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Interpretation and Implementation of the Convention
ILLEGAL TRADE IN WHALE MEAT

This document has been prepared and submitted by the
United States of America.

Background

In 1978, the International Whaling Commission (IWC)
passed a resolution requesting that CITES "take all possible
measures to support the IWC ban on commercial whaling
for certain species and stocks of whales as provided in the
Schedule to the International Convention on the Regulation
of Whaling" (ICRW). The CITES Parties responded, at the
second meeting of the Conference of the Parties, in 1979,
by passing a Resolution recommending that "the Parties
agree not to issue any import or export permit, or certificate
for introduction from the sea," under CITES “for primarily
commercial purposes for any specimen of a species or
stock protected from commercial whaling by the
International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling".

From 1979 to 1983, as zero catch limits were set in the
Schedule of the ICRW for additional populations of whales,
the CITES Parties added those populations of whales to
Appendix I, coincident with their effective dates in the
Schedule of the ICRW. This now includes most species and
populations of great whales. The zero catch limits set in
paragraph 10(e) of the Schedule of the ICRW in 1983
remain in effect, and the IWC has not communicated further
with CITES on this matter. In addition, a resolution of the
IWC deals with the prevention of the importation by any
IWC Party of whale meat from IWC non-member States.

Trade for primarily commercial purposes in specimens of
species listed in Appendix I, by a Party without a reservation
is in contravention of the requirements of CITES.
Furthermore, the United States notes that any commercial
trade in parts and products of Appendix-lI species
undermines the effectiveness of the Convention.

Shipments in violation of the IWC moratorium or domestic
regulations

Since 1980, government authorities have stopped or seized
a number of shipments of whale meat, which were found to
be in violation of IWC requirements or domestic regulations.
Some examples are listed below. A more detailed list will be
prepared for distribution by the United States at the ninth
meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

In April 1980, the United States Department of State
received reports from the United States Embassy in Tokyo
that two affiliates of major Japanese companies were
recipients of whale meat illegally imported into Japan from
the Province of Taiwan via the Republic of Korea. A single
shipment was 628 tonnes.

In December 1984, an attempt was made to import 50
tonnes of Bryde's whale (Balaenoptera edeni) meat into
Japan without proper documentation. Balaenoptera edeni
was then and is now both protected by a zero quota in the
IWC and listed in CITES Appendix|l. The shipment was
from the Province of Taiwan.

In June 1987, Japanese Customs officers seized 115
tonnes of whale meat.

In April 1989, Japanese Customs officers seized a fishing
vessel in Okinawa, Japan, with 30 tonnes of whale meat
from Japan.

In November 1992, seven tonnes of whale meat was seized
from a Japanese vessel in Okinawa. This meat originated in
Takao (=Kaohsiung), Province of Taiwan, and was
subsequently identified as from Balaenoptera edeni

Discussion at the 1994 Annual Meeting of the IWC

In October 1993, a container marked "shrimp" was
confiscated at the airport in Oslo, Norway, and found to
contain 3.5 tonnes of whale meat. It was being readied for
shipment to Pusan, Republic of Korea. This incident was
discussed in May 1994 at the meeting of the Infractions
Sub-Committee of the IWC:

"New Zealand ... requested information from Norway
and the Republic of Korea on the report of a seizure of
whale meat at Oslo airport in October 1993. Norway
informed the Sub-Committee that the October 1993
case was still under investigation.

"The Republic of Korea said that it had no specific
information on this matter, but that it had a long record
of being strict in enforcing its anti—-smuggling laws and in
co—operating with other governments on such issues."

Other instances of alleged illegal international trade were
the subject of extensive discussion in the IWC Infractions
Sub-committee. The following is also taken from the Report
of the IWC Sub-committee:

The United Kingdom "sought information relating to
reports of large quantities of whale meat discovered in
Vladivostok, which apparently arrived from Taiwan and
had been intended for illegal shipment to Japan. The
Russian Federation noted that, in June 1993, the
Russian Ministry of Environmental Protection became
aware of an attempt to purchase whale meat stored in
Vladivostok. The Ministry obtained documents, which
included what appeared to be a contract between a
Japanese firm and a Russian firm, as well as a
certificate of origin stating that the meat was a product
of Russia dating from 1976. Upon investigation, it
became clear that the Russian firm did not exist and that
the meat could not have been of the stated origin.
Further investigation showed that, in April 1993, a
Honduran—flagged refrigerated vessel unloaded in
Vladivostok a cargo of 232 tons of whale meat of
unknown species. A certificate of origin related to that
delivery states that the meat is a product of Taiwan. The
Ministry declined to permit the reexport of the meat, in
light of possible violations of national and international
regulations that might be involved. Accordingly, the meat
remains in storage in Vladivostok pending further
investigation. The Russian Federation also noted that,
with the assistance of USA authorities, DNA analyses
were being conducted to determine the species of the
whale meat involved." Annexes 1, 2 and 3 are items of
correspondence concerning the eventual identification
of the species contained in the samples.

