
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON. D C. 20506 

March 29, 1993 

INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

FROM: ^^^y^yj^LEEN CLAUSSEN 

SUBJECT: P a c i f i c Salmon Treaty Negotiations w i t h Canada 

Although I do not t h i n k t h a t t h i s s u b j e c t , the U.S. - Canada 
P a c i f i c Salmon Treaty, should reach the President, I do know t h a t 
Canadian concerns have already reached the Prime M i n i s t e r , and 
t h a t an i n f o r m a t i o n memorandum was sent t o the Secretary of 
State. I n l i g h t of t h i s , I thought i t might be u s e f u l f o r you t o 
understand the issue and where I be l i e v e we are headed. 

Background 

Salmon t h a t o r i g i n a t e i n U.S. r i v e r s are o f t e n caught 
( i n t e r c e p t e d ) i n Canadian f i s h e r i e s and vice versa. While the 
U.S. and Canada have o f t e n argued about the balance of these 
i n t e r c e p t i o n s , the U.S. - Canada P a c i f i c Salmon Treaty was 
concluded i n 1985 t o e s t a b l i s h management and a l l o c a t i o n schemes 
from Southeast Alaska t o Oregon. Most of the regimes e s t a b l i s h e d 
by the Treaty have now ex p i r e d , and are being r e n e g o t i a t e d w i t h i n 
the Conunission created by the Treaty. However, the U.S. side of 
the Commission operates by consensus, and there i s a wide range 
of opinion between U.S. northern i n t e r e s t s (Alaska) and U.S. 
southern i n t e r e s t s (Washington, Oregon, Idaho and the Treaty 
T r i b e s ) . The r e s u l t has been a process t h a t has e s s e n t i a l l y 
stalemated, and a request from the Congressional delegations of 
Oregon and Washington t o i n i t i a t e government t o government 
discussions t o break the deadlock. Ambassador F o r t i e r from 
"Canada b r i e f e d Katie McGinty and I Friday morning, expressing his 
concerns about the Treaty and what w i l l ensue i f no agreement i s 
reached. He also favors i n t e r v e n t i o n on a government t o 
government basis. 

Discussion 

We agree w i t h Canada t h a t the Salmon Treaty i s important, and 
t h a t we need an agreement f o r 1993. I t i s also important t h a t we 
e s t a b l i s h an improved and e q u i t a b l e management scheme w i t h the 
Canadians, as w e l l as a h a b i t a t enhancement p r o t o c o l t o help us 
w i t h our Endangered Species Act problems w i t h west coast salmon. 

A possible compromise w i t h the Canadians would be a r o l l over of 
e x i s t i n g regimes f o r 1993, coupled w i t h a government t o 
government e x p l o r a t i o n of an e q u i t a b l e management scheme and a 
h a b i t a t p r o t o c o l . The only a d d i t i o n a l s h o r t term requirement 
would be f o r the Canadians t o give us some r e l i e f from t h e i r west 
coast coho salmon f i s h e r y , an economic necessity f o r some 



Washington State f i s h e r i e s . This can probably be negotiated, and 
Katie and I have discussed t h i s w i t h our Ambassador, David 
Colson, who w i l l proceed w i t h t h i s agenda i n mind. 

In the longer term, i t appears t h a t reaching agreement on a 
management scheme w i t h Canada w i l l r e q u i r e us t o negotiate among 
the d i f f e r e n t U.S. i n t e r e s t s on t h i s issue, and t o make some 
decisions t h i s f a l l t h a t a f f e c t the economic i n t e r e s t s of Idaho, 
Oregon, Washington, Alaska and the t r i b e s . 

cc: Katie McGinty 
Barry Lowenkron 



Process 

i/Treaty isDimpo] - We agree w i t h Canada t h a t the Salmon/Treaty isi)important 
and t h a t we need an agreement f o r 19y3. We also need to 
get agreement on where we are going over the long-term. 

• Substance 

- On f i s h i n g regimes, we can probably l i v e w i t h a r o l l - o v e r 
of the status quo f o r one year (the Tribes are the 
un c e r t a i n f a c t o r ) i f Canada gives us some r e l i e f i n t h e i r 
West coast coho f i s h e r y (a must f o r Washington S t a t e ) . We 
need a Canadian coho catch of 1.4 m i l l i o n instead of 1.8. 

