragioaally la tha ooniervatlem and management of Ilvlag
raiourota on tha high aa*a# and a duty to taka# or to oo>op#rat* with othar* ia
taking, such maaauraa for thoir aatioaala as may ha aaeaaaary for tha ooaaarvatioa
of th* living raaoorraa of tha high m*e«

tanaiiino, ia Aceerdeno with tha rolavaat artiolaa of tha ConTOntlen oa tha
Lav of tha laa# tb; raapoaaibility of all mambara of tha lataraatioaal eoamunity to

ensure tha ooaaarvatlos and managaaaat of living marls* raaowcoa and tha i
mi ,.«««®»*a«u ua cda Aiviag marls* environment within thoir evolutive

epoaonie aosaa#

hating tha serious eoaotrs# particularly of ooaatal States and ltatsa with
fiahiag intarasts# that whan living marina resources ara awarovploittd la tha high
aaaa adjacent to tha aveluaivt economic soaas of oaastal States# this la lihaly to
hava adwwrsa impaots oa tha Sana rasoura** within such soaas# and ia this regard#
tha raapoaaibility for oo-oparatioa is aoeardaaoa with tha ralavast artiolaa of th*
Convention on tha Law of tha Saa#

ai*» Mtia* that tha ooumtrlet of tha South faeifla forum and tha loath
Pacific Coanlaalom# in raoagnitioa of th* importaaea of llviag marina raaauroas to
tha paopla of th* South Pad fit region, haw* oallad for a cosaation of aueh fishing
la tha South Pacifl* and tha implsmaatation of offaotive maaagamant programmes,

Ul f natlam tha adoption by South Paoiflo loads of Oavaramant of tha
Declaration oa this aubjaot at Tarawa oa 11 July IMS aad tha adoption by South
Paoiflo Statat and tarritorise of tha Coavoatioa for tha Prohibition of fiahiag
with Long Driftaata in tha South Pacific# at Millington oa 24 Sovambor lilt#

further noting that soma nasbari of tha international aammunlty hava ontarad

iatu co-operatiw aaforotmaat aad nod torlag programmes for tha lamedint*
evaluatioa of tha impacts of larga-ieala palagle driftnet fiahiag#

[*M
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laflognliijgg that lom msaberi of the international ewrmuaity have fcaiea it«pi
to reduce thair iriftaat operations la aeiw regions la response to rational
concerns,

1. emir unan *11 awnbera of tha international aamunity, particularly those
with fiahiag interest*, to strengthen their co-operation ia tha aaaiarvatioa aad
jJeaaagawaat of living aarina resources;

2. Celle anofl all those involved ia Urge-eoalo pelnglo driftaat fiahiag to
cooperate fully with the iataraatioanl ooswunity, aad sapeolnlly with ooé&otal
Itataa tad tha relevant international aad regional orgaaiaatlonn# 1ia tha enhanced
collection aad sharing of statistically sound aocientifio data, in order to oontinue
to aaaesa tha inpacts of such fishing methods, aad to saQura ooaeervatioa o;l.the
world®s living amine resources;

3. tTflarnndn that nil Interested members of the international noneunity,”
particularly within regional organisations, eoatlaue to consider and, by no later
thea 30 June 1991, review the beet available scientific data on the iapaote of
Inrgo-soele pelagic driftnet fishing, and agvse upon further co-operative
regulation aad monitoring measures, at needed;

4. Further geaeweteBde that all neobera of the international oosomalty,
bearing ia mind the special role of regional organisations end regional and
bilateral co-operation ia the ooneervatioa aad aaaagesMat of living" aerine
retourcaa, as raflected ia tho relevant ertiolee of the Convention oa the f,nw of

the tee, agree tot

(a) Meratoria on all large-scale pelagic driftnet fiahiag oa tho high sens by
30 June 1092 with tho understanding that auoh < measure will not bo iopoeed ia a
region, or if implemented, oaa be lifted, should sffootivo oeaaorvstioa aad
management tnensuros ho taken based upon statistically sound analysis to bo jointly

node by eoneoraod parties of tha internetlrmai ,»**««Ug wish an a* U«
fishery roaoureeo of tho region, to prevent unacceptable lapseta of such fishing

practices 1ia that region end to unsure tho eoaeorvatloa of tho living aorlae
resource* of that region;