"Japan described the strenuous efforts it was
undertaking to investigate the matter and, more
generally, to prevent the illegal smuggling of whale meat
into its territory ... Relating to recent press reports on the
attempted smuggling of whale meat from Russia, Japan
stated that all relevant information would be made
available to the Commission in due course and
disclosed the following actions which it had taken:

1. In February 1993, an inquiry was made on the report
of 220 tons of whale meat from Russia, and a copy
of the certificate of origin was submitted for
verification based on the Trade Control Law of
Japan.
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2. The Japanese Government checked with the
Government of the Russian Federation, through
diplomatic channels, on the certificate in question
and received a response that it could not be
recognized to be valid as its format and content were
guestionable.

3. When the last remaining minke whale meat
produced in the 1983/84 season was imported from
Russia, the Government of the former Soviet Union
stated that there was no additional stock of whale
meat.

4, Under these circumstances, the Japanese
Government judged that the import of the whale
meat from Russia should not be permitted, and
dismissed the application."

A paper was recently published in Science (Annex4),
detailing the results of an investigation to determine by
genetic typing the biological and geographic origin of whale
products purchased in Japanese retail markets [Baker, C.S.
and S.R. Palumbi, Science, 265, 1538 (1994)]. Among the
samples tested, the researcher identified such Appendix-I
species as North Atlantic fin whales (Balaenoptera
physalus), southern hemisphere and North Atlantic minke
whales (Balaenoptera acutorostrata) and a North Pacific
humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae). Based on this
spot check of Japanese retail markets, a legitimate source
can only be identified with any degree of certainty for the
southern hemisphere minke whales. Japan is whaling in the
southern ocean under a research permit, with the meat from
such taking being sold exclusively in Japan. North Atlantic
fin and sei whales (only 1986-1988) were taken for
research purposes by Iceland between 1986 and 1989. In
1992, Iceland withdrew from the IWC and ceased whaling
altogether. Norway has continued to take minke whales
under research permits and commercial operations
between 1988 and 1994, but the Government of Norway
has stated that the last recorded export of minke whale
meat was in 1986. The North Pacific humpback whale has
been protected by a zero quota in the IWC since 1966. The
current high value of whale meat makes it unlikely that
stocks of meat from most of these species, particularly the
humpback whale, have been in storage since they were
protected or last allowed to be caught in compliance with
IWC stipulations.

Annex 5 is the resolution that was adopted by the IWC on
this topic. The resolution invites each Contracting
Government to report the following to the Infractions
Committee of the IWC at every annual meeting:
1) information on whale meat products available on its
domestic market, and the specific source of these products;
2) any shipments of whale meat intercepted in international
commerce; and 3) any other developments relevant to trade
in whale meat or products. Because international trade in
whale products from research or fisheries by—catch makes
detection of illegal commerce almost impossible, the
resolution calls on those countries that engage in whaling
under research permits to limit their utilization of such
products to domestic consumption.

In May 1994, as these discussions of illegal trade were
taking place in the annual meeting of the IWC, Japanese

Customs officials in Nagasaki detained a Korean freighter
for attempting to smuggle 11 tons of frozen whale meat into
Japan.

For discussion at the ninth meeting of the Conference of the
Parties

The United States commends the International Whaling
Commission for undertaking discussions of illegal trade in
whale products during its 1994 annual meeting, and for the
resulting resolution on this topic. At that meeting, some
governments that are Parties to both the IWC and CITES
proposed that a CITES Conference of the Parties was a
more appropriate venue for these discussions. The United
States believes that both bodies must take steps,
individually and in co—operation, to bring a halt to any illegal
trade in whale products.

The United States recommends discussion of the following
recommendations at the ninth meeting of the Conference of
the Parties, and their possible adoption as Decisions of the
Conference of the Parties.

1. The IWC is encouraged to continue to co—operate with
CITES Parties and the CITES Secretariat. The
Secretariats of both Conventions should share
information about trade in whale specimens.

2. The CITES Parties reaffirm their support for the IWC
moratoria on commercial whaling, noting that any
commercial trade in Appendix—| specimens undermines
the effectiveness of both the IWC and CITES.

3. The IWC is urged to continue to explore the issue of
illegal trade in whale meat, and is asked to report to the
CITES Standing Committee in one year and to the tenth
meeting of the CITES Conference of the Parties on any
developments regarding this issue (through the CITES
Secretariat). The CITES Parties do consider it
appropriate that IWC meetings explore this issue, with
the goal of reporting to the CITES Parties, through the
CITES Secretariat and the Standing Committee.

Note from the Secretariat

1. Most if not all the countries involved in the reported
cases of illegal trade in whale meat are not Party to
CITES or have reservations with regard to the species
concerned and, therefore, are considered as
non-Parties regarding the trade in these species. Most
of the trade reported in this document was therefore not
conducted in contravention of CITES.