- What Canada gets f o r t h i s i s a promise to begin serious 
n e g o t i a t i o n s on an "equity process" -- a process to ensure 
t h a t salmon i n t e r c e p t i o n s remain i n balance i n some agreed 
way. 

I have t o l d F o r t i e r t h a t I am seeking a u t h o r i t y to proceed 
w i t h " e q u i t y " n e g o t i a t i o n s government to government 
outside the PSC framework i f the Commission can not get 
i t s act together. This i s a big deal f o r Canada and our 
concession to get i n t o a n e g o t i a t i o n i s worth something. 

- We also want Canada to agree w i t h us on a general h a b i t a t 
and enhancement p r o t o c o l to the Treaty. The implementing 
l e g i s l a t i o n f o r such a p r o t o c o l would give us the 
o p p o r t u n i t y to develop a region wide salmon plan t h a t 
could help w i t h west coast salmon ESA problems. (A 
h a b i t a t p r o t o c o l would give us a handle w i t h Canada on 
such issues as Windy Craggy). 

The ESA problem w i t h Snake River F a l l chinook i s 
manageable f o r 1993 i f the PSC does not agree on a chinook 
package; the Canadians w i l l r e s t r a i n t h e i r f i s h e r y t h a t 
impacts t h i s stock f o r t h e i r own reasons; we w i l l use ESA 
regs to manage our f i s h e r y . 

I t would help me i f you: 

f\Jjy. \ - Suggest t h a t west coast f i s h managers get together 
B h u l ^ h J l ^ immediately ( l i k e the next day) to begin planning to 

I manage responsibly f o r 1993 ; 

r'̂ vW*''̂ *̂ ^ ~ stress the importance of Canada pr o v i d i n g us w i t h some 
^ r e l i e f on west coast Vancouver I s l a n d coho and mention the 

need f o r a 1.4 m i l l i o n catch c e i l i n g ; 

i n d i c a t e you support a government to government 
e x p l o r a t i o n of the e q u i t y issue i f the PSC can not get i t s 
act together; 

- i n d i c a t e strong i n t e r e s t i n a h a b i t a t p r o t o c o l ; perhaps 
one to be negotiated w i t h i n the next few months. 



03-24-93 06:56PM FROM Rep, Dicks Wash D, C, TO 96470217 F003/003 

tongxt^i of tfie ffinfteb S>taM 
Si9a£(i)(nstoit, 3BC 20515 

March 24. 1993 

Secretary Warren Chrisiopher 
Department of State 
2201 C Street NW 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

We have been following closely the Pacific Salmon Treaty (PST) negotiations with 
Canada We already have expressed to you the importance of these negotiations toward positive 
actions to restore the health of Nonhwest salmon stocks and avoid future listings under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) while maintaining viable Indian and non-Indian fishcncs on Trascr 
River slocks. 

We are concerned about a lack of progress. Nothing has been done within the Pacific 
Salmon Commission to address the 1993 conservation concems for chinook stocks Usted under the 
ESA or for coho stocks returning to Northwest streams. 

While wc would have preferred action within the Commission, we do not share the 
conclusion that the lack of progress is the inevitable outcome of the voting requirements of the 
U.S. Section to the Commission. We believe you and U.S. Commissioner Ambassador David 
Colson have been provided ample authority to address conservation concems and U.S. Treaty 
obligations. 

While we arc convinced that a bilateral agreement through the Commission is in the best 
interest of both countries, it is imperative that the United States provide the i^uired leadership that 
results in an acceptable agreement with Canada. Moreover, wc believe that the structure of the 
Commission and the U.S. Section were never intended to allow the frustration of international 
commitments by the U.S. or serious domestic conservation efforts. 

We urge you to use your authorities, including govemment-to-govemment action if 
necessary to break any impasse so that an acceptable 1993 regime on stocks returning to the 
NoiThwcst is in place prior to completion on April 9.1993. of our domestic management process. 