(b) Take Immediate aotion to roduoo progressively large-scale pelagia
driftnet fishing activities in tho louth Pacific region loading to the cessation of
such activities by no inter then 1 July 1991, no aa iatarin noasuro, until
appropriate coaaorvntien aad management arrangements for South Pacific ilbacorr
tuna rosouroes are saterod into by tho pevties oonooraod;

(c) Xa immediate coalition to further expansion of large-soaln pelagic
driftnet fishing oa tho high seta ok tho forth Pacific and all tho other high eeaa
outside tho Paoiflo Oca**, with tho uadorstaadiag that this noasuro will bo
reviewed subject to tho conditions ia 4 (a);

l. imaufw coastal countries which have evolutive seononie lones adjacent
to tho high soaa to take appropriate noosuros and to co-operate in colleatioa aad
submission of seioatiflo iafomation on drlftaat fiahiag ia thoir own reclusive

/e0s
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ccono«io fon**/ taxing intq aoconnt tln* Mtiurti t*X*n oa th* high, sons Cor th*
conservation at riving marina rftsanrosc;

6, Eaguasf specialised agencies, particularly th* Pood aad Xgrici&ltm.*
Organisation,pf tha Uniterj Jfationa and other approgriate organa< organisation* aN
prograrwes 0f ta* United latioa* system, U nil a" th* varleue regional and
autoregiaaal Fisheries organisations* to study urgently largo-senl# pelagic driftnet
fishjing and 1ts |mpac_ts on th* living Marine resources aad to report th«ir views to

tha leoretiry-Ueasrsli

2. jegysfc* th* fleoretary-Osaers| to bring th* present resolution to th*
attenﬁmn.of all aembers of th* international acanunity* mtgrgovernmenthal
organ sctiona, aon~gov«raiMé&eal or ?nlsanons 1a 00aaultatjv* “ntatua vith th*
Economic aFd |0P|a,l Couaci_il,, aad vell-established screntific institutions vith
sprrtli« fa refation to Hying sariae resources;

.. ldCMULfel th* S*or*tnry-G?n*»*I to subpwit to tha Oeaeral ht_cmablg at it
forty-fifth mmescion a report on tha implementation of th* pr¥s«at resolution for

Its consideration.
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December 26,1989

The Honorable James Baker
Secretary of State

2201 CSt., NW

Room 7226

Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary Baker:

Iwant to thank you for your efforts to secure a resolution at the United Nations on the
problem of high seas driftrets. As you know, these driftrets are causing severe
conservation problems for North American steelhead and salmon stocks, and are
having major impacts .1 marine mammals, seabirds and other living marine

resources.

Unfortunately, while demonstrating intemational concern about the Impacts of driftrets,
the compromise resolution does not provide clear guidance for action to solve this
problem, especially Inthe North Pacific. The language of the resolution Isvague and
will undoubtedly be subject t numerous Interpretations. This could weaken the efforts
of the United States to address this problem Inother intermational arenas.

Accordingly, the United States must make a concerted effort to ensure careful
implementation of the provisions of the compromise resolution to protect U.S. Interests.
Istrongly encourage both you and Secretary Mosbaciwto 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 driftrets In the North Pacific. This position also is reflected
inthe Proclamation on High Seas Driftret Fisheries Inthe North Pacific recently
forwarded to you by the states of Alaska, Washington, Oregon, ldaho, Califomia and
Hawaii, and Joined by the province of British Columbia. By calling for a moratorium on
the use of high seas driftrets:the original resolution put forward by the United States
would have gone a long way toward resolving the Isste.

Mr. Secretary, itlsaitical the United States make a clear and forceful statement
regarding Hsconcerns about the Impacts of driftrets on the world®s living marine
resources. While the U.N. resolution can be used to demonstrate intemational



Mr. Jamas Baker December 26,1989 Page 2

concern over driftrets, the U.S. must not allow kto be used as a stalling tactic by the
drtftrret flshtng nations. Any emoratorium, be lklmmediate or In 1992, must go into effect
unless the driftret fishing nations can demonstrate, through statistically \erifiable
scientific data acceptable to the entire intemational community, that driftnet fishing
does not pose an unacceptable threat to the livirg 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, lwish to thank you foryour personal efforts in this matter. [Itis heartening
that this isslel has been raised to such a leel of Intemational concern.



