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One important exception might be the trawlfisheries, where for
conservation reasons it is expected that the ban on retention of
trawl caught halibut will be left in place .

Another benefit of the share quotasystem, then, is the value of
incidentally-caught halibut in hook and line fisheries, times the proportion
which, when discarded, do not survive to be caught again in the directed
halibut fishery.

COSTS OF THE SHARE SYSTEM
Public Management Costs

Public management costs of the share quota system must be compared with
those associated with the major alternatives to the share system, which are
continuation of the current open-access system or adoption of a conventional
license limitation program like that used for Alaska®"s salmon fisheries. Four
major functions of public management were identifed, and theeffect of the
share quota system oneach was compared to the effectsof the other
alternatives.

(a) Stock Assessment - None of the alternatives change the nature of the

IPHC stock assessment activities required for the setting of annual area

quotas. N

(b) Enforcement - Enforcement activities related to halibut may change
significantly depending on which alternative 1is in place. Under open
access or license limitation, there is no incentive to misreport

quantities caught during the open season, and no reason to closely
monitor individual catch reports; however, with the very short seasons
characteristic of these alternatives, there 1is a considerable incentive
to "poach™ during the closed period, and a requirement for expensive
at-sea patrolling.

The quota share system increases the need for accurate catch monitoring.
Since each fisherman must quit when his own quota 1is reached, there is a

strong 1incentive to misreport or underreport. (See Economic Costs of
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Unreported Catch, below). However, with longer fishing easons, the need
for patrolling to deter poaching 1is reduced.

©) Catch monitoring - Daily catch monitoring is needed under the open
access or license limitation alternatives as a guide to closing the
season. The sha”e system should lessen, and possibly elminate, this need
since total catch is controlled by fixing catch per fisherman. The share
system would, however, require some revision of the present fish ticket
and logbook programs (see the ™"reverse money" discussionearlier 1in in
this report), though costs should not be significant.

(d) Establishment and adjustment of fishing rights - Assignment and
adjustment of permanent fishing rights would be similar under quota share
and license limitation systenms. For a given number of fishermen, the
quota share system would generate a larger number of appeals, and
adjustments to and transfers of fishing rights, compared to conventional
license limitation, since it governs the amount of permitted fishing in
addition to access. However, the quota system, wunlike conventional
license limitation, has incentives which may reduce the total number of
fishermen, so the effects on public management costs are partially
offsetting. Continued open access would produce the largest number of

fishermen but the smallest number of per-capita transactions.
Economic Costs of Unreported Catch

The share system reduces the incentive to fish out of season, or on
someone else"s permit, but it increases theincentive to underreportcatch.

It also affords a relatively greater chance of avoiding detection, since the
time that the perpetrator is vulnerable to detection is shorter.

An economic model of “rational cheating as a business choice" is
discussed. This is useful for estimating the Jlikely maximum level of
under-repc_ting, since it ignores factors such as personal ethics and social
sanction, which tend to discourage cheating. The expected value of cheating

in this model 1is the profit from cheating less the penalties paid weighted by
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the chance of getting caught. Once the profit from cheating and the penalty
for violation are known, the probability of detection required to ensure that
"crime does not pay" can be calculated.

Additonal enforcement costs might be required to raise the probability of
detection to the point where cheating didn"t pay. If this were infeasible,
the effect of cheating on the health of the resource must be addressed.
Underreporting of individual catches would lead to an overharvest of the
resource unless it were detected and compensated for. If there are delays in
the detection of cheating or the adjustment of harvest levels to compensate
for it, the cheating could cause reductions 1in total physical yield of the
resource, since harvest in subsequent years might have to be reduced to
rebuild stocks depleted by cheating-induced overharvest. If no mechanism for
controlling cheating can be found, it must be offset by permanent reductions
in legal harvest.

The economic value of the loss is calculated by adopting prices for these
physical gains and losses and an interest vrate appropriate for comparing
economic gains and losses over time.

Hygrading Costs

Under the quota share system, an individual fisherman catching a
lower-priced halibut (a smaller or No. 2 f i) would gain by throwing it back
and trying for a higher-valued fish if tht difference in gross revenue (the
difference 1in price times the weight of the fish) exceeded the additional cost
of catching the higher-valued fish. The discard mortality of these fish
represents a loss to society.

RESULTS

Each of the preceding benefits and costs were computed from empirical

models described in a separate report. These models compared the share system
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with present (1983) -economic conditions in the halibut fishery. From those
empirical models, it was possible to calculate the benefits, costs, the net
economic benefits (benefits minus costs), benefit-cost ratio (benefits divided
by costs), and net economic benefits per pound of fish landed in 1982. Each
of these estimates is reported in Table 5-4.

Using the method of sensitivity analysis benefits and costs were
determined at increasingly high confidence levels. Also, for each confidence
level, results are calculated two ways: where the costs of unreported catch
are included, and where they are excluded. Both calculations are provided
because the liklihood of cheating and, therefore its costs depend on ethical
and social factors rather than on economic condition. Thus, we can have a
70 percent confidence that the net benefits (with costs of unreported catch)
are at least $5,373 million, and 80 percent confidence that net benefits are
at least $3,644 million. Net benefits are positive under all but the severest

(99%) confidence test.
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Figure S~3 - Economic Comparison of the individual Quota System NOTB: This Figure has boon
duplicated from the full “brthwest:

with Major Alternatives Resources Analysis report.
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ALLOCATION

The effects of an individual quota system on the initial make-up of the
halibut fleet are examined in this section in terms of specific allocation
rules.

A Numerical Example of the Proposed Allocation Format

The mechanics of quota allocations are illustrated by the hypothetical
example in Table 6-1, Total harvest before and after implementation of an
individual quota system is 20,000 pounds in Area 2c, 100,000 pounds in Area 3,
and 10,000 pounds in Area 4.

Three allocation rules are examined in this example. Under the first, a
fisherman must havemade landings in 1979, 1980, or 1981, a condition all four
fishermen satisfy. Each qualified fisherman 1is then granted a permanent
entitlement equal to his best annual catch in the base period. Summing these
yields total permanent entitlements of 23,500 Ibs. 1in Area 2, 120,000 1Ibs. 1in
Area 3, and 16,000 Ibs. in Area 4.

Because these amounts exceed the area quotas, an adjustment must be made
to keep the actual harvest within those quotas.To do this, each fisherman®s
entitlement is multiplied by an adjustment factor equal to the ratio of area
quota to entitlements. In Area 2 th;** adjustment factor is 20/23.5 = _851.
As long as the Area 2 quota and total entitlements remain unchanged each
fisherman®s annual quota would be determined by multiplying each fisherman®s
entitlement by the adjustment factor.

Under the next rule a fisherman must have made landings in all three
years to qualify with each qualifying fisherman®s entitlement being his best
annual catch during the base pe iod. Permanent entitlements for qualifying

fishermen and their adjustment to annual quotas are calculated as before.
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Fisherman 1 Fisherman 2 Fisherman 3 Fisherman 4 R Total

Historic catch 2c 3 1 4 2c 3 4 2c 3 ; 4 2c 3 4 1 2c 3 4
1979 10 30 : 3 40 2 0 20 2 3 10 3 20 100 10
1910° 9 30 j 2 0 40 4 2 20 4 1 10 0 20 100 10
191)1 10 50 5 7 0. 2" 2.500 10 1 .500 10 2 20 100 10

1 1
Rule A - i
Quali fled i I 1
Fisherman y y y Y V3 v] Y Y y y y y 4 4 4
Pcrmaner, . i
enti tlenient 10 50 5 0 40 41 2.500 20 4 3 10 3 23.500 120 16
Annual adjust. - J
factor " .051 .033 .625
Annual quota U.510 41.oufl 3.125 6.000 33.320 2.500" 2.120 16.660 2.500 2.553 0.330 1.075 19.999 99.960 10.000
Rule O 1
Qua lifled I
Fishe,men v v ooy Y y vy, n y y Yy Y 3 . a4 3
Permanent
unt itlenient 10 50 5 0 40 4 20 4 3 10 21 120 13
Annual adjust,
factor .952 .003 .769
Annual quota 9.520 41.650 3.045 7.616 33.320 3.076 — 16.660 3.076 2.056 0.330 19.992 99.960 9.997
Rule C
Qualilied w
fishermen y \ y y y y N y y H y " 2 4 3
Permanent
entl tlenient 9.667 36.667 3.333 7.333 36.667 2.667 16.667 2.333 10 17 100.001 0.333
Annual adjust, <
factor 1.176 1 1.200
Annua! M1L-,L1.360 36.667 4 0.624 36.667 3.204 - 16.667 ]2.000 10 . 19.992 100.001 10.001
Table 6-1 Illustration of qualification and allocation rules
A - 1979, luno.or 1901 catch greater than zero. NOTE; This Table has been duolicated
I » 107D. 19110.an,l 1901 catch greater than zero. from thc full Northwest Resources

i = 19/« 1), 19111 c; (c* thim 1000 1lise Anci._lys.is report.
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The final example differs in two respects: fishermen must land at least
1,000 1Ibs. 1in each base year, and their entitlement is the average catch over
all base years rather than the best year®s catch. Entitlements are the lowest
under this rule, both because it excludes more fishermen and because average
catch is usually lower than the best year®s catch.