2. Regarding the proposed decision number 2, "the IWC
moratoria" presumably refers to the decision taken by
the IWC to forbid the use of factory ships for baleen
whales except minke whales, in specified areas (1979),
and to the decision to set zero catch limits for all species
(1982). The Conference of the Parties agreed, in 1983,
to include in Appendix | all species of cetaceans for
which the IWC had set zero catch limits except the West
Greenland population of the minke whale. However the
Secretariat is not aware of any agreement by the
Conference that the IWC should have adopted the
"moratoria”.
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Chairman The Red House,

Dr. P. Bridgewater (Australia) Station Road, Histon
International Vies Coiman Gambridge CB4 ane
Whaling O1. Louis Botha (South Africa)
Commission . Fay Garbeti OBE o 10325 233878
Your Ref. Our Ref. RG/VIH/25455 25 August 1994

CIRCULAR COMMUNICATION TO COMMISSIONERS
AND CONTRACTING GOVERNMENTS

Whale Meat in Russia

The Report of the Infractions Sub-committee (IWC/46/7) which met at the 46th Annual Meeting of the
e - Commission in Puerto Vallarta, Mexico, in May 1994 included discussion concerning a large quantity of
" whale meat discovered in Vliadivostok which had apparently arrived from China, Taiwan, and had been

intended for illegal shipment to Japan.

The Russian Federation noted that, with the assistance of USA authorities, DNA analyses were being
conducted to determine the species of the whale meat involved. [t was stated that the results will be
provided when available.

Mr Konstantin Shevliagin, the Commissioner for the Russian Federatic a. has requested that the following

two letters from himself and Dr Mike Tillman be circulated. These indicate that the samples in question

were from Bryde’s whales.

Dr R. Gambell
Secretary to the Commission
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KOMMHUCCHUOHEP
Pocountckon Qenecpaunmn

\ MewayHapoRHOU Kuvoboltwol xommuccuu
|
|

NZ( or 18.C5. ae?r. » MIA4 CCT Mocema , ya. Keaposs o 8 .
. Tea 1255281
@exs 2548283
reswsc 411632 GOPER
18 August 13934

Dr. Ray Gambell

Internationzal wWhaling Commiasion
Station Road, Histon

Cambridge CB4 4NP

UNITED KINGDW

Dear Dr. Gamhell:

At the 46th Annual meeting of the IW (during the Infractions
,,,,, . Sub-Committee IWC/46/7), 1 provided details on & large quantity of
o whale meat that was discovered in Viladivostox last year., In April
1883, & Honduran-flagged refrigeration veszel unloaded a cargo of 232

Ministry of -Envirenmental Proteoction became aware of an attempt to
purchase this whale meat stored in Vladivostaok, My Ministry obtained
documents, which included what appeared to be a ocontraot between a
Japanese firm and a Russian firm, as well as a certificate of origin
stating that the meat was a product of Ruszia tek~an in 1976, After
additional investigation, it became clear that the Russian firm did
not exist and that the meat could not -have beon of Russian origin. Ve
also found a certificate of origin related to the delivery ¢f' the meat
to Vladivestok that stated the meat was a produot of Taiwan., My
Ministry declined tc permit the -reexport =f the whale meat,- in laight
of the possible violations of national and international regulations.

I recently rectived the attashed 1letter from the U.S.Deputy
-Commissioner, Dr. MF.Tillman, concerning the results of analyzing
samples ootained from the whale meat in VladivogieK. Personnel at Dr.
Tillman's Center have compared the mitochcndrial DNA seguences of the
samples with Known sequences from all rorguals and a gray whale. They
have ident:ified the Vladivestok samples as ryde’s whales,
Balaenoptera edeni, and stated that they represent at least four
individuals, :

1 would appreciate it if would circulate thi= letter and Dr. Tillman’s
letter to all IWC commissioners and nmenbers of the Scientilic

Committee.

!
Sincerely,

"‘ y ______ ’__.A:—"f’
Konstantin V. Shevliagin e

Russian Federation Commissioner &—"
to the Internatiocnal Whaling Commission

tons of vnale meat of unknown spenies {n Viadivostok, The Russian s~
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o
L Nagonat Ocseete
) y and Atmaspheric Administration
- S National Marne Fisherias Service
AN S | o=
Sm L2 Jofla, Cakformia 20380271

June 28, 1884 F/SWC1

Mr. Konstantin V. Shevliagin

Ministry of Environmental Protection
and Natural Resources

117874 Moscow

ul. Kedrova 8, korp. 1

RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Dear Konstantin:

We now have the resuits from the eight unknown whale meat samples from Viadivostok
that you transferred to my Center via the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. The eight unknown
samples were identified by comparing their mitochondrial DNA sequences known with
sequences from all rorquals and a gray whale as well as known sequences from
representative right whales and toothed whales. The unknown samples contained a
sequence insert that unequivocally defined them as rorqual or gray whale sequence.