Alaska ¢ British Columbia « California ¢ Hawaii * Idaho  Oregon « Washington

Proclamation
on
High Seas Driftnet Fisheries
in the
North Pacific Ocean

October 1989

The Province of British Columbia, and the States of Alaska,
Washington, Oregon, Ildaho, California, and Hawaii recognize
the severe impacts that high seas driftnet fisheries in the
North Pacific Ocean, conducted by Japan, Taiwan, and South
Korea, have on coastal fisheries for salmon and other
anadromous fish, albacore, billfish, and on populations of
seabirds, marine mammals, and other living marine resources.
We formally request the federal governments of Canada and
the United States to:

1. Seek further reductions 1in Japanese landbased and
motheruhip directed high seas salmon fisheries.

2. Immediately seek additional measures to reduce the
impact of high seas squid fleets on salmonids, albacore,
seabirds, marine mammals, and other living marine
resources.

3. Take immediate action to establish a new convention in
the North Pacific, signed by Canada, Japan, the USSR and
the United States, which would prohibit the directed or
incidental harvesting of salmonids on the high seas
beyond the 200-mile zones established by coastal
nations.

4. Take immediate steps to form the multinational research
organization PICES (Pacific International Council for
Exploration of the Seas).

5. Secure long-term commitments of substantially increased
fiscal and personnel resources for monitoring and
enforcement of international agreements.

6 . Negotiate international agreements to prohibit the sale,
import, or transhipment of salmon illegally harvested on
the high seas.



These requests are further specified in the related document
entitled Statement: on High Seas Driftnet Fisheries in the
North Pacific Ocean. A driftnet is defined as a gillnet
composed of a panel of monofilament plastic webbing one and
one-half mile or more 1in length; driftnet fishing 1is a fish
harvesting method in which a driftnet is placed in the water
and allowed to drift with the winds and currents for the
purpose of entangling fish 1in the webbing.

If successfully implemented, these recommendations will
represent a significant first step. However, to ensure the
long-term protection of North American fisheries and living
marine resources of the North Pacific, Canada and the United
States should join together and initiate diplomatic efforts
through the United Nations and other appropriate
international forums to secure an international ban on
driftnet fishing on the high seas.

Premier William N. Vander Zalm)
Province of British Columbia

Governor Booth Gardner Govdrnor Nefcll Goldschmidt
State of Washington State of Oregon

Governor George Deukme flan
State of Ildaho State of California

Governor John Waihee
State of Hawaii
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Alaska « British Columbia + California « Hawaii * Idaho ¢ Oregon « Washington

Statement on
High Seas Driftnet Fisheries
in the North Pacific Ocean

by

The Province of British Columbia
and
The States of Alaska, Washington,
Oregon, |ldaho, California, and Hawaii

October 1989

The use of driftnets on the high seas has become an issue of
growing global significance. Expansion of North Pacific
high seas driftnet fisheries for squid, salmon, tunas, and
billfishes is a cause of major concern for coastal nations
attempting to conserve anadromous fish species, albacore,
seabirds, marine mammals, and other living marine resources.
The recent growth of the driftnet fleets in the South
Pacific has, concurrently, given rise to a call by 16 South
Pacific nations for an international ban on high seas
driftnets 1in that region. Similar restrictions in the North
Pacific may be warranted.

For the purposes of this paper, a driftnet is defined as a
gillnet composed of a panel of monofilament plastic webbing
one and one-half miles or more in length, and driftnet
fishing means a fish harvesting method in which a driftnet
is placed in water and allowed to drift with the currents
and winds for the purpose of entangling fish in the webbing.

This statement of concern outlines a plan of action which
the Province of British Columbia and the affected states of
Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Ildaho, California, and Hawaii
have agreed could significantly contribute to the solution
of these problems and further our mutual interest in
protecting and conserving anadromous fish and other living
marine resources of the North Pacific. This statement
provides the rationale for the Proclamation on High Seas
Driftnet Fisheries in the North Pacific Ocean signed by the
leaders of affected regions in western North America.



Background

Some of the richest fisheries in the world take place in the
waters of the North Pacific and Bering Sea. Fleets from all
over the world fish these waters for salmon, herring, crab,
bottomfish, and other fish species. In recent years, these
fisheries have grown in size, area of operation, number of
nations participating, and species harvested. Management of
these fisheries involves a complex mix of domestic and
international bodies, treaties, regulations, and agreements.