ANALYSIS OF CANDIDATE ALLOCATION RULES
Fleet Size and distribution

The effect of various allocation rules on the halibut fleet is discussed
in this section. Base case (1982 seasouj conditions are compared with those
expected under three allocation rules: Rule A (the most liberal), fishermen
qualify if they landed any halibut in two of the years 1979 to 1982; Rule B
(the intermediate) requires landings greater than 200 pounds in three of those
years; Rule C (the most restrictive) requires landings greater than 500 pounds
in each of the years 1979 to 1981.

The total number of fishermen in 1982 was 2,939, rising to 3,205 under
F.ule A, declining to 1,220 under Rule B, and 589 under Rule C.

The number of fishermen falling into each vessel size class and region
follows a similar pattern, Alaska-wide and in Area 2c, increasing relative to
1982, wunder the most liberal rule, and then declining under more restrictive
rules. In Area 3, though, all rules caused decline. Area 4 data is
insufficient to reveal a trend.

Under the most [liberal rule, Rule A, 2,804 Alaska residents would
qualify, compared with 2,594 participating 1in 1982 and 1,060 wunder the
intermediate Rule B. Finally, 398 non-Alaska residents would qualify under
the most liberal rule versus 328 participating in 1982, 160 under Rule B, and

87 under Rule C.
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Distribution of catch by vessel size

The way an individual quota system might change the distribution of catch
between "small™ and large™ fishermen 1is a matter of considerable concern.
This distribution is examined in terms of a base year (1982) and under the
three rules discussed immediately above. Figure 6-1 1illustrates these
distributions. In general, Figure 6-1 shows modest changes in the
distribution of catch between vessel size groups.

Geographic distribution of catch

The question of how an individual quota system will affect the geographic
distribution of rights has much 1in common with the previous discussion of
distribution of vessel size. These distributions are illustrated in
Figure 6-2.

OTHER INCOME DISTRIBUTION EFFECTS
Owners and operators

One issue that has been widely discussed 1in the industry 1is the

allocation of fishing rights between the vessel owner and operator. For soley

perator-owned vessels this distinction is of no consequence. However, many
halibut vessels, particularly the larger ones, are owned by several partners,
and in some cases wholly owned by retired fishermen or other non-operators who
lease their vessel or hire operators.

Some segments of the industry have objected to the possibility that the
operator may be assigned all limited entry rights. They feel this unfairly
deals with non-operatir4d owners. If the licensed operator can take the
vessel"s limited entry rights with him, he can 1impose severe Jlosses on
non-operating owners, either by walking away from the vessel, or by forcing

the renegotiation of income sharing arrangements.
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Crew

If the allocation of rights is to be based on an individual®s economic
dependence on the fishery, or some notion of what he has earned by past
effort, then crewmen should be included in the allocation as well. But doing
so would raise many problems of defining who should be included because the
identity of crewmen, like non-operating owners, is not easily determined from
established record.

For the most part these allocation issues must be addressed as part of
any limited entry program. If anything, the quota system provides more
flexibility in resolving them, as individual quotas, unlike vessel licenses,
can at least theoretically be divided between owners, operators and crewmen,
if such a policy were deemed desirable.

The individual quota system will also affect the position of crewmen and
their 1incomes via changes in the structure and operation of the fleet. The
first of these possible changes is the effect on the numbers of crewmen. To
the extent that the quota system achieves its goals of lengthening the halibut
reason, it will most likely also lead to a corresponding reduction in the
Qumber of vessesl and hence crewmen. However, vremaining crewmen should earn
greater per capita incomes, through longer seasons and reductions in non-labor
coots.

Development of hook and line fisheries for sablefish and other groundfish
species will provide additional employment opportunities for halibut crewmen.
As discussed earlier, the development of these fisheries should be stimulated
by adoption of the individual quota system.

The distribution of total revenue between owners, operators and crewmen
may change through a share system if the size distribution of the fleet
changes. Owner/operators could provide more labor if the season were longer.
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IT the limited entry program and industry collective bargaining agreements
permitted, operators might also pyramid their shares on fewer boats, serving
in effect as each other®s crewmen.

Fishermen, processors, distributors and consumers

Increased product value 1is the sum of the increased value of fresh
products, any quality gains due to reduced storage periods and reduced cold
storage and interest charges. A variety of factors will influence how this
additional value will be shared between higher prices to fishermen, increased
profits to processors and distributors, and increased net value to consumers.
That additional value would be shared in a equitable manner determined by f”ee
market forces.

Today"s short seasons put fishermen under intense pressure to deliver
their catch to the closest market, vregardless of price. Under the share
system®s eight month season they could pick and choose among more ports, still
balancing f”huing costs against prices, but not giving speed the attention
that 1is now necessary. With months to plan, fishermen could respond to
depressed prices (whatever their cause) by seeking entirely new marketing
arrangements such as retailing halibut themselves, forming cooperatives, ot
making deals with entirely new buyers.

Coastal communities

The individual quota system is not likely to have a significant effect
on local communities. The effect will be imperceptible in larger cities
(Seattle, Anchorage, and Juneau) where the entire local fishing industry makes
onl a small percentage <contribution to the -economy. Even in smaller
communities (Kodiak, Homer, Petersburg) which depend more heavily on fishing,

changes in the hajibut fishery are unlikely to be very noticeable. This 1is
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because of the halibut fisheries small size relative to the salmon and
shellfish fisheries, and because most processing and fleet activities will go
on in the same places and at much the same levels, regardless of which local

halibut fleets gain or lose due to the share system.
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REQUESTING REJECTION AND RENEGOTIATION OF THE PROPOSED
U.S.-CANADA SALMON INTERCEPTION TREATY

SJR 10 ELIASON, ZIEGLER, RAY

Urges rejection of the U.S.-Canada salmon interception
treaty by Governor of Alaska and Congress, and reopening
of the treaty negotiations.

The resolution 1is premised on the belief that the treaty
would require Southeast Alaska®s salmon fishermen to further
reduce harvest, while Canadian fishermen would make only
"minimal cutbacks". Also, that the tm, jy is based on
inappropriate catch statistics, does not address high seas
foreign interception of salmon, and would have a severe
economic 1impact on many Alaskan fishermen.



Official Business

Senate

RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES
Pouch V

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

February 10, 1983

TO: Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

FROM: Senate Resoures Subcommittee on Fisheries
SUBJ: SJR 10
The subcommittee has taken testimony and recommends replacing

SJR 10 with CS SJR 10(Res) and reports CS SJR 10(Res) back to
the committee as a whole with the following recommendations.

Members Recommendation
Senator Mulcahy
Senator Eliason

Senator Gilman



The Parties shall bear the costs of the budget 1in equal
shares unless otherwise agreed, and shall pay their
* Ty e* % *

shares as the by-laws may specify after the budget has

been approved by both Parties.

om " - .,)

epe>ee ° ° &
...... o T nj?E 17E T - < . .

The Commission shall authorize the disbursement of
funds contributed by the Parties pursuant to paragraph
12, and may enter into-contracts and acquire property

|
necessary for the performance of its functions.

The Commission shall submit to the Parties an annual

report on 1its activities and an annual financial

statement.

The Commission shall appoint an Executive Secretary,
who, subject t-0 the supervision of the Commission, shall

be responsible for the general administration of "the

Commission.

The Commission may engage staff or authorize the Execu-
tive Secretary to do so. The Executive Secretary shall
have full authority over the staff subject to the
direction of the rnminission. IT the office of the
Executive Secretary 1is vacant, the Commission shall

determine who shall exercise that authority.