Four different but closely related sequences were observed among the eight samples
resulting in @ mean sequence difference of 0.6%. The closest sequence similarity to a
known sample was to a Bryde's whale (Balzenoptera edeni) from South African waters,
differing by an average of 3%. This greater difference may represent a stock-level
difference between Atlantic/indian Ocean and Pacific Ocean stocks if indeed the
unknowns came from the Pacific. For instance, Pacific and Atlantic minke (B.
acutorostrata) whales differ by 3% also. The next closest similarity to the unknown
sequences was to a North Atlantic sei whale (8. barealis), differing by 7%. We, therefare,

believe that the samples you supplied are from Bryde's whales and represent at least four
individuals. )

My staff was pleased to be able to work with you on the identification of these samples
and look forward to additional cooperative efforts.

Sincerely,

b4 e

Michae! F. Tillman, Ph.D.
Science and Research Director
Southwest Region

By
P riv

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
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Which Whales Are Hunted?
A Molecular Genetic Approach to
Monitoring Whaling

C. S. Baker and S. R. Palumbi

In recognition of the global overexploita-
tion of whale populations, the International
Whaling Commission (IWC) voted in 1982
to impose an indefinite moratorium on
commercial hunting. Although the morato-
rium has been in effect since 1986, whaling
never actually ceased. Some [WC members
have continued to hunt whales under sci-
entific permit and for aboriginal or subsis-
tence use. As a result, 2 commercial market
for whale products has been sustained. Are
the whale products available today exclu-
sively from species hunted or traded in ac-
cordance with intemational treaties? A re-
cent spot check of Japanese retail markets
shows that they are not and suggests chat
the existence of legal whaling serves as a
cover for the sale of illegal whale products.

In developing a Revised Management
Procedure for future harvests, the IWC has
carefully selected a catch-limit algorithm to
maintin abundant stocks above 54% of
their preexploitation numbers (1). By con-
trast, little attention has been given ¢to the
problem of illegal hunting of the many de-
pleted stocks of whales. This omission is a
particular concern given the magnitude of

. illegal whaling that can go unnoticed by the

international community (2). Recent reve-
lations of Soviet “secret” whaling in the
Southern Hemisphere are staggering——from

. 1948 to 1973, four factory ships processed

48,477 humpback whales and reported only
2,710 (3). There is lictle doube that this
illegal hunting has contributed to *ae vari-
able recovery among stocks of right and
humpback whales (4, 5) and the abs~nce of
recovery among blue whales throughc .t the
Southern Hemisphere (3). ’

In addition, there is increasing concemn
over illegal intemational trade in whale
products and domestic sale from unregutat-
ed local whaling or fisheries by-catch. A
recent attempt to export 260 tons of whale
meat (reportedly in storage since 1976)
from Russia to Japan was stopped by the
Russian Ministry of the Environment (6).
In October 1993, an air cargo handler in
Oslo, Norway, uncovered 3.5 tons of whale
meat, labeled as Norwegian shrimp, bound

C. S. Baker is at the Schodl of Biological Sciences, Uni-
versity of Auckiand, Private Bag 92019, Auckland, New
Zealand. S. R. Palumbx 1s n the Depantment of Zoology
ang Kewalo Manne Lanoratory, Uneversity of Hawaii, Ho-
noluly, Hi 96822, USA
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for export to South Korea (7). Baleen
whales from by-catch of coastal Japanese
fisheries are reportedly sold on the domestic
markets without permission of govemnment
agencies (8). While the IWC Scientific
Committee was meeting this year (May
1994), Japanese customs officials in Na-
gasaki intercepted 11 tons of undocument-
ed whale meat inbound on a Korean fishing
vessel (9).

The IWC's acceptance of the Revised
Management Procedure at this year's meet-
ing is generally viewed as a step toward the
return to commercial whaling. If so, there is
an urgent need to consider new and effec-
tive methods to verify catch records of ex-
ploited species and to interdict illegal rade
of protected species. We tested che poten-
tial of molecular genetic methods for iden-
tifying the species and probable, geographic
source of whale products using samples pur-
chased in remil markers throughout the
main island of Japan from February to April
1993. The products were all labeled as “ku-
jira,” the Japanese generic term for whale,
and ranged in quality from dried and salecd
strips of meat, marinated,in sesame oil and
30y sauce, to unfrozen slicdd meat sold for
“sashimi.” In order to comply with restric-
tions on importation and exporttion of
whale products for scientific research (10),
we conducted all analyses of whale tissue in
situ using a poctable laboratory for poly-
tmerase chain reaction (PCR). We successful-
ty amplified, purified, and later sequenced 155