. . ^ Wc understand that the U.S. Section is discussing a promising long-term and 

M rffC^ comprehensive approach to salmon management under the Treaty. Such an approach would 
' include commitments to improve the productivity of natural stocks thereby addressing future ESA 

Afco . concems. development of harvest regimes that respond to changes m abundance of stocks and 
r T in P needed changes in the process of decision-making with the Commission. We are prcpaivd to 

consider favorably reasonable proposals requiring Congressional acnon to put into place a long-
• ' term, comprehensive regime. However, we will be very distuibed if the opporTunity to address 

1993 concems is lost duô o4nacdon of the Commission or the United States. 
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December 3, 1992 
PLENARY STATEMENT REGARDING THE CANADIAN POSITION 

1 The intent of this paper is to explain the basic phUosophy underlying Canada's approach 
lo the Pacific salmon Trê ty'and to summarize Canadian proposals for ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' J ^ ^ ^ ^ 
movisions of Annex IV of the Pacific Salmon Treaty. This past year has been a difficult one. 

of the dispute over the Eraser River, which has diverted us from 
o u r ^ ^ ^ of cStKtg a dependable and workable system for improving salmon fishenes 
on a^t^i^basis. I bfuevê ^must quickly solve the short-term P"̂ ^ em.-^at 
^ u r ^ u r quest for creation, iii the long term, of a posiuve environment for restoration and 
expansion of our valuable salmon resources. 

2 The Treaty is based on two principles. TDe first is aimed at consmadon and 
managemSit oHared stocks.JI^ej^ondjHpy^ each Party to denve benefits from 
Pacific salmon stockst^^vgent to theirproductioi}^ ^ 

3 The commitment of both countiies to the first principle, conservation is well exernpUfî  
bv our ioint efforts in the chinook rebuilding program, which, diough not perfect hav̂e provid^ 
^vLtSrS^^fl^eworkforbothofusto^^^ Canada remams . 
strongly committed to such joint efforts. 

4 Coot)eration is a two-way street and our joint efforts must result in a fair distribution of 
benefits - ^ ^ X t L "EquiĴ " principle is aU about. The Treaty simply won't work if one 
side or the other considers the results of Treaty implementation to be unfair. 

5 It is Canada's fiindamental beUef that both principles of the Treaty are made more 
achievĴ te if «Sr^de works toward depending on their own resourees ̂ ther than on ̂ m ^ 
S i S ^ r rive^Si the other country. Over the years, this position, which we beheve is shared 
r t ui^t^ States, has been^e centr îe^ of ^ - f - ^terrut.'i^ p ^ ^ 
fisheries on both coasts. Moreover, it is an obUgation of the Parties under the Treaty to reduce 
interĉ tions. 

fi This Dosition is fiimly based in customary international law. H.e 1982 Law of the Sea 
'cnven^: S«^t l l ear tĥ t the sute ot origi. should be ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ 
accruing from use of their own salmon, providmg that such Saas ... 
^r^<m^mpo^MUyfi>r [s,ocks origlming «<to> ri^rsj: The Convendon also ptovrded 
for a de acto ban on development of new fisheries for salmon on the high seas. 

7. This -ownership- concept has received its most emphaUc and ^ ^ ^ " ' ^ ^ ' ^ . ^ ^ 
™esent Pacific Salmon Treaty which provides for •,.. each Pony to ncem benefie equvaUni 
^p^^lonZalmonZnstnJns in ics worea'. The Treaty lecogmjed that tt was nM 
^ ^ T L L Parties i completely i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , " 
unavoidable interceptions, there should be a balance of intercepuons to both sides. 
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J ^ I H D M to a mutna that U eon««eW w«h the eqiuty pnnciple. 

9. In Caiada'! view leiucing talensplioM lu» maiy "dv««t>e«: 

production; and, farfiltAtad when the need* of the other Party do not 

«ndpi»clieeharvett«lmoiiiieirllie«tre«in«ofongin. , 

10 c™d.bdie»esth.titeU.utedS.««,»..i»n»tDrytoll»PSCTtaty.l̂ ^ . 

the United States haiitrongreMons to aUowgttataresc^^ ^ 

U« W.U being rf U.S. week.. 

tiutnbers of Pra-r sod«ye, wm ̂ ^ ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , ^ ^ ^ . and i« opposed to 
which would have the effect of Canadian concern* for 
making any adjustment, to 'f8Hn«in^E^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ 
notthiSn fisheito. At the same ^ ' ^ ^ " . f ^ ' i ^ ! ^ ^"i^^ment* for allocation and 

poiitiona: 



]Sni^THERN BOUNDARY 

,3. Renegotiation of die n^«n ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ • ^ ' ^ ^ r ^ S ^ ^ 

actions to be taken during the 1993 season. 