Consistent with this trend, the high seas driftnet fisheries
of the North Pacific have experienced dramatic growth over
the past few years. Along with this growth have been
interceptions of salmon bound for North America and an
incidental mortality of vast numbers of seabirds and marine
mammals. These driftnet fisheries, and recent events
surrounding the driftnet issue, are summarized below.

1. INPFC Fisheries

The United States, Canada, and Japan signed the
International North Pacific Fisheries Convention (INPFC) in
1952. This treaty prohibited the Japanese from fishing to
the east of 175 degrees west longitude (the longitude of
Atka Island in the Aleutians) 1in the belief that this would
protect salmon of North American origin while allowing the
Japanese to continue their historical harvest of Asian
salmon.

Data on the continent of origin of ";he catch (Asia versus
North America), and on the harvest size itself, 1in these
early years are not verifiable, but the estimate of the
Japanese catch of Bristol Bay sockeye alone averaged

2.5 million fish per year. The total catch of North
American salmon may have been over five million fish a year.
Taking into account drop-out, this could mean an annual
impact of over ten million salmon per year. The 1impact on
certain stocks such as Bristol Bay sockeye and western
Alaska coho was particularly severe.

While a great deal of valuable research was conducted under
the auspices of the INPFC, no significant reductions were
achieved in the level of interceptions until adoption of the
100-mile zones by coastal nations. In the U.S. this was
done under the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management
Act passed by U.S. Congress 1in 1976; in Canada this was
accomplished by the Territorial Sea and Fishing Zones Act.

The 200-mile limit extension gave the U.S. control over
significant areas that had been fished by the Japanese high



seas salmon fleets. In the renegotiation of the INPFC 1in
1978, concessions were negotiated in all of the Japanese
high seas salmon fisheries. This renegotiation resulted in
a western retreat of the Japanese landbased and mothership
fleets by about 500 miles and may have reduced interceptions

by as much as 70 percent.

Continuing research, however, showed that the Japanese were
still intercepting significant numbers of North American
salmon under the 1978 agreement. Another series cf
bilateral negotiations took place in 1985-86, resulting in
further reductions of the Japanese mothership Ffishery 1in the

central Bering Sea. Restrictions were achieved on allowable
effort in the mothership fishery as well as some reduction
in their landbased fishery. Research and enforcement were

increased in areas that it was known the Japanese were
either misreporting their catches or fishing in closed
areas. Although British Columbia salmon are protected by
the new INPFC boundaries, U.S. salmon stocks, Canadian
salmon from the Yukon, and U.S. and Canadian steelhead are
all intercepted.

In 1988 the Japanese requested changes under the INPFC to
convert the mothership fishery to a landbased-type operation
which would operate in the mothership fishing area. This
request was the subject of several rounds of negotiations
which eventually resulted in no changes for the 1989 fishing
season. This 1issue may arise again at the 1989 INPFC
meeting.

These Tfisheries are also regulated under a Japan/USSR Salmon
Treaty in which the Soviets have place time/area
restrictions and quotas on Japanese catch in various areas.
The Soviets have announced a goal of phasing out the
Japanese high seas fleet by 1992. The USSR/Japan high seas
salmon quota has been consistently reduced over time.

2. Squid Driftnet Fisheries

In addition to high seas fisheries directed at salmon, there
has been a new development in the North Pacific that also
threatens North American salmon stocks. Large resources of
squid have been discovered to the south of the mothership
and landbased salmon fishing areas. These "flying squid”
are relatively largo creatures and are captured with
driftnets of the same mesh size as the nets fished by the
Japanese mothership and landbased salmon fleets. Japan,
Taiwan, and Korea currently have roughly 1,200 vessels in
their combined squid Tfleets, with Japan having the bulk of
these vessels. The aggregate amount of driftnet fished by
these fleets is about 30,000 miles of net set per night.



The squid driftnet fisheries are suspected of incidentally
taking large numbers on non-target living marine resources
including salmon, seabirds, and marine mammals. Definitive
information on these incidental takes is not available at
present; however, there 1is evidence that these fisheries are
having significant impacts on fish and marine wildlife of
the North Pacific. Amounts of illegally harvested salmon
recovered through various enforcement actions total over
40,000 metric tons. Estimates for the incidental taking of
marine mammals run to the tens of thousands (some estimates,
based on limited research vessel data, run as high as 50,000
to 80,000 animals). Seabird estimates run as high as 1
million birds killed annually. Taking these estimates into
account, the amount of gear put in the water by these
fisheries and the suspected takings of other species such as
billfish, tunas, pomfret, sharks, and sea turtles, strong
evidence exists that these driftnet fisheries are having a
significant impact on living marine resources of the North

Pacific.
3. Large-Mesh Fisheries

The Japanese, Taiwanese, and Koreans all conduct large-mesh
driftnet fisheries in the southern North Pacific and in the
South Pacific, fishing for tunas and billfishes.
Approximately 400 vessels operate in the Japanese fishery.