© 378 base pairs (bp; mean, 322 bp) of the

mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) control re-
gion from 16 commercial products. We fo-
ased on the control region of the mtDNA
because of its high species- and population-
specific variability (4, 11, 12). The “test”
sequences were then aligned and compared
o “type” sequences from a toaal of 16 ceta-
cean species (n = 24 individuals, including
tative geographical variants where
available) found in our own collection (4)
and in a complete search of GenBank (re-
lease 79) and European Molecular Biology
Laboratory databases (release 36.0).
Bootstrap simulations unambiguously
(>90%) grouped 14 of the test samples
with a type-species sequence, providing sta-
tistical support for our species identifica-
tions (Fig. -1). Eight samples grouped with
the minke whales and four grouped with fin
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whales. One sample of marinated meat,
#19, yielded both a minke whale and 2
humpback whale sequence. Two samples,
#13 and «28, were placed urambiguously
(bootstrap value, 92%) within the family
Delphinidae, which includes dolphins, piloc
whales, and killer whales. One sample, #16,
was placed intermediate between the sperm
whale and the harbor porpoise, differing
from each by >30%.

The humpback whale sequence (sample
#19b) was identical to sequences we have
oburained from other humpback whales sam-
pled near che Mexican, Hawaiian, and Jap-
anese (Ogasawara Islands) wintering
grounds, sugpesting a North Pacific origin.
One fin whale sequence (sample WS4) was
identical to fin whales sampled near Iceland
(13) and in the westem Meditermanezn,
suggesting that the origin of this sample was
the North Adantic. The other three fin
whales, however, differed by 1.6 to 29%
from the type sequences, possibly suggesting
an origin outside of the North Atlantic.
Among the nine minke whale sequences,
eight were similar to type samples from

i
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Fig. 1. Phylogenetic relationship of mtDNA con-
trof region sequences from “test’’ samples (#1 to
#18b, shown in bokd) of whale products from the
Japanese retal market and “type” samples of
whales and dotphins from our own labocatory o
from GenBank (11, 23-26). Sequences are ho-
mologous to positions 15,891 to 16,318 with re-
spect to the mtDNA of the fin whale (13). Phyto-
genetic reconstruction of type and test sequences
was pedormed with PAUP (27). Bootstrap values
for the groupings of type and test sequences ae
shown along branches (28). Type and test se-
quences have been deposited n GenBank under
accession numbers L35607 to L35633.
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Australia and the Antarcric (14), whereas
sample #18 was most similar 'to a North
Adantc minke whale (11). Because minke
whales from different oceans are known o
be genetically distinex (11, 1S, 16), it is
likely that the sources of these products
were the Southemn Hemisphere and the
North Adantic, respectively.

To evaluate the legality or illegality of
the baleen whale products (17), we re-
viewed the postmoratorium catch reports of
the IWC (18). Several hundred Southem
Hemisphere minke whales have been taken
by Japan under scientific permit every year
since 1987 and can be sold on the domestic
market. Except for aboriginal catches by
Greenland and Denmark, North Atlantic
minke whales have been hunted only by
Norway, which killed 95 during 1992 under
scientific permit. Export of these products,
however, has been prohibited by national
policy, and the last recorded export of
minke whales from Norway was in 1986
(19). Except for aboriginal catches by
Greenland and Denmark, North Adantic
fin whales have not been hunted since
1989, when Iceland killed 68 under scien-
tific permit. Fin whales from oceans other
than the North Atlantic have not been
hunted legally since the 1986 moratorium.
Hunting of humpback whales in the North
Pacific has been prohibited by intemational
agreement since 1966 (20).

This review of recent whaling activity
indicates that products svailable currently
on the Japanese retail market may include
species that have been imported illegally
and others that have been hunted or pro-
cessed illegally (21). An altemative inter-
precation is that fin whale, sold as unfrozen
lean meat, has been in storage for at least 4
years, North Adantic minke whale, sold as
“sashimi,” has been in storage (outside of
the country of origin) for at least 7 years,
and humpback whale meat has.been in
storage for 27 years.

These results demonstrate the inadequa-
cy of the current system for verifying catch
teports and trade records of commercial and
scientific whaling. Systematic molecular ge-

SCIENCE -~

netic testing of commercial products (even
those chat have been smoked, marinated, or
otherwise processed) should be integrated
into requirements for future whaling under
conditions for monitoring and observation
by the IWC. The effectiveness of such a
system would be improved by standardized
labeling of rewail whale products by species,
geographic source, and processing date. Pro-
vided that tissue samples are made gvailable
from all whales caught under the Revised
Management Procedure, it should be possi-
ble to obuin representative mitochondrial
and nuclear (22) genetic information from
all exploited stocks. Alternatively, - tissue
samples could be collected by biopsy sam-
pling, as we have done (4). Genetic infoc-
mation from these samples could then be
deposited in international genetic databases
and would allow unambiguous identifica-
tion of whale products of unknown origin.