14 Canada is extremely concerned by the escalation of 

. emphasis on the winter troU fishety has resulted in increased 

who salmon, increased the uiterceptions of northern BnOsh Columbia stocta and 
o«»4tiv Jnrreased incidental mortalities of chinook; ^ 

. 1 ^ ' C ^ n of steelhead. early coho and northern chum stocks have 
contributed to conservation problems in the area; and . 
the full accounting for U.S. interceptions of Eraser River sockeye wnerever 
caught. 

tacreas^i interceptions in Alaska have requir«l Onada ^ V ^ ^ ^ ' ' ^ " " ^ - ^ °" 
Q 3 fisheries, patSc^'y y»rs of low stock abundance. 

_ . .• ... .w can better control its interceptions of Canadian sockeye 
15. Canada believes that Alaska ran oeoer conao ^ ^ ^5 

Series based on the latio of sockeye to total salmon catch. 

16. •nxUnitedState.haaeitpressedconcern^m^^ 

3 fishery. In ^ ^ ^ - Z ^ J ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ Z T : ^ ^ ^ h a v e 
i„produ=uon™ta*»d^rf<^^^^ to our judgement, these 
resulted m an escalation ot Aiasiian mi«wvuw »- elsewhere. As a part of 
have exceeded < f » t " c S f ^ t l ^ ^ ^ î ^der 
U,e o v e r a l l . ^ r J ^ ' u ^ ^ J ^ ^ W^̂ ^ must include die adjacent Area 

Canadian Area 3 are linked. 

17. Canada has been disappointed in the past with - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t o ^ ^ ^ 
. . a S . t o « n . d . . » g « m i . s ~ ^ ^ 

concerns. 
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• .-iM. in (OM 3W pointing out that the quaUtyinj itoiie 
disniptioo' qualifying clause ui U hsd every Wt as much force 
„l»hing the Putie. W «duee '^'^'.^'aMnited to torn time to 

time made m̂ |ot changes m die stni<a»e o f « ' T ^ ^ ^ j U g , of the Treaty regaiding 
strongly Of the view that the '"' ' ' •^^^"S^lXCSgness to I m p I ^ 
.„„S?«io««de,,dJ*le *«i»^^^ ^ i., i„ .outheast 
to fiUlMies u " *« t.i^?c!nad. would be prepared lo consider ways of 

SSL^S? S n S r U r S w « » l v e >om important 

prognm miuiitog Caŵ iM fi"*"™™ » ^ 
BritiA ColgmbU ^^^^^ j T ^ t S ^ d w o ^ t . . To foUow up on 

then reduce steelhead interc^ns. 

t S ^ ; ^ , ^ : ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ' ' - for -»Hs.«i l-ople. and 
SSStohSnli. 0. thTTata. SaWne aid Alsek Riven. 

20. Toe«« .uch in .pn .eme« . .Cs |»^P^«*^^ 

shares 

21. Intp^-ichinooWcons^nU^^^^^^ 
nsbtiiWingpiognm that wa* agieed to in i ? * * ^ ^ , ^ " ' ^ ^ ^ ^ xecovery some stock groups 
S t f T o i i Shnical experts are concerned seTnohaas for considering 

any increases to ̂ ^ ^ f ^ ^ J ^ J ^ ^ ^ fishery to r«luce its harvest rie on 
to take measures in th«r S.B. Aia»« •*» 6*»* 
chinook. 
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Island These fisheries are of great importaiice lo the people of the west coast of Vancouver 
Isl^d and are fundamental to Onada as a counterbalance to U.S. mtercepUon fishenes. 

23 Canada understands the United States desire to implement altemative approaches for 
chinooklMŜ vide and coho on the west coast of Vancouver Island. We are prepared to 
ĉ ŝWer S Sta^r^uests for changes in Canadian fisheries, even though m the case of 
!S .^k hTe^vely lowered harvest rates to target levels. As we have ŝ ted 
^ ^ y l X past, however, we cannot be expected to reduce our catches -'̂ thout offs^?^ 
S^ensltion. ^y United States proposals must contain not ^̂ "̂ ^̂  
StatMto compensi Canadian fishermen for further sacnfices but also a paraUel U.S. acuons 
to expedite stock rebuilding. 