17. The Commission shall establish a Committee on Research
and Statistics and a Committee on Finance and Admini-
“““stration-. The Commission may eliminate or establish

e I .o»

committees as appropriate.

as specified in
Annex 1I. The Commission may recommend to the Parties
the elimination or establishment of Panels as appropriate
.- mi -
19. "“The Panels shall provide information and make recommen—
dations to the Commission with respect to the functions
W. o e >

of the Commission and carry out such other functions as.

w7 " -bhe Treaty may specify or as the Commission may direct.

20. In cases where fisheries intercept stocks®" for which
more than one Panel 1is responsible, the appropriate
Panels shall meet jointly to carry out the Tfunctions
specified 1in paragraph 19. IT the Panels ca,not agree,

each may make an independent report to the Commission.

21. Each Panel shallL consist of not more than 6 members
from each Party. Each Party may designate alternate
Panel members to serve in the absence of any Panel

member appointed by that Party.

22. Except as otherwise provided 1in the Treaty, paragraphs

4, 5, 6. 10 anrl e~



Article 111

PRINCIPLES

With respect to stocks subject to this Treaty, each
Party shall conduct 1its fisheries and its salmon * .
enhancement programs so as to:
<1

(a) prevent overfishing a'nd provide for optimum

production; and -

(b) provide for each Party to receive benefits
equivalent to the production of salmon originating

in its waters. -

In fulfilling their obligations pursuant to paragraph 1,
the Parties shall cooperate 1in management, research and

enhancement.

In fulfilling their obligations pursuant to paragraph 1,

the Parties shall take into 3account:

(a) the desirability in most cases of reducing inter—

ceptions ;

* _A l__.



(b)

(c).

10

the desirability in most oases of avoiding

disruption

of existing fisheries; and -

oe® }oFN\NX"

annual variations in abundance

undue

fvi
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Article 1V

"CONDUCT OF FISHERIES \

In "order to facilitate the" implementation of Articles

Each Party shall submit an annual report on"its fish-
ing activities in the previous year to the other Party
and to the Commission. The Commission shall forward

the reports to the appropriate Panels.

The Panels shall consider®"the reports submitted pursuant
to paragraph 1 and shall provide their views to the
Commission. The Commission shall review the reports

of the Panels and shall provide 1its views to the Parties/

Each year the State of origin shall submit preliminary

information for the ensuing year to the other Party and

to the Commission, including:

(a) the estimated size of the run;

(b) the interrelationship between stocks;



(c) the spawning escapement required;

(d) Lhe estimated total allowable catch;

rlrxA of-*— V N

e) .its intentions concerning management of fisheries

in its own waters; and *

.m - _(F) its domestic allocation objectives whenever e

- < "appropriate,

The Commission shall forward this information to the appro-—

priate Panels. )
4. The Panels shall examine the information submitted
pursuant to paragraph 3 and report their views to the

Commission with respect to fishery regimes for the

following yea»..

5. The Commission shall review the reports of the Panels

and shall recommend fishery regimes to the Parties.

6. On adoption by both Parties, the Tfishery regimes

referred to in paragraph 5 shall be attached to this

Treaty as Annex 7V.



Each Party shall establish and enforce regulations to
implement the fishery regimes adopted by the Parties.
Each Party, in a manner to be determined by the Commis
sion, shall notify the Commission and the other Party
e-0f these regulations and shall promptly communicate to
jrthe Commission and to the other Party any in—seafon

modifications.



hj

Article. V

SALMON ENHANCEMENT PROGRAMS

noF - 1. Salmon enhancement programs that may be established by e
e"f-ir-_.--salt*.
m;.-ir= ethe Parties shall be conducted subject to the provisiions e %
© @< 3.-130 .

of. Article 111I.

2. Each year each Party shall provide to the other Party

and to the Commission information pertaining., 1inter alia,

e to:

(a) operations of and.plans for existing" projects;
(b) plans for new projects; and

*(0) its views concerning the other Party®"s salmgn

enhancement projects.

The Commission shall forward this 1information to the appro—

priate Panels.

3. The Panels shalL examine the 1information and report

their views to the Commission 1in light of the obligations

set forth in Article 1I11.

A*



The Commission shall review the reports of the Panels

and may mak.e recommendations to the Parties.



This Article

Article VI

FRASER RIVER

applies to Fraser River sockeye and pink

m 0 n harvested

*

in the area specified in Annex |II.

Notwithstanding the provisions of Article

1, on adoption by

the Parties of the fishe

IV, paragraph

ry regime for

the stocks covered by this Article, the Fraser River

panel shall propose regulations to the Commission for

the harvest of salmon referred to in parag

The Fraser Ri

priate Panels

ver

the

Panel shall review with o

fishery regimes and the

provided pursuant to Article 1V, paragraph

respect to salmon

other than Fraser River

raph 1.

ther appro-—
information
3, with

sockeye and

pink salmon before proposing regulations pursuant to

paragraph 2.
shall ensure

tions, to the

of the Parties

The

that

Fraser River Panel and the Commission

regulatory proposals and

extent practicpble, meet the

other than Fraser

recommenda —

requirements

wit)* respect to the management of stocks

River sockeye and pink salmon.



In implementlng this Article, the Fraser River Panel
and the Commission shall take into account and seek
consistency with existing aboriginal rights, rights
established in existing Indian treaties and domestic

allocation objectives.

On the basis of-the proposals made by the Panel, the
Commission shall recommend regulations to the Parties
for:approval. The Parties shall review the recommenda—
tions for, inter alia, consistency with domestic legal
cbligations. The regulations shall become effective

upon approval by the Party jn whose waters such regula-—

tions are applicable. z .

During the fishing season, the Fraser River Panel may
make orders for the adjustment of fishing times and
areas stipulated 1in the annual regulations .n response
to variations 1in anticipated conditions. Tl e Parties
shall review the orders for consistency with, domestic
legal obligations. The Parties shall give effect to
such orders i accordance with their respective laws

and procedures.

The Parties shall not regulate their fisheries 1in areas
outside the area specified in Annex Il in a manner that

would orovcnt achievement of the objectives of the



Article VII.

TRANSBOUNDARY RIVERS

This Article applies to salmon originating 1in trans*

boundary rivers. o o

Notwithstanding Article 1V, paragraph 3(c), whenever "
salmon originate 1in the Canadian portion of a trans-—
boundary river, the appropriate Panel shall provide 1its
views to the Commission on the spawning escapement to

be provided for all the salmon stocks of t.he river if

either section of the Panel so requests.

On the basis of the views provided by the Panel pursuant
to paragraph ?, Lhe Commission shall recommend spawning

escapements to the Parties.

Whenever salmon originate in the Canadian portions of
transboundary rivers, or would originate there as a
result of enhancement projects, talmon enhancement
projects on the transboundary rivers shall be undertaken
co-operatively, provided,, however, that cither Party,
with the consent of the Commission, may separately

undertake salmon enhancement projects on the trans—

boundary rivers.



€ -YUKON RIVER b
*

.. r ©

Notwithstanding Articles I111f paragraph 1(b), and VII,

e i o«.*, i - *x - . -

arrangements for consultation, recommendation of escape—
ment targets and approval of enhancement activities on
the Yukon River require further development to take

into account the unique characteristics of! that River.

The Parties consider it important to ensure- effective
conservation rf£ stocks originating in the Yukon River
and to explore the development of co-operative research

and 1identification of potential enhancement opportunities

The Parties shall initiate in 1903f and conclude, as

soon as possible, negotiations to, inter alia;

(a) account for United States harvests of salmon

originating 1in the Canadian section of the River;

1b) develop jJoint management procedures taking 1into
account United States management programs for

stocks originating 1in the United States section of



(c) econsider co-operative research programs, enhance
ment opportunities, and exchanges of biological

data; and

L) develop an organizational structure to deal with
Pi"LT.oded So a us-1

Yukon River 1issues.

Prior to the entry into force of this Treaty, the
-1
Parties shall agree upon:

«(a) the range within which the accounting of United
States 1interceptions referred to in paragraph

3(a) shall be established;

(b) arrangements for exchange of available data on

the stocks; and

(c) proposals for research.
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Article -IX

L

STEELKEAD
* e"yp*. " i /0 e
isvi. aVv?" FTUIEiliin9 theilr "unction., the Panels and Commis-

.sion shall take into account the conservation oE steelhead.



Article-X
RESEARCH

e,1- The Parties* shall conduct research to investigate the

% —.it*.._ | ]
-airesicD-jmigratory and exploitation patterns, the productivity

ek kX Kk o
m:, and the status of stocks of common concern and the
extent of interceptions.
- « 1

2. The Commission may make recommendations to the Parties

regarding the conduct and coordination of research.