Arguments about sustainable whaling
mbasedond:emtmmpoonémonly
abundant species will be killed and that
depleted or endangered species will contin-
ue to enjoy protection. Without an ade-
quate system for monitoring and verifying
catches, however, history has shown that
no species of whale can be considered safe.
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Agenda Item 11 IWC/46/ 61

RESOLUTION ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN WHALE MEAT AND PRODUCTS

Sponsored by: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, India, Monaco,

New Zealand, Usa

WHEREAS it is the purpose of the 1%46 International Convention
for the Regulation of Whaling (ICRW) to provide for the effective

conservation and management of whale stocks through a coherent
systea of international regulation;

WHEREAS the International Whaling Commission is the universally
recognized competent international organization responsible for
the management of whales and whaling;

WHEREAS the Commission’s Resolution IWC/30/Appendix 9, and prior

resolutions, declared that member States should not import whale
products from non-member countries;

WHEREAS at a Special Meeting in Tokyo in 1978, the Commission .
recognized that, to .reinforce adherence to IWC regulations, it is
desirable to use each international opportunity to ban trade in

those species and stocks of whales that receive total protection
from commercial whaling; :

WHEREAS at the Special Meeting, the Commission requested the
Second Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention
on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora (CITES) to take all possible measures to support the IWC
ban on commercial whaling for certain species and stocks of
whales, as provided in the Schedule to the ICRW;

WHEREAS at the Special Meeting, the Commission resolved that each
Contracting Government take all appropriate measures to prevent

the import of any whale or whale product taken or processed under
the jurisdiction of any non-IWC member countries;. -

WHEREAS in 1979, CITES recognized that the meat 2nd other
products of protected stocks of whales'are subject to

international trade that cannot be controlled effeactively by the .
IWC alone;

WHEREAS in 1979, the Second Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties recommended that CITES Parties agree not to issue for
primarily commercial purposes any import or export permit, or
certificate for introduction from the sea, for any specimen of a
species or stock protected from commercial -whaling by the ICRW;

WHEREAS at its Annual Meeting in 1982, the Commission set catch
limits for the killing for commercial purposes of whales from all
stocks for the 198S coastal and the 1985-86 pelagic seasons at

zero, which catch limits remain in effect under paragraph 10(e)
of the ICRW Schedule;
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WHEREAS under CITES there is a prohlbltlon on commercial trade,
including introduction from the sea, in all stocks of whales for
which the IWC has set zero catch llmlts,

WHEREAS at its Annual Meeting in 1986, the Commission resolved

that the products of research whaling should be used “primarily
for local consumption";

WHEREAS the Comnission is concerned by reports of the dlscovery
of whalé products appearing for sale in, or en route to,
importing countrles, from no plausible legitimate source;
WHEREAS the Commission in 1993 sought information on posszble
illegal whaling activities by non-member governments, and is

concerned to_prevent such activities and the trade in whale
products derived from such activities;

ROW THEREFORE the International Whaling Commission:

(1) CALLS UPON all IWC members to enforce strictly their
existing international obligations under the ICRW, including
fully complying with the moratorium on commercial whaling
declared in paragraph 10(e) of the Schedule, and under CITES,
relating to the control of international trade in whale products.

(2) REAFFIRMS the need for Contracting Governments fully to
observe earlier IWC resolutions addressing trade questions,
particularly resolutions prohibiting the import of any whale or

whale product taken or processed under the jurisdiction of any
non~-IWC member gountries;

a3

(3) OBSERVES that any commercial international trade in whale
products obtained from research whaling or fisheries bycatch
makes illegal commerce more difficult to detect, and undermines
the effectiveness of the IWC‘’s conservation program;

(4) CONSIDERS THEREFORE that meat and products from research
shaling should Be utilized entirely for domestic ¢consumption; and

(5) 1INVITES each Contracting Government to. report to the <
Infractions Sub-Comnittee at every Anndal Meeting:

(2) information on whale meat and products available on its
domestic market, and the specific source of those -itens

(i.e., commercial whaling, research whaling, fisheries
bycatch) ;

.(b) any shipments of whale meat and products 1ntercepted in
international commerce, especially those involving their

nationals or interests, and what measures the Government has
taken in response; and -

(c) any other developments relevant to trade in whale meat
or products (e.g., new laws or regulations).
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Doc. 9.57.1 (Rev.)

Interpretation and Implementation of the Convention

lllegal Trade in Whale Meat
PROPOSAL FROM NEW ZEALAND

The attached draft resolution (Annex) has been prepared and submitted by the delegation of New Zealand.