24 I would like to expand on our concems regarding the issue of compensation. We beUeve 
t i in J n^ te^^^^^ Uttle likelihood that United States stocks from ̂ ^^-^^^Oregon 
i ^ Td^o both enhanced and wild, will rebuUd. Thus ^ , S ' ' T ' t . ' ] '""r^!r^ te 
m ^ E west coast fisheries is unlikely to provide tangible benefits to .Canada in tt^ 
^ ^ S l e ^ r e ^ f survivals continue to decUne. disruption of Canadian fisheries wiU worsen 
^ t S S ^ o f benefits accruing to the two countries from '^-^^^J'^^^ ^ ' 
overwhelminelv to the United States side. This is the reason why Canada msists that any 
~ rcu^ent aLgements for the west coast of Vancouver Island fishenes must be 

to ^inpensa^ reductions in interceptions by United States fishenes. 

25 Althoueh we are sympathetic to United States concems about chinook and coho stocl̂  
n f V mShwS Sato we must point out that the present conservation problems are not of 

aS^e^m^^ Canada is die cause of the declines is without factuâ  
^ A S e s f C^ristrepared to assist the United Sutes in addressing tiieir stock 
conseivation problems subject to our stipulation about compensation. 

26 Canada also has great concem for the high interception of nortiiem B.C. coho salmon 
stks S h ^ t ^ i k a . especiaUy in light of conservation problems m recent years by 

S ^ Canada pro^tiiat bod; countries endorse tiie f̂ jumendâ ons of ti^^ 
oŜ o TS^Committee vA^ respect to additional technical work to be done to develop new 
management approaches. 

r^qiM .SAIJVION 

27 Canada believes that tiie current arrangements for soutiiem chum stocks ^e wo^^S 
Jisonably weU. While we have some specific concems regardmg ̂ ^̂ "̂ ^ ^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
Eraser River chum salmon stocks. Canada wUl propose to extend '̂ '̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ ^"Jf;" !̂"^^^ 
S s ^ o n . We are prepared to explore alternative management arrangements wilhin tiie Jomt 
Objectives and Goals process. 
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more thu genetotu hightSeight year totals 
fid„™e« have inteKijpted ^ tivounWe tem. of the Ttetfy 
for the united Sa« » » « ' f l V T ^ l ^ ^ ^ t ^ . Such terms are less Bmiting th«. 
wi* «pec» to j e y - ^ j ^ ' ? ^ ' ' t o ^ ^ , S « o f V»KO«v.r Island fisheries. First, 

^ S ' t t a S I ^̂ ŜSiSSJLly in Fl-e. production fWm 19«S to 
Canada agieed flat the U.S. " J " ! j^vement in the IntemaUoMl Pacific Salmon 
l9n in " ^ " ^ ^ ^ L g J - ^ l S t K l J ^ ^ S ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ inttefimfbur Pitheiiea Commission (IPSFp. SMono. "^"^ ^ ^ ^ „ atsunnee of acUevuig 
yean of the-neaty. '^*<«'«'S!^J^ ^ I ^ J T ^ ^ oJhd in bet eiceeding) it. 1989^ cap of 7 million sockeye. 

^,. W.a».w«e that the™ares^rjUiW^J^^ 

to die tavd of United StatesJiar«« o f j ^ SScton^ttorcanalian man.ge.nent 

to incieaae escapement. 

.K* ^ f̂ itims of United States chinook stocks have resulted 
30. To make matters worse. »5f. PflJ*^l^^^^ west coast of Var»couver 
in Canada ftlHng to W « " ^ P S ? . ^ ^ ^ S n ^ 

SŜ rSLŝ  ^ ̂  
mtch shouU be reduced. 
United States, fBgardless Of area of capture. AU umteo auwa 
must be taken into account. 
3.. U U C ^ - d a - s v i e w O ^ - " ^ - ^ ^ 
almon must have haivest ales ttiat are "???7_jer sockeye catch objective so 
? U pink salmon « o c b , h « U ^ ^ In light of th« 

to meet ie U.S. pink catch objective. 