3.- Subject tc normal requirements, each Pa,ty shall allow
nationals, equipment and vessels of the other Party
conducting research approved by the Commission to have

access to its waters for the purpose of carrying out
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Article XI

DOMESTIC ALLOCATION

This Treaty shall not be interpreted or applied so as

.to affect or modify existing aboriginal rights or right

established in existing Indian treaties and other

existing federal laws.

i 1
This Article shall not be interpreted or applied so as
to affect or modify any rights or obligations of the

Parties pursuant to other Articles and Annexes to this

Treaty.
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Article XII1

TECHNICAL DISPUTE SETTLEMENT SV Z.

;Either Party may submit to the Chairman of the Commis-

TV " e "*»0r " T-"1t. .- "x - o Jeeo

.glonf -for referral to a Technical Dispute Settlement =

5Board, any dispute concerning estimates of the extent

of salmon 1interceptions and data related to questions
of overfishing. The Commission may submit other
technical matters- to the Chairman for referral to a
Board. The Board shall be established and shall func-—
tion 1in accordance with the provisions of Annex 111.
The Board shall make findings of fact on the disputes
and the other technical matters referred ta it.

The Tfindings of the Board shall be final and without
appeal, except as provided 1in paragraph 3, and shall

be accepted by the Commission as the best scientific

information available.

Either Party may, by application in writing to the
Chairman of the rnmmission, request reconsideration of
a finding of a Board, provided that such request is
based on information not previously considered by the

Board and not previously known to or reasonably



discoverable by the Party requesting such reconsidera—

tion. The Chairman shall, if possible, refer the

request to the Board which made the finding. Otherwise

the Chairman shall refer the request to a

o* *

constituted 1in accordance with the provisions of

new Board

Annex 111. *
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Article XI1I1

ANNEXES

All references to this Treaty shall be understood to

“include the Annexes-.

The Commission, whenever appropriate, shall review

the, Annexes and may make recommendations jto the Parties

for their amendment-.

The Annexes may be amended by the Parties through an
Exchange of Notes between the Government of Canada and

the President of the United States 6f America.

The Commission shall publish the texts of the Annexes*®

whenever amended.
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Article XI1V

IMPLEMENTATION

Each Party shall:

VvV = (a) enact.and enforce such legislation as may be

necessary to implement this Treaty;

(b) require reports from.its nationals and vessels of
catch, effort and related data for all stocks
schject to this Treaty and make such data available

to the Commission;" and

(c) exchange fisheries statistics and any- other rele—
vant information on a current and regular basis
in order to Eacilitate the implementation of this

Treaty.
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Article XV

ENTRY INTO FORCE AND TERMINATION

OF TREATY

This Treaty 1is subject to ratification.- It shall enter

into force upon the exchange of instruments of ratifi—

cation at

At the end of the third year after entry into force
eand at any time thereafter, either Party may give
notice of its intention to terminate- this Treaty. The

Treaty shall terminate one year after notification.

e Upon the entry 1into force of this Treaty, the Conven—
tion between Canada and the United States of America
for the Protection, Preservation and Extension of the
Sockeye Salmon Fishery 1in the Fraser River System, as
amended, signed May 26, 1930, shall be terminated. =
Following the termination of the Convention, the trans-—
fer of responsibilities from the International Pacific
Salmon Fisheries Commission to the Commission, the
Fraser River Panel and the Government of Canada shall

be as agreed by the Parties.
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Annex 1
r ° * *
PANELS
The following panels shall be established pursuant to
ee__Article 11, paragraph 18: . . -~ ;
* o7 ’ooo-_ * * L] .
(a) a Southern Panel for salmon originating 1in rivers
i with mouths situate south of Cape Caution, except
as specified in sub-paragraph (b)?
(b) a Fraser River-Panel for Fraser River sockeye and
pink salmon harvested in the area specified in
Annex 11? and
(c) a Northern Panel for salmon originating 1in rivers

with mouths situate between Cape Caution and Cape

Suckling.



Annex 11

FRASER PANEL AREA

The area comprises the- waters described in Article |
of the Convention between Canada the the United States of
' T . orf
~"America TfTor the Protection, .Preservation and Extension of the

Sockeye Salmon Fishery in the Fraser River System, as amended,

signed May 26, 1930.
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Annex 111

TECHNICAL DISPUTE SETTLEMENT BOARD e

Each "Technical Dispute Settlement Board shall be
composed of three members. Within 10 days of receiving
"a request under Article XIl to refer a matter to a
Board, the Chairman of the Commission shall notify the
Parties. - Within 20 days of this notification, each
party shall designate one member and the Parties shall
jointly designate a third member, who shall be Chairman

of the Board. .

The Board shall determine its rules of procedure, but
the Commission or the Parties may specify the date by

which the Board shall report its findings. The Board

e shall provide an opportunity for each Party to present

evidence and arguments, both 1in writing and, if
requested by either Party, in oral hearing. The Board
shall report 1its findings to the Commission, along with

a statement of 1its reasons.

Decisions of a Board, including procedural rulings and
findings of fact, shall be made by majority vote and
shall be final and without appeal except as provided

in Article XII, paragraph 3.



Remuneration of the members and their expense .allowances

shall be determined on such basis as the Parties may

agree at the time the Board 1is constituted. The Commis —

sion -shall provide facilities for the proceedings.
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Annex 1V

1 TRANSBOUNDARY RIVERS
Notwithstanding Article 111, paragraph 1(b), 37.5
percent of the harvest by the United States of each
species of salmon originating 1in Canadian sections of
transboundary rivers, exceptethose with-mouths situate
in ,the Bering Sea and Arctic Ocean, shall be deemed to
be of United States origin.
As it

is not yet possible to determine with accuracy
the extent of exploitation by fisheries of the two

Parties and the spawning escapement requirements of

salmon bound for Canadian sections of the transboundary

rivers in the southeastern Alaska area, the

1983 shall form a Technical Working Group to:

(a) assemble available information on the migratory

patterns (including consideration of recent stock

separation studies based on examination of scales),

extent of exploitation and spawning escapement

requirements of the stocks; and

(b) identify potential 1increases in stocks that can

be achieved .through enhancement.

Parties during
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The following arrangements shall apply to the United
States and Canadian fisheries which harvest salmon

stocks bound for the Stikine River

» o ] > * i 1=
(a) Sockeye Salmon
"ic j« * - -
(1) In 1983 the run of sockeye 1is anticipated to
be 70,000 pieces. Given this expected run

size, subject to agreed adjustments 1in the
event that analysis of available data (which
3hall be made available for joint review)
indicates that the run size differs signifi-
cantly from that projected, and based on the

data base available toeach side:

(A) the United States shall manage its fish-—
eries to allow approximately 55,000
sockeye to reach the Canadian section

of the River; and

(B) Canada shall manage its food and commer —
cial fisheries to allowa spawning
escapement of approximately -10,000 to

47,000 sockeye.



(i)

(Giii)

~n 1984 the run of sockeye is anticipated to

be 40/000 pieces. Givan this expected run * *
size., subject to agreed adjustments 1in the
event that analysis of available data (which
shall be made available for joint review)
indicates that the run size differs signifi—
cantly from that projected/ and based on the

data base available to each side:

(A) the United States shall manage it3 -«
fisheries to allow approximately 33/500
sockeye to reach the Canadian section

PY *

of the River; and

(D) Canada shall manage 1its food and commer —

cial fisheries to allow a spawning

escapement of approximately*28,000 sockeye.

In 1983 and 1984, taking 1into account the
low anticipated run sizes and difficulties
in achieving precise spawniny escapements,
the foregoing provisions may result in Il.he
Canadian share of the Stikine River sockeye

harvest exceeding 35 percent of the Total

Allowable Catch. It is the United States

view that the allowable catch should be

divided between lhe countries so that the

United Stales would receive Gr percent and

Canada 35 percent.
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Given the prevailing rates of harvest of Stikine

...River coho salmon in United States troll fisheries

. . . r - . n - .

Vv".and in" net fisheries targetting on other species,
.; L] __ . » * . _x # o
it may not be possible in 1983 and 1984 for the

.United States to provide an upriver escapement
sufficient to meet spawning requirements and a°
Canadian 1in-river harvest of 35 percent of the

total expected catch. It is also expected that

the 1983 and 1984 runs will be poor. In light of
*these circumstances the Parties .shall monitor the
runs in and on the approaches to the Stikine River
throughout the season, with a view to providing
Canada with an in-river harvest as close as pos-
sible to.a 35 percent share of the total catch
while, at the same time, meeting spawning require—

ments.