Taiwan has reported roughly 180 vessels. Japan has limited
time/area restrictions on its fleet and is in the process of
establishing further regulatory controls. There are

presently no regulatory controls on Taiwanese large-mesh
fisheries in the South Pacific.

Many of the vessels operating in the Japanese and Taiwanese
large-mesh fisheries also operate in the squid fisheries 1in
the north. These ves™"ls Tfish squid part of the year and
tuna/albacore a** times of the year, and often carry
both kinds of . card. The combination of squid and
tuna makes for moi.,;; economically viable fishing year for
the vessel. There 1is a direct economic linkage between the
South Pacific albacore problem and the squid fishery
problems we have in the North.

4. Driftnet Act Negotiations

In 1987 the U.S. Congress passed the Driftnet Monitoring and
Control act. The act required the Secretary of Commerce,
through the Secretary of State, to negotiate monitoring and
enforcement agreements with nations which have high seas
driftnet fleets. IT successful agreements are not reached,
then the Secretary of Commerce 1is required to certify the
nation (or nations) under the so-called Pelly Amendment.



Certification then opens the door for trade sanctions
against fishery products imported into the United States
from the certified country.

Currently, there have been negotiations with Taiwan, Korea,
and Japan under the Driftnet Act. To date, these
negotiations have provided information on the size and
nature of these fleets and their operations. There have
been agreements reached with each of the three nations.
Each of these agreements contains provisions for scientific
monitoring of the respective fleets as well as installation
of satellite vessel location devices, restrictions on
transhipments of product from the squid fleets, enhanced
enforcement of time/area restrictions, and restrictions on
the illegal harvesting of salmonids. W.Vile these agreements
are a first step toward protecting North American fisheries
resources, they each have significant shortcomings and have
been the subject of intense debate and controversy in the
United States.

5. South Pacific Forum

In early 1989 the Forum Fisheries.Agency (FFA), on behalf of
16 South Pacific Island nations, hosted a series of meetings
regarding the growing presence of Japanese and Taiwanese
driftnet fleets in that region. The size of the driftnet
fleets has grown dramatically over the past few years and 1is
posing a significant conservation problem for southern

albacore stocks.

In June the FFA nations met with the driftnet fishing
nations of Japan, Taiwan, and Korea 1in Suva, Fiji. Alaska
and British Columbia had representatives at that meeting.
Several days of discussions resulted in an impasse between
the FFA and the distant water fishing nations of Taiwan and
Japan. (Korea announced its intent to pull its one or two
vessels out of the region and Japan has offered to limit the
size of its fleet.)

The Suva meeting was followed by a meeting of Heads of State
for the FFA countries where they issued the Tarawa
Declaration calling for an international ban on driftnet
fishing in the region. The FFA 1is now seeking support for
an international ban on driftnets.

6. British Columbia Conference

In July 1989, the Province of British Columbia hosted the
North Pacific Driftnet Conference, a three-day meeting on
the driftnet issue. Tha conference was attended by
representatives from Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Idaho,



California, British ColumbJa, and the federal governments of
Canada and* the United Statea. The Communique from the July
meeting in Sydney, British Columbia established a number of
principles under which fisheries could be conducted
responsibly on the high seas beyond the 100-mile zones of
coastal nations. These principles include:

There must be provision for conservation and
rational management of salmon, tuna, billfish and
other stocks.

There must be recognition of the rights of states
of origin to manage anadromous species and action
to ensure that these fisheries are not harmful to
the environment and to resources originating
within the 200-mile zones of coastal states.

High seas fisheries must be conducted in a manner
that minimizes or eliminates the incidental taking
of seabirds, marine mammals, and other living
marine resources.

Marine debris resulting from fishing operations
must be minimized or eliminated.

Fishing activities must be strictly controlled
through effective scientific monitoring and
enforcement jystems.