33, ™ . - t u n . . - . « ' ^ W ' ^ ' , f a ' S S r P ~ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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.reaty arrangements, tiieunij^sta^^^^^^^^ 
to its own production. Ac«'«'-nf •> " ™ '̂ ""concerned about the escalation of Alaskan 
favour is unacceptable to ' ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ' ' ^ ^ J ^ Z t ^ i for olher Canadian rivers, and why 
interceptions of bodi Eraser sockeye and " J ^ ^ ^ J T ^ management of fisheries on Umted 
r ^ o n l y wniing |f " ^ ^ S g c ^ T - ' ^ S . f in^tions. Reductions in United 

rr>[sri.IISION 

34 I have outlined Canada's position m > ^ ' " ^ ^ ^ " i S ' ^ e m " 
Sinada recognizes tt«t United ^"^^^n^^l^rSS^e stand ready to do what 
soutiiem Chinook and coho resources hive cai^ ^jSltT which as I «ud earUer. were not of 
^ can to help you grapple witi. ^ ^ ^ ^ « ' » ^ ^ 
Canada's making. While expressing " " ^ ^ . ^ . ' ^ ^ ' ( M to ask Canadian fishermen to 
be slow in coming. Under such < ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ f J Z ^ n ^ them. The United S t ^ 
TOke adjustments, we will have tc l ^ " ^ ' ' T ^ M in order that Canada can be 
Z S d be prepared to - " ^ S o t d T n S k reductions in United States 
provided wilh fair compensation tfirough specuic ano 
interceptions. 

35 MtiK^ghwerealî mepresentstageofT^ l̂mplem^^^^^^ 
sLs we r««vinced that, in bo* Uie l^E »<1 ^^X-"mP"it ive overfishing 

a Treaty ti«n. ̂ ' ^ ' ^ ^ X ^ ' / ^ would t u l l ^ unacceptiUile to us both, 
such as tiiat occurring m pre-treaty oays pu" 

36. Keeping d« Treaty ative '^^r^i::^ZZ^^'^^'^^-^'^^ 
tadwSutUP'««»»i^";*r«"^^r^to1^nTb. sLpping back from pres»it «e assure progress wjU be ̂ t̂e^We^umtt̂ ^^^^ ^ „ 
controversies, to review the problems ooui o. u. 
options for practical solutions 
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United Stales lJe[)arlmenl o! btale 

Washiagion, D. C. 20520 

FEB I 2 1993 

w i n ' tTHCLASfilFIED 

TOl The Secretary 

FROM: OES - Curtis B o h l e n ^ 

GUDJECT: tJ.S. - Canadd Pacific Salmon Tteaty 

KEY POINTS 

Interested groups in the PaclElc Nortnwest are calling 
upon their congressional delegations to urge the 
Department to adopt tneir particular perspective of 
fairness regarding salmon allocation issues now under 
negotiation. 

However, these matters are not decisions for the 
Department of State or other federal agencies, but rather 
for the U.S. Section of the Pacific Salmon Comir.ission. 

The U.S. Section consists of representatives of the 
states of Alaska, Oregon, Washington, the Treaty-
Indian tribes and the Federal Government. The 
Federal representative has no vote and plays a 
conciliatory role among the various U.S. interests. 

SUMMARY 

Salmon which originate in U.S. rivers are often caught 
("intercepted") in Canadian fisheries hf.fnrp. T-pfiirnintj to 
U.S. waters, and vice versa. 

The U.S. and Canada have argued for many years about the 
halanre of these interceptions. 

The U.S. - Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty was concluded in 
1985 to reconcile and balance interceptions by 
establishing agreed nanagement and allocation regimes from 
Southeast Alaska to Oregon. 
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o Most fishing regimes established by the Treaty in 1985 
have expired and are being renegotiated within the 
Commission created by the Treaty. 

0 There is a wide range of differences between U.S. Northern 
(Alaska) and U.S, Southern (v^ashington, Oregon, Idaho and 
the Treaty Tribes) interests. 

0 Under U.S. law, decisions within the U.S. Section of the 
Conmission are reached by consensus; the Federal 
Government does not have a vote. 

o U.S. differences with Canada are no 1I!»BS than those that 
exist w i t h i n the U.S. Section. 

DISCUSS.IQU 

The Pacific Salmon Treaty between the United States and Canada 
entered into force in 1985 after 14 years of negotiation. The 
Treaty established b i l a t e r a l cooperation i n management, 
rfiKefirr-h and enhancement o£ salmon stockB t h a t o r i g i n a t e i n 
one country but pass though the fisheries of the other. The 
Pacific Salmon Commission i s the decicion-making body for 
matters covered by the Treaty. 