Other Species

Canadian catches and United States terminal catches
of chinook, pink and churn salmon bound for the
Canadian section of the River will be- taken as an
incidental harvest in the directed fishery for

sockeye.

n,\J-
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4 . () In 1983, Canada shall, limit its in-river Tfishery so

that catches of sockeye and pink salmon originating

in the Taku River do not exceed 3,000 and 5,000

. pieces, respectively. -« . -
o T tV 12 r*%,. ee—* ey - v o /w, m
D | Prii.' » - T -1 KR - *

(b) The Parties shall meet during®"1983 to re-evaluate
the fishery regime for the fisheries on Taku bound-
salmon for 1984, taking into account the report of
the working group described in paragraph!z of this
Chapter. At the same time the Parties"will.also.give
consideration to improving procedures for co-operative
management of the fisheries on transboundary river ,
stocks in the southeast Alaska area, and to the
question of future sharing of allowable harvests,

taking into account potential enhancement opportuni- =

ties. -

5. Chinook and early sockeye salmon runs originating in
the Alsek River are depressed and require special
protection in 1983 and 1984. Fisheries for other
species originating 1in the Alsek River shall be

conducted 1in the same manner as ir recent years.

6. Considering that stocks of salmon originating 1in

Canadian sections of the Columbia River form only a



small proportion of the total populations of Columbia

"""River salmon, the arrangements for consultation and

" ° o * ** * _ee’ike

recommendation of escapement targets and approval of ~

enhancement activities set out in Article- VIl are not

oV R .. *

j R *k * * *

“%appropriate to the Columbia system as a whole.

-»* K & # * " Jrene  He e b ®

theless, the Parties consider it important to ensure

*

N

ok e

Néver—
ee” effective conservation of upriver stocks which extend
into Canada and to explore the dtvelopment of mutually
e * DPpeneficial enhancement activities. Therefore, not-
* withstanding Article VII, paragraphs 2, 3-and 4,
"“during 1983 the Parties shall consult with a view to
developing, for the transboundary sections of the
Columbia, more practicable arrangements for consultation
and setting escapement targets than those"specified
in Article VIIl, paragraphs 2 and 3. Such arrangements

should seek to: .

(a) ensure effective conservation of the stocks;

(b) facilitate future enhancement of the stocks on

an agreed basis; and

(¢) avoid 1interference with United States management
programs on the extensive salmon stocks existing

in the non-transboundary tributaries and the



Northern British Columbia-Southeastern Alaska-
Boundary Area

Considering that the chum salmon stocks originating in °

streams in Portland Canal and harvested 1in the mixed

stock and target isheries in the Dixon Entrance, =

Portland Inlet and Portland Canal are depressed and

require protection:

(a) in 1983 and 1984 neither Party shall allow target
fisheries on these* stocks in Portland Canal unless
it is determined that a harvestable surplus exists;
and

(b) in 1983, assessments shall be made to identify
possible measures (including enhancement and regula-—
tory programs) to restore the stocks. On the basis

of such assessments, proposals shall be prepared

for a long term plan to bring about such restoration.

(a) With respect to sockeye Ppalmon, the United States

(i) limit its purse seine fishery 1in the Noyes
Island area (District 4) 1in a manner that will
result in an annual average harvest of 160,000

sockeye salmon during the period 1983-86; and



(i) limit its drift gill net fishery at Tree
Point (Districts 1A and 1IB) 1in a manner
e"that will result in an annual average harvest

of 130,000 sockeye salmon during the period

1983-86. -
*k *>e e 3

*r;:: i.#fm

e M m(b) These harvest levels shall be reviewed during the

e « negotiation of fishery regimes for 1985 and 1986.

Canada shall limit its Tfisheries for. pink salmon in the
sub-areas of Areas 3 ml 5 that were described in the
interim arrangements for 1981 and 1982 .and in the area

1 troll fishery in a manner which will result in a total

catch in the 1983 and 1584 piik salmon cycl"es of 2 millio*

fish. Of this total, 1in 19b3, no more than a total
650,000 pink salmon shall be taken, and of that, the
area 1 troll fishery shall take no more than 125,000
pink salmon. In 1984, no mere than n total 1,350,000
pink salmon shall be taken, and of that, the area 1
troll fisnery shall take no more than 275,000 pink
salmon. These harvest levels shall be reviewed during

the negotiation of fishery regimes for 1985 and 1986.
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The Parties shall exchange preliminary management plans
for the fisheries described above at the earliest
possible date. eSuch exchange shall include determina—

tion‘of the intended pattern of the Canadian troll

. fishery in area 1 which will reflect the understanding

of the interim arrangement for 1982 pending the develop

;nent of new regulatory lines 1in area 1.
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Annex 1V

"CONSERVATION MEASURES FOR CHINOOK SALMON

For the past several years, escapements for many

naturally spawning chinook salmon stocks originating from

Columbia River northward to southeastern Alaska have

declined and are now at levels substantially below produc-
tion These stocks cannot sustain recent rates of
exploitstion in the following fisheries: Georgia and

Johnstone Straits, central and northern British Columbia,

southeastern Alaska.

The Parties agree to undertake the following- actions

stabilize and rebuild depressed stocks of naturally

spawning chinook salmon.

1. In 1983, the Parties will jointly develop and
initiate a coordinated salmon management progranm

designed to meet the following objectives:

(a) at least prevei.t further declines 1in spawning
escapements from recent levels for depressed

chinook salmon stocks; and



(b)

The chinook salmon management program will 1include at
least: . -
“1

(a), identification of indicator stocks representative
of naturailly spawning populations of chinook
salmon;

(b) procedures to obtain reliable estimates of spawning
escapements;

(c) establishment of criteria to evaluate the effective —
ness of conservation actions;

(d) exchange of 1information necessary to analyze the
effectiveness of alternative fishery regulatory
measures to satisfy conservation objectives;

(e) reccmmendations Cor research required to implement

restore the" production of.naturally spawning chinook
salmon stocks by achieving escapement goals within

a ten year period (approximately 2 cycles, beginning
.in 1983) which will provide the maximum sustainable

harvest. ,



() development of-necessary measures for monitoring

and enforcing compliance with the terms of this Treaty.

L J L *.I * M ce

* oo *

In 1983, the Parties shall enact regulations designed to

ensure that: ZrA ; . . s
(a) the combined catch by all southeastern Alaskan

salmon Tfisheries does hot exceed 263,000 chinook,

and of that, the catch tiaken by the commercial

salmon fisheries does- not exceed 243,000 chinook;

and

(b) the combined catch by all Canadian salmon fisheries
in Georgia and Johnstone Straits and central and

*

northern British Columbia does not exceed 868,000 e

chinook.

In 1983 and 1984, the Parties shall implement management
measures for fisheries®”™ in other areas as cequired to
ensure that chinook salmon from depressed stocks that
are conserved by the imposition of harvest ceilings

accrue principally to spawning escapement.



Following the 19811 season and prior to the development
of fishery“"regimes for the 1984 season, the Parties
shall establish a Technical Committee, representative
of the Northern and Southern Panels, to evaluate the

effectiveness of management actions taken in 19"83 with

"*respect to: . .

(a) consistency of actual catches with corresponding
i e i
harvest ceilings?

(b) the effect of the management measures described
in paragraph 3; and-
(c) the degree, to which the decline in spawning

escapement levels has been affected.

The Technical Committee shall also re-examine, and if
appropriate, propose changes to the extent of reductions
in exploitation required to meet the objective specified
in sub-paragraph 1 (a), and contained 1in the Report
entitled Joint United States/Canada Technical Response
to the Canadian Proposal for Chinook Conservation, dated
November 30, 1982 (appended to this Annex). On the
basis of the findings of the Technical Committee, the

Parties shall adopt measures in 1984 which will result



in reductions in catches to achieve the objective spe-

cified in paragraph 1(a). According to present agreed
;T_j I... _
scientific analysis of the status of the stocks of concern

.contained in the Report, this would require a reduction.

. 1 in catches by the affected fisheries of approximately . *
*£££& » JELStI Lo Il et — - *

25 percent from the 1981-82 harvest of chinook levels

»

(paragraph 2 of the Report).

