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Re: U.S. / Canada Albacore treaty information
Dear Mr. McIssac:
In regards to the U.S. / Canada albacore treaty which is now on the councils agenda,
Western Fishboat Owners Association has been involved in the original treaty negotiations
in the late 1970's and early 1980's which led to the implementation of the treaty in
1981. Since then the treaty has been modified twice. Once in 1996 added access ports to
each side, and again in a full negotiation process from 2000-2003 that resulted in effort
caps on each side. Thus, I am writing this letter not with any specific recommendations
for the renewal of negotiations beginning in 2006 but as a background of the treaty for
yourself and members of the council.
The U.S./Canada treaty was an indirect result of the original Magnuson Act establishing a
200 mile EEZ, in the late 1970's. At the time there was an abundance albacore off British
Columbia and U.S. boats did well in the region. There was also a limited Canadian troll
effort in the albacore fishery especially in the U.S. zone. The U.S. position at the time
was not to recognize the 200-mile Canadian EEZ in regards to highly migratory species
since this included albacore that transcended all boundaries with no national claim to the
stocks. However, in the late 1970,s 19 U.S. albacore vessels were seized by Canada
while fishing with 200 miles of the Canadian shoreline. This action resulted in the
establishment of the treaty and unloading privileges in each nations ports.
In1996 WFOA worked with the Department of State to get two additional ports added to
each side. From 1996 to 2000 the Canadian albacore fleet dramatically increased in size
probably because of restrictions on their salmon fisheries and other regulatory factors.
WFOA began to recognize that with the increasing numbers of Canadians fishing in the
U.S. EEZ crowding issues on the fishing grounds became a problem.
Thus, with problems on the fishing grounds WFOA pursued effort caps on both sides.
Negotiations lasted almost two and a half years and ratification and implementation took a
year longer than anticipated. At early sessions the Canadian government actually proposed
increases in numbers to more than 400 vessels which the U.S. rejected. Finally agreement
was made on a three-year effort reduction based on the choice of number of vessels or
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vessels months. The U.S. generally would only fish in Canadian waters August and
September because of water patterns and weather while the Canadians fish in U.S. waters
for four months. By using vessel months the U.S. vessels in theory could actually have
twice the concentration of vessels in Canadian waters if weather patterns prevail and fish
were in the Canadian EEZ. Since the early 1990's little U.S. effort has occurred in Canada.
In the first two seasons under this regime the Canadians have nearly used up all their
vessel months over the season while the U.S. has barely used any.
Beginning in 2007 if there is no agreement the vessel level will be 94 on each side or 376
vessel months. At this point it looks as if the Canadians will be pared down to that default
number as they have established a 94 vessel ‘A’ permit list and all others on a “B” list of
two month permits that are being phased out. The U.S. would most likely remain on a
vessel month system since there are no criteria established for issuing permits under a
number of vessel regime.
I think it maybe premature to have much council involvement in the treaty as 2006 is yet
to play out and there will be no changes made until at least 2007. This is an international
treaty very specific to two countries and one gear type. I see the councils efforts should
be more directed at the larger picture of getting caught up on issues involving both the
WCPFC and the IATTC. To start involvement with micro segments of the albacore catch
effort maybe an inefficient use of time and create confusion with some that may not be
familiar with the treaty and its’ history.
Also, WFOA has yet to establish a position to take to new negotiations later this year. We
have segments of the fleet that want the treaty entirely eliminated and segments that
want it open. But more and more of our U.S. members agree that we probably cannot
have any increases over the default level of 94 vessels. We cannot get the feeling of our
membership until our April meeting in Astoria, Oregon. We do expect the Canadian
government to push for increasing numbers again. Also looking forward to this coming
albacore season crowding on the grounds and market gluts could be magnified by the
severe salmon restrictions placed on the U.S. salmon trollers, which will force many of
them into fishing for albacore off the west coast.
Thus, we ask the council to tread lightly on this issue and be prepared to support the U.S.
fishermen and processors with a uniform position on the future of the treaty.
Sincerely,

Wayne Heikkila
Executive Director
cc:

Mark Helvey, NMFS
Dave Hogan, U.S. Department of State
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Vessel requirements under the treaty (WFOA)
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