Doc. 9.57.1 (Rev.) Annex

DRAFT RESOLUTION OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES
lllegal Trade in Whale Meat

CONCERNED with continuing international reports of the
discovery of whale meat and products appearing for sale in,
or en route to importing countries, from no plausible existing
source;

NOTING that some unknown level of whale exploitation may
be occurring outside the International Whaling Commission
(IWC);

CONCERNED that the international trade in meat and other

products of whales is lacking international monitoring or
control;

RECOGNIZING that the IWC is the major source of
information on whales stocks around the world;

RECOGNIZING further the need for IWC and CITES to
co—operate and exchange information on international trade
in whale products;

THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE
CONVENTION

URGES the IWC to continue to explore the issue of illegal
trade in whale meat and the geographic origin of such meat,
with the goal of fully informing the CITES Parties, through
the CITES Secretariat and Standing Committee between
meetings of the Conference of the Parties on all related
developments regarding the illegal trade in whale products;

REAFFIRMS its concern that any illegal trade in Appendix-I
whale specimens undermines the effectiveness of both IWC
and CITES;

INVITES all related countries to co—operate to prevent illegal
trade in whale meat, and to report to the CITES Secretariat
on any development regarding this issue;

DIRECTS the Secretariat to share with the IWC any
information it collects regarding the issue of illegal trade in
whale meat; and

URGES the Parties to co—operate with the Secretariat in the
collection of such information.
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Doc. 9.57.2

Interpretation and Implementation of the Convention
lllegal Trade in Whale Meat
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM JAPAN

The attached document has been submitted by the 2. "Comments on the paper "Which whales are hunted? A
delegation of Japan. molecular genetic approach to monitoring whaling”,
1. "Fact sheet: Blocked whale meat import from Russia" — which constitutes the document Doc. 9.57 Annex 4.
(Japan has submitted this paper also to the International
Whaling Commission).
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Fact Sheet: Blocked whale meat import from Russia

.15 February 1993

A shipping and trade company faxed a copy of certificate of origin to the
Fisheries Agency of Japan, a managing authority of trade in whal¢ products in
the Government of Japan. The document was written in English and | ;ssued by the
Russian Chamber of Commerce. It included the following information:

Port of Discharge: Tokio port, Japan

Port of loading: Vladivostok port, Russia

Description of Goods: Frozen meat of whale prod. 1981 (Balaenoptera

borealis) ‘

Number of Packages: 14,908

Weight: 238.45 ton
On receiving the fax, the Fisheries Agency notified to the company that
Russian whaling operation for sei whales had been prohibited sﬂnce 1979 and
that the Government of Japan would not permit the import.

25 February 1993 ‘
The same company again faxed another certificate of origin iisued by the

Russian Chanmber of Commerce. Document format was almost the same as the former
one. The difference was the following:
Description of Goods: Frozen meat of whale prod. of 1976 UBalaenoptera
borealis)
Number of Packages: 16,000
Weight: 260 ton
The Fisheries Agency expressed its suspicious on the certificaté of origin.

26 April 1993

The above mentioned company formally applied for import permissﬁon of whale
product using the same certificate of origin faxed on 25 February. Upon
receiving the document, the Government of Japan instructed its embassy in
Moscow to inguire the validity of the certificate of origin.

8 June 1993
The Russian Chamber of Commerce answered to the Embassy of Japan lin Moscow as
follows:
- The document was signed by inappropriate person.
- The format and stamp of the document were those of former Sov1et Union
and were not used anymore.
- The certificate of origin was not documented under the set rule of the
Chamber of Commerce.

17 June 1993

The Russian Government notified to the Embassy of Japan in Moscow that the
signature appeared in the certified origin was forged. The Fisheries Agency
rejected the import permit submitted by the trade company. It al‘o requested
the Japanese Customs, the Maritime Safety Bureau, domestic whale meat
distributors that precautions was needed to prevent the smuggllng\from Russia.

20 May 1994
At the 46th annual meeting of the International Whaling Comm1TS1on, Japan

explained its efforts exercised to prevemt the illegal trade of| whale meat.
It stressed that the illegal import from Russia was successfully blocked
because of the efforts put by Japan.
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Comments on the paper "Which whales are hunted? A
molecular genetic approach to monitoring whaling”
which is used as Doc.9.57, Annex 4

The delegation of Japan

The paper (Science 265:1538-39) written by C.S.Baker and
S.R.?alumbi Claimed that the authors found several cetacean
species in the Japanese retail market using DNA  analysis.
However, suspicious were expressed about the paper's conclusion
at the International Symposium on Marine Mammal Genetilcs held in
La Jolla, California on September 23-24. Also, there has as yet
no opportunity for other genetic specialists to ind pendently
analyze the samples to check the results obtained. (The| Fisheries
Agency of Japan asked Dr.Baker one month ago to provide his
samples for this purpose, but he has yet to respond.)

The authors of the paper claimed that, in the Japanese retail
market, they found minke whale, fin whale, two species of
Delphinidae, one species intermediate between sperm |whale and
harbor porpoise (unknown species for the authors), and one sample
which matched both minke and humpback whale type sequences.
Except for humpback whale, however, all other species are likely
to exist legally in the Japanese retail market.