The Commission's deliberations for 1993 are p a r t i c u l a r l y 
contentious becauee: 1) almost a l l the rules established i n 
the Treaty expired at the end of 1992 and are open for 
negotiation; and 2} Snake River f a l l chinook salmon liiave been 
l i s t e d as a "threatened" species under the Endangered Species 
Act , 

I t i s t h e l a t t e r f a c t which i s d i a w i j i y i n o r d i n a t e p o l i t i c a l 
attention to the Commission. The stock is caught coast-wide, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i n Canadian f i y h e t i e s o f f the West Coast of 
Vancouver Island. U.S. interests (fishermen, power companies, 
and forest land <jiyiicultuial industries) want Canada to make 
substantial reductions in i t s fisheries so that U.S. interests 
netid not do as much to protect the threatened stock. Canada 
has said i t would help but i t wants something in return, and 
there is the ruD. 

Canada firmly believes tnat the equity balance strongly favors 
the U.S., and is not prepared to do more for the U.S. unless 
we make moves in i t s direction. We contest Canada's views, 
but they are a r e a l i t y in our negotiations. 

At present, no U.S. interest is prepared to pay the price for 
Canada's apparent willingness to reduce the take from i t s 
fisheries. The issue may not be resolved thrcuqh the spring, 
putting at r i s k the management regimes governing salmon 
harvests along the Pacific coasts of both nations. 
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TCLEFAX COVER SHEET 

TO: Mr . Dfivit^ Co t t ingha j t i 

U n i t e d Scat<=̂ .<; D e p a r t m e n t o f State 

Bureau of Oceans and Internattonal 
Environmental and Scientific Affairs 

Washingtrtn, H C 20X70 

DATE 3/5/93 TIME 

NUMDEK OP PAGES TO FOLLOW: ^ 

TEL.# 456-6224 

W h i t e House O.fc. on 
OFFICE! E n v i r o m n e n t a l P o l i c i t i s YAX^i 456-2710 

FROM; Mi-. David Colson TEL.# 647-239S 

OFFICE: Oceans S Fisheries A f f a i r s FAX#: -647-0217 

MESSAGE: 

1. Attached is a briefing memo we sent to ch© Secretary on Pacific Salmon 
Commission (PSC) iseues. FYI 

2. Be mindful of the fact that there is a relBtionship between PSC and Windy 
Craggy in which the VEEP is Said to he very interested. Alsek River Salmon 
managenent is covered by the PSC since i t is a transboundary river. A. habitat 
protocol could be a bacJt-door way of getting at the Windy Craggy issue. I f T 
have my way. I'd also t r y to bring Victoria's dumping of raw sewage into the 
St r a i t into the ambit of a habitat pro.tocol. I'd liJce to see the white House 
push Canada on these issues. 

3. I plan to see Fortiar b r i e f l y on the ISth, and I have several conferanca 
calls with the U.S. Conurissioaers scheduled including today. I f faty is 
inclined tc Fortier, i t would be better done during the week of the 22nd than 
e a r l i e r . The issue w i l l have ripened a b i t by then. I'd l i k e an opportunity 
to s i t - i n on a meeting or, at least, brief her. The State and t r i b a l p o l i t i c s 
are fierce. 
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Date 

To/A;. 

501 Pennsylvania. Avenue, N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 

U.S.A. 

ENVIRONMENT SECTION/SECTION DE L' ENVTRONNEMENT 

05 March 1993, No. 

Mr David Cottinqham Froiti/De:, David Angell 

White House O f f i c e of Second Secretary 

Enviconirental Policy . 

C i t y / V i l l e : f y/v-i n g> :V7ay;h ̂  naton . D.C, 

Fax No . / 
No. de 1:41600016: 456-2710 

Fax No./ 
No. de i-.e.1 People: (202) 682-7792 

Number of pages i n c l u d i n g cover/Nombre de pages avec cauvart;. pa 

COMMENTS/COI^MENTAIRES: Canada's oper.ing statement on the PST. 

nego t i a t i o n s f o l l o w s , foe your reference. A l l good wi.sht^s. 

I f t h e r e i s any problem w i t h the r e c e i p t of t h i s f a x , please 
c a l L / S ' i l ya des problemes a l a reception de c e t t e t ^ l e c o p i e , 
p r i e r e d'appeler T̂ -- (:̂Q?-''> 6a2-l?̂ '>» 