7. The Parties agree that enhancement efforts designed
to increase artificial production of chinook salmon

would be beneficial to the rebuilding progranm.
Maintenance of harvest ceilings, combined with 1increased
availability of enhancement fish, provides the oppor—
tunity to accelerate the stock rebuilding process by
significantly reducing exploitation rates of naturally
spawning stocks. The United States 1is initiating a
program under section 4h of the Northwest Power Act

as. a national commitment to rehabilitation of Columbia
River salmon stocks and is developing additional
cooperative enhancement plans for southeastern Alaska.
Efforts to increase chinook stocks are also under
development by the States of Ildaho, Oregon, Washington
and Alaska, and federal agencies of the United States.

Production from Canada®s Salmon id Enhancement Program



will continue to

available

fisheries.

harvest

increase its contribution to the

of chinook

salmon

in

ti.e affected,

am:



Annex 1V

FRASER RIVER SOCKEYE AND PINK SALMON

In order to increase the effectiveness of the manage —
ment of fisheries in the Fraser Panel. Area and in
fisheries outside, the Area which harvest Fraser River
sockeye and pink salmon and-.to permit effective 1imple—
mentation of Article 111, the negotiations for the

19S5 and 1986 fishery regimes shall include development

of:

(a) agreed adjustments irv the limits of the Area to
simplify domestic management 1in the two" countries;

and

(b) formulae for providing the United States with
agreed harvests of Fraser River sockeye and pink

salmon 1in the Area which take 1into account:

(1) within the context .of Article 111, the 1impli-
cations of potential 1increases 1in the produc—
tion of Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon,
and cf benefits provided to the United States

through Canadian management actions 1in fishcc



for stock:, other than Fraser River sockeye and

pink salmon;

e (i) the need to provide flexibility 1in maragement
.of fisheries outside the Area which harvest

Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon; and

S(iii) the total harvest of Fraser River sockeye

and pink salmon wherever they occur.

In the 1interim, 1in 1983, on the basis of IPSFC projections
regarding the abundance of the returning runs (of
approximately 6.5 million "sockeye and approximately 21.0
million pinks), escapement requirements (including the
spawning escapement and estimates of the Native Indian
food catch) and nor.ial patterns of fishing outside the
Area, it is anticipated that the Total Allowable Catches
of sockeye and pink salmon within the Area will be 3.5

million and 10 million, respectively.

In 1983, the United States shaj.l1 be provided 50 percent
of the Total Allowable Catches of each species within

the Area less 150,000 sockeye and. 300,000 pinks.



~<-.,Area of sockeye less 50r000 fish.

In 19847 based on an expected run of 3.75 million sock-—
eye and an Area Total Allowable Catch of approximately
1.75 million sockeye, the United States shall be-provided

with. 50 percent of the-Total Allowable-Catch within the
# . . '

w *o

The IPSFC or the Commission shall develop regulatory

programs in the Area to give effect to the provisions
"1
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Annex 1V

BRITISH COLUMBIA - WASHINGTON COHO AND CHUM FISHERIES

Anticipated returns of some natural coho and chum

o -|* o e
salmon stocks originating 1in Johnstone Strait, the
Strait of Georgia and the Fraser River in 1983 and 1984
are expected to be weak and therefore not likely to
have a harvestable surplus. Some enhanced stocks of
coho and chum originating 1in the above areas are

anticipated to have harvestable surpluses and locally

directed fisheries on these enhanced stocks are expected.

The Parties .shall meet and develop agreed fi-shery

regimes by April 30, 1983 for the 1983 ami 1984 Tfishing

season in response to the conservation status of the

resources.

IT at a later date it is determined that harvestable
surpluses of Canadian or United States coho and chum
salmon exist the Parties will"consult to 1identify and

agree on fishing opportunities.
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Chapter 6 " GENERAL OBLIGATION

-~r-With respect to intercepting fisheries, not dealt with

k - o o e ) , -

elsewhere in this Annex,"the Parties shall not permit inter —
ceptions to increase above the levels of recent years, nor

initiate new intercepting fisheries, except as may be

e agreed. t J



Exchange of Notes
I have the honor to refer to the discussions between
T 1vps

representatives of our two governments and to the Treaty
between Lhe Government of the United States of America and
the. Government of Canada concerning Pacific salmon (Lhe
Treaty) and to confirm on behalf of Lhe United States Covern
ment the understanding set out below that has been reached

between our two Governments concerning Lhe implementation

of ARticle XVIIl, paragraph 3 of the Treaty.

A.Prior to Lhe first anniversary of the dale of entry

into force of the Treaty:

1. The Fraser River Panel established pursuant
oo to Lhe Treaty shall assume the following respon-—

sibilities consistent with the Treaty:

(a) review and evaluate information provided
by lhe Parties, pursuant to Article 1V>
paragraph 3, in or?er to provide recommenda
Lions to the Commission on the fishery

regime to he included in Annex 1V,



(h)

Cc)

(d)

(e)

on adopt ion by the Parties of the Tfishery
regime, make proposals to the Commission

regarding regulations for the harvest

.0f Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon

within the Fraser PanelL Area (the Area); *

collect in-season information oh catches
within the Area; review information on
escapements within Che Areau collate

information provided by the Parties pursu-—

ant to paragraphs D, 2 and 3 Tor fisheries

-outside the Area; conduct test”™ fishing

on Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon;
and collect data on upriver escapements
by observation at Hell®"s Cate and through
the conduct of a hydroacousLic progranm

at Mission Bridge;

make orders for lhe adjustment of Lhe
fisheries pursuant to Article VI, paragraph
>, on the has is of Informal ion garnered

under subparagraph (c); and

provide Ih* Commission' at |Ilie end ol

.carli lishing sea;.mi, wilh an aecouni ing



River sockeye and pink salmon and with
an appraisal of the extent to which the
-y 9%

Panel achieved t~nc objectives set by

the Parties.

2. Canada shall assume all.responsihi ILiics of
the International. Pacific Salmon Fisheries
eCommission (IPSFC) except for those responsi—

bilities specified 1in subparagraph 1.

Il. The IPSFC will continue to discharge its rbsponsibi
litics in the 1interval hetween the entrv into force
of the Treaty”and, pursuant to paragraph A, the
assumption of responsibilities by Canada and the

Fraser Kiver Panel.

. Prior to Ihi* fourth anniversary of Illu* entry 1inlo
Inrce of the Treat lho Commission shall review

the division of respons ihi lities set out above.

|J. Canada and tho United Si al es shall provide 1o lhe

f.oiiimi ss ion: e

L. the ini ormal ion ro«piirr«l by Ail ielo 1V,

paragral h |I;
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2. e information on in-season catches-and estimated
catches of Fraser River sockeye and pink salLmon

by tine., area, species, and gear type;

3. post-season statistical, information regarding

NrVoooL. Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon catches*®
*o - by area, gear type, species and time;.: °©

4." data on spawning cscapcnrcnts for all sockeye

and pink stocks which "migrate through the

- . Area; and

5. information on any problems 1identified in
achieving national goals resulting from in-

season regulLntlon of the Area fisheries.

if. The following administrative arrangements shall

apply to the transfers of staff from TPSPC:

1. Appropriate members of the existing Fishery
Management Division and of other Divisions
of the IPSFC shall he transferred to the Commis—
sion so that it shall have the capability

to perform the following duties:

(a) the discharge of the responsibilities
of Lhe Commission ond of the Fraser River

Panel as specified ?ntcr alia 1in paragraph A

(h) interpretation el stat isi ieal and biolog-
ical data and other informal ion relcreed
to in paragraph I)
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(c) collection and assembly of such data

ear. may be required by the Commission

and 1its Panels; and

(d) preparation of such publications as may

be decided upon by the Commission.

The staff shall be under Lhe direction of

the Executive Director pursuant to Article

Il, paragraph 16.

The Operations Division shall, be transferred
to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans
(DFO), Canada, to the extent practicable,

and shall continue to carry out upriver work
on pink .and sockeye salmon 1In coordination
with the staff of the Fraser River Panel.
While there will he some duplication of work
in the spawning aroas during (his initial
period, it is anticipated that the Operations
Division will eventually be integrated 1into
DFO ™ Fraser River Management and Enhancement

Operations to streamline®™ upriver operations



relationship that now exists at the staff
level between the IPSFC Fishery Management
Divison and Operations. Division should be
maintained between the Fraser River Panel
..staff and the appropriate DFO" rcspons ibility

"m"centers. o .. .