All nations should take steps to ensure that their
channels of commerce are not used to market marine
resources 1illegally harvested on the high seas.

The Problenm

Concerns over the effects that increased high seas driftnet
fishing have on a variety of living marine resources
continue to mount, and it has become evident that
traditional management agreements are not adequate to
protect stocks and existing coastal fisheries. The
negotiations which have taken place to date may lead to
improved research, monitoring, and enforcement efforts,
which 1in turn should begin to help minimize the incidental
take of salmon, seabirds, and marine mammals. However,
these agreements must be viewed as interim measures which do
not provide the long-term solution.

Driftnet fisheries presently taking place on the high seas
of the North Pacific pose several problems which render
traditional management and conservation measures ineffective
over the long-term. These include:



The scale of the operations and the nature of the
technology make for wasteful Ffishing practices.

Dropout rates for target and nontarget Tfish species may
run up to 50 percent. Driftnets are nonselective and
have high incidental harvest rates for nontarget
fisheries resources such as tunas, billfishes, and
salmonids.

Conventional regulatory measures may reduce problems in
one fishery but, when viewed in the aggregate, may
shift the problems to other Tfisheries and other areas.

Solutions in the South Pacific may shift the fleets to
the north which will only 1increase our existing
conflicts, or vice versa.

Driftnet fisheries have high incidental mortalities of
other nontarget living marine resources.

Estimates indicate that, for the total North Pacific
driftnet fleet, incidental takings of marine mammals
probably number in the tens of thousands, and seabirds
number over one million annually.

Substantial scientific monitoring and observer programs
would be required to verify any possible rational
conduct of such fisheries.

Driftnet fishing nations are reluctant to host the
numbers of North American observers necessary to
collect statistically verifiable data. Observer safety
is a major concern 1in some fleets. Scientific research
budgets are at a minimum now, with little likelihood
for increases in the foreseeable future.

Maintaining an adequate enforcement presence will be
extremely difficult and costly.

Protecting North American interests will place a great
burden on U.S. and Canadian enforcement agencies. The
North Pacific squid fleet alone operates over an area
larger than the continental United States. Yet, the
only way for the U.S. and Canada to ensure adequate
implementation of any monitoring and enforcement
measures is to mount significant programs themselves.
Long-term costs may be prohibitive.

Commerce in illegally harvested salmon is extremely
difficult to trace and eliminate.



Substantial quantities of salmon suspected of being
harvested illegally have been showing up in the world
market from processors located in Singapore and

Thailand. Tens of thousands of metric tons of
illegally caught fish have been confiscated in various
enforcement actions this year. Identifying illegally

harvested salmon 1is difficult because there 1is no
international marking and tracking system for processed
fisheries product, and treaty arrangements regarding
processing illegally harvested fish are either weak or
nonexistent.

Recommendations

Recent activities in the U.S. Congress and on the
international front indicate the dawning of a new era in
fishery conservation, utilization, and management 1in the
North Pacific. International realignments between the
United States, Canada, Japan, and the USSR could mean
increased opportunities to protect North American origin
salmonids and other North Pacific living marine resources.
The following actions are recommended for protecting,
conserving, and managing resources of the North Pacific.

British Columbia, Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Ildaho,
California, and Hawaii, recognizing the magnitude and
urgency of the high seas driftnet problem in the North
Pacific, recommend that the following actions be taken
immediately by our respective federal governments to take
advantage of every opportunity to address the high seas
driftnet issue, including:

1. The United States and Canada should seek further
Teductions in the Japanese landbased and mothership
directed high seas salmon fisheries" r

These reductions should be negotiated at the 1989
meeting of the INPFC. And, the 1992 phase-out date
targeted by the USSR should be supported by both
countries.

2. Canada and the United States should immediately seek
additional measures to address the impact of high seas
squid fleets on salmonids, albacore, seabirds, marine
mammals, and other living marine resources.

These additional measures, effective for the 1990
season and beyond, should include effort limitations
and reductions in fleet size, 100 percent coverage of
the fleet with real-time satellite vessel location
devices, and a comprehensive scientific observer



program. For the Japanese fleets, negotiations should
be pursued at the 1989 meeting of the INPFC.

The United States and Canada should take Immediate
action to establish a new Convention in the NortK~
Pacific which would prohibit the directed or incidental
harvesting of salmonids on the high seas beyond the
200-mile zones established by coastal nations.