The Environment Conservation Division, Biology
Division, and Engineering Division shall be

transCerrcd to DFO and 1integrated as practicable

The® transfers of the Fishery Management Division
and the Operations Division of Lhe IPSFC refer—
red to in paragraphs 1 and 2 shall occur during
the period November to March. The transfer

of Lhe Environment Conservation Division,
* the Biol op,y Division and Lhe Engineering Divi—
sion referred to in paragraph 3 may occur

At V]

of entry into force of the Treaty. Officials

al any Liine within Lhe year after the da

of the Parties shall, consult with each other
and with the IPSFC staff Co seek agreement
on the specific timing.of these transfers,
taking 1into account Lhe need for cent inued
sound management nl Liv* fishery resource and

**//  >M) f.vf s
me atlminjstrative and budget cycles of the



In order to ensure continuity 1in the methodology
of collection of upriver data required Cor the"

management of Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon:

1. Pending the entry into force of the- Treaty,
DFO stafC shallL participate with LPSFC staff

in IPSFC upriver activities.

In the first two years following entry 1into
force of the Treaty former IPSFC staff members
whose responsibilities includ” upriver work,
and who become employuuces of DFO, sha) I parti—
cipate 1in the carrying out of Canada®"s wupriver
responsibilities, as practicable.- With respect
Lo upstream spawning escapement work, the
advice of the new Commission®s staff shall

be sought as appropriate.

On request oT either Parlv, opporlnoilies
shall be provided for [eehnical experts to
observe the data collection operations of
the Parlies related lo the activities of the

Fraser kiver Panel.



G. The Parties shall consult with each other and with
the IPSFC staff, with a view, inter alia, to offering
employment to IPSFC employees in the new Commission,
the Fraser River Panel, or within government agencies

of the two Parties on Lerm?; and conditions compnr-

- " LLox
.o . i *h s e . - e ° ee - . Jve

* able, "to the extent practicable., with Chose they

“enjoy in IPSFC.

H. The IPSFC library 1in. New Westminster, B.C., which
contains irreplaceable historical, records, shall
be transferred to the new Commission and shall
be readily accessible to Lhe new Fraser River Panel,
the Commission, and others whoso professional, needs
require use of these library facilities.
Other IPSFC assets necessary lor the work of Liu*
Commission ami the Fraser River Panel shall hi?

transferred Lo Lhe Commission.

The remaining assets shall ho |runsfet*rod Lo Canada.

| have Lhe honor Lo propose LhaL if Lhe understanding
soL out in this Nolo is acceptable Lo Lho Government of
Canada, this Note and your rcplv to (hal effect, shall
constitute an Agreement between Lhe Government of Lho United
Slat os of America and the Government of Canada regarding

the implementation oC Lhe Treaty and civil | rmw —
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Graph sources:

Can adi an table, Appendix #2, "Coast-wide Chinook Catches Since
1953", Salmon Plan Development Team report to North
Pacific Fisheries Management Council, 11/3/82.

Canadi an table, Appendix #2, "B.C. Escapements by Region 1965-81"
Ibid.

Table 1, Appendix "Southeast Alaska Commercial and Recreational
Chinook Salmon Harvest 1965-82" Ibid.

Alaska Department of Fish and Game formal projections for 1981-
1982 domestic Chinook harvest. ADF&G.
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JANUARY, 1983

Relating to the proposed U.S.-Canada

Salmon Interception Treaty.

BE IT RESOLVED:

WHEREAS the base period to be used under the proposed treaty to
set the harvest quota for 1983 and subsequent years 1is inequitable be—
cause of the salmon harvest quota already imposed upon Alaska fisheries
while Canadian fisheries have been unrestricted; and

WHEREAS the West Coast of Vancouver Island will have no ceiling or
quota limits under the proposed treaty; and

WHEREAS Canada has not demonstrated its ability to assemble seasonal
catch statistics in a timely manner, thus making .piestionable its capa—
bility for in-season monitoring to keep the Canadian catch within the
harvest levels to be required under the treaty; and

WHEREAS the proposed treaty does not address the problem of salmon
interception by foreign fleets; and

WHEREAS the Alaska Department of Fish and Game will be seriously
limited in its in-season management ability of Alaska river systems;
and

WHEREAS the Alaska salmon catch has been regulated downward
through a quota system since 1980, while Canada has had no catch ceiling;
and

WHEREAS, although we have a self-imposed three percent aquaculture
assessment, under the proposed treaty we will be prohibited from har—
vesting those hatchery stocks for another 10 years; and

WHEREAS Southeast Alaska fishermen will be penalized in order to
facilitate the compromise between Canada and Washington State concerning
the Fraser River stocks; and

WHEREAS the Southeast Alaska troll fleet is already enduring serious
economic hardship; and

WHEREAS, after open negotiations were closed, and the Alaska delega—
tion excused, parts of the proposed treaty were rewritten, favoring the
Canadian position;

BE IT RESOLVED that the membership of the Juneau TrollP.A.C. re—
spectfully requests the Governor of the State of Alaska, and the U.S.
Congress, co reject the proposed U.S.-Canada Salmon Interception Treaty,

and we urge re-opening of negotiations to address these grievances.



COPIES of this Resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Ted
Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and to
all other members of the U.S. Senate; to the Honorable Don Young,
U.S. Representative; to the members of the Governor"s Treaty Task
Force; to the Honorable Bettye Fahrenlcamp, Chairman of the Senate
Resources Committee; and to the Honorable Adelheid Herrmann, Chair—

man of the House Special Committee on Fisheries.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
N ational Marine Fisheries Service

P.O. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

NEWS RELEASE February 2, 1983
Robert W. McVey
(907) 586-7221 - For Immediate Release

PROPOSED U.S.-CANADA SALMON TREATY
PROMISES BENEFITS TO ALASKAN FISHERMEN

Robert W. McVey, Alaska Regional Director, National Marine Fisheries
Service, urged the Alaska fishing community to take a close look at both
the many potential benefits of the proposed U.S.-Canada salmon treaty as
well as what the future might hold for southeast Alaska®s salmon fisher —
ies if the treaty is not ratified.

McVey noted that the proposed treaty follows rnore than twenty years
of negotiations between the United States and Canada. During this time,
discontent mounted as fishermen of one country continued to harvest
salmon produced in the other. In recent years, the problem assumed more
urgency as Canada initiated new intercepting fisheries and increased the
level of others. Informal agreements to stabilize interceptions were
helpful during the last couple of years but longer-term agreements could
not be reached, partly because of the uncertain abundance of salmon from
year to year. The treaty now proposed includes short term arrangements
governing intercepting fisheries and creates an international commission
and regional panels to develop and recommend future fishery controls.

The proposed treaty sets out principles intended to ensure that each
country will receive benefits 1in relation to its own salmon production
with minimal disruption of existing fisheries. Within the new commis—
sion, Alaskan fishermen will have a strong voice 1in determining the

future of intercepting fisheries in both countries. McVey 1identified



some of the more important potential benefits to Alaska that the treaty
would provide:

1. Interceptions of southeast Alaskan pink salmon by Canadian net
and troll fisheries in Dixon Entrance will be controlled and stabilized.
Alaskan fishermen will receive the primary benefits of recent increases
in southeast Alaska pink salmon production.

2. The proposed treaty offers some control over the level of
Canadian Tfisheries in the Taku, Stikine, and Alsek Rivers. In 1979 and
19B0 Canada dramatically expanded 1its fisheries 1in the Taku and Stikine
Rivers, taking a catch of more than 100,000 salmon from these rivers 1in
1980. Without the treaty, Alaskan fishermen on the approaches to those
rivers could be faceci with catch reductions to allow for both an uncon-—
trolled Canadian fishery 1in the rivers as well as spawning escapement.
Although the treaty arrangements are not totally satisfactory, they offer
southeast Alaskan fishermen some assurance about the short-term future
and a role 1in determining the long-term future of Canadian Tfisheries 1in
those rivers. Further, the treaty offers the opportunity to consider

joint enhancement projects such as hatcheries on these transboundary

rivers. Such projects would benefit fishermen on both sides, of the
border.
3. A badly needed coastwide chinook salmon conservation program

would be 1initiated, with Canada doing 1its share to rebuild depressed,
natural runs of chinook salmon. At least 80 percent of the chinook
salmon harvested by southeast Alaskan fishermen are estimated to origi—
nate outside of Alaska. About half of these come from Canada and the
other half from the states of Washington and Oregon. Recently, southeast

Alaskan fishermen have sacrificed to conserve depressed chinook salmon



stocks up and down the coast. They have felt their sacrifices were
largely futile due to unregulated catches 1in Canada. The treaty would
impose on most Canadian chinook fisheries the same levels of catch reduc—
tions that the southeast Alaska chinook salmon fishery has sustained
since 1981. Furthermore, Canada would be obligated to stabilize chinook
catch > off the West Coast of Vancouver Island.