The primary parties to such a Convention should be the
major salmon producing nations of Canada, Japan, the
USSR, and the United States. Such a Convention could
lead eventually to a comprehensive multilateral
fisheries management regime for the North Pacific. If
necessary, both the U.S. and Canada must strengthen
their respective claims, as states of origin, to
management authority over anadromous species throughout
their range.

Canada and the United States should take immediate
steps to form the multinational research organization

PICES.

The Pacific International Council for Exploration of
the Seas should implement a comprehensive research
program regarding the impacts of driftnet fishing on
North Pacific living marine resources.

The United States and Canada must make long-term
commitments of substantially increased fiscal and
personnel resources for monitoring and enforcement of
international agreements.

Each nation should immediately allocate the resources
necessary to conduct comprehensive research,

monitoring, and enforcement activities on the high
seas. The two nations should establish cooperative
scientific and enforcement programs, as appropriate, to
increase the overall effectiveness of their efforts to
protect North American salmonid resources and the other
living marine resources of the North Pacific. The
burden of these costs should be shifted to the Tfishing
nations as soon as possible, while preserving the
integrity of monitoring and enforcement programs.

Canada and the United States should negotiate
international agreements to prohibit the sale, import.
or transhipment of salmon illegally harvested on the
high seas.



Bilateral or multilateral agreements should be put in
place which prohibit the transhipment, purchase, sale,
or import of illegally harvested salmon. Such
agreements should be made with all nations which
process or import salmon products, and should be
accompanied by domestic implementing legislation in
each of the respective importing or processing nations.

The goal of the west coast states and the Province is to
ensure the long-term protection, conservation, and
management of fish and other living marine resources of the
North Pacific. The principles identified at the North
Pacific Driftnet Conference were crafted with this overall
goal 1in mind. Review of North Pacific high seas driftnet
fisheries strongly suggests that traditional management
measures and agreements are not adequate to ensure that
fisheries can be conducted in a manner which will satisfy
either those principles, or meet the overall goal.

IfT successfully implemented, the six recommendations
outlined above will represent a significant first step in
our joint effort to protect North American fisheries and the
living marine resources of the North Pacific. However, to
ensure the long-term protection of these resources, Canada
and tha United States should join together and initiate
diplomatic efforts through the United Nations and other
appropriate international forums to secure an international
ban on driftnet fishing on the high seas.



PROPOSED AGENDA
FCR SECOND MEETING OF THE
US-USSR INTERGOVERNMENTAL
CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE CH FISKERI;
LENINGRAD- SEPTEMBER 19-22, 19=9

Introductory Re-arks by Heads cf Delegation:
Agreement on the ager.oa and procedures

Cuewticr.s cn Preserving Reserves oi Anadromous Species
ir. the North Pacific Ccean

A. The possibility of developing a convention cn
conserving reserves of ar.adrcmcus species in the
North Pacific Ocean. Discussion of the structure and
activities of the international crganioatlcr. cr.
conserving anadromous species in the Horth Pacific

Ocean.

Examination of other forms of Soviet-American
cooperation in this field.

Consideration of Implementation of the February S,
19S9 Memorandum of Understanding or. Salmon
Enforcement.

Problems of Unregulated Fisnir.g in the Central Bering Sea
Region

Examination of possible mutually acoeptaoie methods
in connection vith unregulated fisnlng in the
Central Bering Sea region.

Examination of the Soviet proposal cn.a Council
on the living resources of the Bering Sea.

v, Discussion oi other items pertaining to the implementation

of the comprehensive fishing agreement.



JOINT PRESS STATEMENT

The U.S_.-U.S.S.R. Incergovernmencal Consultative Committee
on Fisheries (the Committee), which was established pursuant to
the May 31, 1988, Comprehensive Fisheries Agreement, held its
second meeting in Leningrad, U.S.S.R., from September 19-22,
1989. The Committee considered a number of issues, 1including
the conservation of salmonids on the high seas of the North
Pacific Ocean, the expanded and unregulated pollock fisheries
in the central Bering Sea, and enforcement issues related to
implementation of the Memorandum of Understanding on anadromous
resources in the North Pacific Ocean, signed on February 9,
1989. The two delegations were headed by their respective
Representatives on the Committee, Dr. V.K. Zilanov,
Deputy-Minister, Soviet Ministry of Fisheries, and Ambassador
Edward E. Wolfe, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans and
Fisheries Affairs, U.S. Department of State.