In addition, the countries agreed to make the chinook rebuilding
process as painless to fishermen as possible. Increased hatchery opera-—
tions and other enhancement efforts would produce fish to replace those
from depressed natural stocks. Without such enhancement, rebuilding
would have to be accomplished solely by catch reductions which would, of
necessity, be larger than would be .ecessary under the treaty. As
natural stocks rebuild, catch Ilimits could be gradually raised by agree—
ment within the Commission.

4. Other benefits 1include creation of a favorable environment for
each country to proceed with planned enhancement projects without fear
that the other country will 1intercept most of the fish produced. The
large-scale joint research program would continue, yielding data about
salmon interceptions that will be 1invaluable to the management of south-—
east Alaska®s own salmon stocks.

Some Alaska fishermen have expressed opposition to the proposed
treaty because they see the short-term sharing arrangements as favoring
the Canadians. Further, they arc uncertain that the new commission will
be able to protect Alaskan®s interests by assuring equity in future
fisheries regimes. The dilution or erosion of the State®s fishery
management jJurisdiction under the treaty 1is also of concern to Alaska

fishermen.



McVey emphasized that the basic intent of the treaty 1is to provide a
mechanism to achieve rational management, conservation, and enhancement
of coastal salmon stocks and to prevent uncontrolled interceptions of
each country®s salmon production. He said that when fishing fleets on
both sides of the border operate without agreed principles and ground
rules, escalation of interceptions are certain to occur, with Tfurther
deterioration of salmon stocks already in need of conservation. Under
such conditions, there 1is a possibility that U.S. negotiating leverage
would progressively weaken.

Any decision to support or oppose the proposed treaty should be
based on careful consideration of its many potential benefits to Alaska
versus those features that are seen as adverse. Furthermore, careful
consideration should be given to what the future holds for southeast
Alaska®s .salmon fisheries in the absence of treaty.

McVey urged that anyone with questions concerning the details of the
treaty contact either the National Marine Fisheries Service Regional

Office or the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.



ta they aren’t running, but just
base line; and ask, us to use a

entlemen: seasons when our uota o
resi ent, the igTd will be clut: | a writing to urge that In- was already under restr(r%tron) RONAU3 REAGAN With it.L. v

improbable choices. Except
Dven leaders, the rest of the
W dressing.
Kemp™ and former Gov,
Iossrble candidates .who we
|nt e way leadership,
l&uarterback told a meetjn
anaging. Editors late las
le economrcs was working.
editors, most of whom are
Istruggle under a recession in
ply-siders, couldn’t believe
ing. Following Rep. Kemp’s
[ensus was hé did not have
what he was talking about,
also made an, appearance
resh from defeat 1n his bid
Ir. Brown set forth the pIat-
lwhich is based on industrial
Oh, wow” school of govern-

ery fine speaker, but few if
tthie hall could tell what on
cing about,
)tng our presidential choices
[but at the same time we see
armor rushrnq to the na-
isident Reagan‘likely to run
jibvious choice; none of his
>mpetitors even come close

e natron deserves a choice,
f having one, but because
cantprosper is by electing
strong  candidates
vrew oints.
at freld developing.

0r

terested Alaska residents In-
dicate now their oPpoaIUon to
the. proposed treaty between
United States and Canada
regarding salmon. If adopted,
we will ‘have a foreign nation,
Washington and "Oregon
Federal” bureaucrats, and
Waslilngton treaty Indians con-
trolling“our liveS and making
decisions that affect our State
and fisheries and It will be near-
y. Impossible to try and ex-
fricate ourselves from the mess
once you are In It

Thé ne%otrators for the
United States could not have
had much concern for the
Alaska troll fishery—you take
the facts at face value.”We have
a treaty that proposes to allow
the Canadians to harvest about

ings per year at onset
\nlrﬁIm%h Iaska troII |IInet
spo uota woui* e q
tZa&frOOklng“ (Thenistoric
Can king® fish erg was
ahout 700,000 krn s for nbout-40
years until a tremendous In-
crease In effort In recent years
rajsed thejr catch to about{
million kings and decimate
their escapement stocks.) The
AlailciT’ trpllfgldLniii  catch_|Ibf
alwyt350.dh0kings was reduced
to about 250,000 kings over the
past few ‘'years, In ¢
rebuilding/conservation effort
that" la "sUcceedIngT Now the
negotiators have ropose
reductions that let he Cana-
dians use theirghigh years as a

Baker

to about 200,000 kings Including
the sport and gillnet catch. To
hoot the Canadians sti]l-get to
have a large -area outalde-Vau-
couver Island left open and not
Included In thelr quotal!! (Now
wouldn't”you ilke to have the
Canadians negotiate your dealt)
Why wasn’t “the Falrweather
Grounds  left oFen It's much
smaller than the Vancouver
Island area) Just to project a
semblance of fairess.

The Canadians have shown a
erIrn%ness to decimate their
king stocks In recent years when
our'troll fishery has had severe
curtailment. Lét them finish the
Job and_ let them stew In their
ownt Juice If that's what they
wan

The Washington State, State
of Oregon, and the Treaty [n-
dians have systematically
devastated ~their respective

areas. The "river danuners’l

eslpecrall In Washington are
killing 80-00% of their hatchery
production In the turbines goin
down streamT~TRe citizens o

d the State oTAlnskn will never be

able to ball them out of the
mess thefé have created In their
own backyard even If we give
them our Tast king salmon.

We can_solve our own
problems.~The fishermen and
public haAAerded -hateherles
wfOTbondlng and aquaculture
assessment programs. We can

The New York Times ,
WASHINGTON — Howard Baker of Twinm™** ja»n*

and It will never solve their
Is In place, un- prob
up.our own king
stocks In Alaska rivers.

"Increasing our coho runs, where

ood techinology
all of our fish. Don
ople (In Canada Washrngton

lans, Japanese, New
ers and Chileans are
raising king salmon mostly from
technoloy “we have developed
d roe“and spawn from our
rivers. Isn’t It time for the State
of Alaska to raise its own
Chinooks and let the rest of the
southern and Federal entitles
try to solve their own
wrthout Involving us.

|n|n up at our doot “each
get our last fish

) grve our troII
frshery and the” final coupe de
grace via the treaty. Please let
our Governor and congressional
delegation know you oppose the
United States/Canada Salmon
Treaty, if the bureaucrats hook
us on tills treaty It will he u
athetic day forevery Alaskan
hat fishes for a sport or com-
mercial salmon.

We have the resources and
the will to help our own state,

0eNS eye

year Iob yrng t

forge aheddg With theseb

;83 lffor G%dNW IS I0E @W@%ﬁﬁfm
0

our fish and fishermen. Use
our Influence fora NO vote on
he United States/Canada
Salmon Treaty,

Juneau
Empire

ANINDEPENDfNI NEWSPAPER
PubLthtd duiljr, Monday thiough li*doy. *»tépt
holuluyi. by Sovlhamltin Ntwipopin Coifjoio
tiun. 7. 5 Setond St . Jgntug, Aluilu YVHOM7V7

Second Clutt pottogi puid u! Jontog. Ak USPS
304 400

PottmuUtt band udditit chungtt to JUNEAU
liMﬁHL 7J3 bat. .d 31. JVftOO Aluiku WHO!

Ol

If,. XL

Joseph D. UIedereyrI
Juneau 90801

Mcntbff A Hit AP Mil? ond til A next

brulivd lildiliby K
Mobility. Int 470 East A«*nur Wrtt SruHlr]
W uthiiigton 90101 Phont « 70A|7b4b0736

MAIIbUSHCSiPIIONRAIID
tPitytlblt in Advtliu* Ot<ly i
CONIJb Alotko Ha*on & Ctinoduonly

futI_CIurt ond fottign milt OvOiUiblr



COMMITTEE REPORT
SENATE

FURTHER:

1/25/83

Date:  z - )\ 9z

Mr. President:

The Committee on ASOURCES _has had SJR "Q. in

Requesting rejection and renegotiation of the proposed United
States-Canada salmon interception treacy

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

Y ] do pass [ 1 do not pass
t ] do pass with attached amendments(s)

iuiiW u (K. ] same title
t/i replace with CS for *hZw \Q [ J new title

and recomme .ds

[ 1] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent™ L 1] New Fiscal Note

[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

[ 1 referred to the Committee

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING

DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
y,-3V«i y .i* -%/y 4 -

J1ev . wr.oy /-1 101 | e / ST
CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