The Committee reached agreement on the principles that
would form the basis of a new convention for the conservation
of anadromous stocks of fish 1in the North Pacific Ocean. The
convention would promote the conservation and rational
management of valuable anadromous resources of mutual concern.
The two sides discussed possible terms of the convention and
agreed to present them 1in the near future for consideration by
other North Pacific countries of origin of anadromous species.

The convention terms discussed reflect the view of the two
sides that high seas fishing for anadromous resources is
irrational and wasteful. The terms include significant
enforcement provisions designed to prevent the unauthorized
harvest of North Pacific anadromous resources, as well as
provisions for increased multilateral cooperation on scientific
research. IT successfully implemented, the convention would
provide broader multilateral participation than the regimes
currently 1in place, and would for the first time 1include all
four of the major countries of origin of North Pacific

anadromous resources.

The Committee reviewed the rapidly expanding high seas
squid and other driftnet fisheries 1in the North Pacific. Both
sides expressed great concern over the interception of
anadromous resources 1in certain of these fisheries and their
other adverse impacts or the North Pacific marine environment.
They roted their intention to cooperate 1in gathering
information on rne impact of driftnet fisheries and 1in gaining
multilateral cooperation in effectively regulating such fishing

practices.



Both sides concurred chac the recenc level of unregulated
pollock fishing in the Central Bering Sea (the so-called
"donut") when combined with regulated fisheries 1in the
respective U.S. and Soviet cones, greatly exceeds the total
allowable biological catch. The Committee recommended that the
total pollock catch in the donut be reduced to the level that
will eliminate any adverse impact on the pollock stocks in the

two countries®™ zones.

The Committee agreed to establish a bilateral auxiliary
body called the Bering Sea Fisheries Advisory Body (BSFA3) to
advise the Committee on Bering Sea fisheries including the
donut area. This body will advise the Committee on the
rational management of fisheries 1in the Bering Sea 1including
the donut area and on actions which may be taken to reach
agreements to control the unregulated fisheries 1in the donut.
The BSFAB will attempt to identify and assess Bering Sea
pollock resources, establish a common databank, coordinate
Bering Sea fisheries research, and examine and report on a
variety of fish management issues. The first meeting of the
BSFAB has been tentatively scheduled for November 1989 in
Seattle, Washington, to allow it to present 1its conclusions to

the Committee as early as possible in 1990.

The Committee also discussed implementation of the February
9, 1989, Memorandum of Understanding on anadromous resources of
the North Pacific Ocean. Enforcement experts from the two
exchanged significant information and views on their respective
measures for effective high seas enforcement patrols, and on
areas where increased cooperation could be attained.

The Committee agreed to hold 1its next meeting in the United
States at a. time to be agreed wupon.
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US-SOVIET FISHERIES CONSULTATIONS
SEPT. 13*22
LENINGRAD

PROPOSED US DELEGATION

0C3 Passoort *
State Oect.
1. Edvard E. Wall's 1-20-47 9CCC392CC
2. Larry Sne9d
3. Dcnna Darm 2-11-54 9CCQ254C9
4. Wayne Neill 4-24-57 9CC029295
Coast Guard
5. Scott 3uschman 2-12-52 8C03545C0
S. William H.Andersen 11-23-48 800383792
Hallznal Oceanic and Atmcgenerlo Administration
7. Carmen Biandin 5-12-20 800269979
Hatier,al Maring Fisftel *es Service
8. Steven Pennoyer 9-23-44 071107806
9. Rciiand Scftmitten 8-25-44 PSC0200123
10.William Aran 6-25-20 800272499
11.George Herrfurth (ar Dean Svanscn) 2-18-50 800258797
12.Rcoert A. Taylor 5-29-53 800170961
Commissioner. U.S. Section"- INPFC
12.Clem Tiiilon 7-2-25 8002146a0
State Government Representatives
14 .David 3enton 6-5-52 070731805
15.Donald W. Collinsvortft 9-5-41 070282858
15.Jonne E. Binkley 2-4-53 012529795
17.Joseph R. Blum 1-16-40 D1577756
13.Mark G. Pedersen 7-1-47 072227252
19.Samuel R. Cotten 7-15-47 072242119
20.Donald 3evan 2.22-21 EG22027
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