The paper stated "One sample of marinated meat, #19, yielded both
a minke whale and a humpback whale sequence." We suspect this
resulted from experimental contamination. Samples were purchased
from the retail market and prepared for the experiment by some
non biologists, not by Dr.Baker nor Dr.Palumbi. DNA was isolated
from the samples under the non ideal conditions of a hotel room
in Tokyo. Rigorous steps need to be routinely taken to prevent
contamination throughout a DNA experiment. Although there is no
direct evidence that contamination occurred in this case, the
possibility cannot be excluded. ‘

Another example of our doubts about the paper is theé reported
price of fin whale meat. The authors claim that they bought fin
whale meat at 400 yen per 100 grams in the retail market.
However, our records show that fin whale products are sold around
2000 yen per 100 grams. We also suspect exﬁerimental
contamination in this case.

presented only for 16 samples out of at least 41 samples taken.
DNA of high quality was not able to be extracted from/ more than
25 samples. This may reflect difficulty in obtainihg DNA of
sufficient quality for subsequent amplification fi?m highly
processed samples. This would limit the applicability of their
approach. ‘

DNA was isolated from samples of widely varying qualityﬁ Data are
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Doc. 9.58

Interpretation and Implementation of the Convention

Management of Sharks
TRADE IN SHARK PARTS AND PRODUCTS

This document has been prepared and submitted by the
United States of America.

Introduction to the Topic

The United States requested that the topic "Management of
Sharks" be included in the agenda for the ninth meeting of
the Conference of the Parties, noting that it would submit a
paper for discussion by the Parties. In order to clarify and
focus the scope of the discussions by the Parties, the United
States suggests that the agenda item be more appropriately
titled "Trade in Shark Parts and Products”.

The intent of the United States in asking that this issue be
discussed by the Conference of the Parties is twofold: 1) to
encourage discussion of how best to collect data on
international trade in shark parts and products, particularly
how to document catches by species; and 2) to collect data
that will provide the best information about the impact of
international trade (including introduction from the sea) in
shark parts and products, both on shark populations and on
the ecosystems of which they are a part.

There is no international organization or body currently
responsible for the management of shark species, which
would include the recommendation of catch quotas,
minimum sizes, time and area closures, or restrictions on
fishing gear. The United States does not believe that it is the
role of CITES to assume these responsibilities at this time.
However, CITES is the international treaty responsible for
international trade in wildlife, including marine fish; this
includes introduction from the sea, whether or not parts and
products will be subsequently re-exported. Because of this
responsibility, CITES provides an ideal forum for discussion
regarding this trade. The United States believes that it is
incumbent upon CITES Parties that allow international trade
in shark parts or products, including introduction from the
sea outside the country's territorial limits, to co—operate in
determining whether or not shark populations are being
harmed by this trade, in order that such trade might be more
effectively regulated.

Biological perspective

There are about 350 described species of sharks (Selachii)
in the world. Many of these species are small, deep—water
sharks that are seldom encountered. About 100 species are
encountered in commercial fisheries throughout the world.
Most sharks are long-lived, slow—growing animals with a
very limited reproductive potential. Many of the commercially
important species reproduce biennially and produce only a
handful of young per birth. The total lifespans and
reproductive potential of most species are unknown.
Although there have been many attempts at ageing sharks
using vertebrae or other hard parts, most of the estimates
obtained have not been validated by other means. In many
cases all that can be said is that they live for more than one
or two decades.

Historical perspective

Much historical evidence is available about how sharks, and
elasmobranchs in general, are susceptible to intensive
exploitation. The California and Oregon shark fisheries of the
1940s, the Australian school shark fishery of the 1950s, and
the porbeagle (Lamna nasus) fishery off New England in the
1960s, are examples of fisheries that collapsed quickly after
periods of intensive exploitation. More recently
(Brander, 1981) there has been a report of a ray (Raja batis)
in the North Sea that is presumably extinct due to trawling in

the area, and a report from France (Quero and Emmonet,
1993) about the disappearance or rarefaction of rays
(Rajidae spp.), angel sharks (Squatinidae spp.), and the
bramble shark (Echinorhinus brucus) from areas of the
French coast where they were very common in previous
centuries. The biological evidence of very limited
reproductive potential and the historical evidence strongly
indicate that the exploitation of sharks must be conducted
very conservatively.

International trade perspective

The demand for shark fins throughout Asia has engendered
a worldwide, lucrative trade for shark fins. Shark fisheries
have expanded in response to the demand. Many local
fisheries that previously targeted sharks for local meat
markets have expanded and are now connected to the
Asian trade in shark fins. Directed shark fisheries have
appeared where they did not exist before, generated by the
price of the fins (USD 40-50 per kg) which greatly exceeds
the price of the meat (USD 50-2 per kg). High-seas fleets
catch very large numbers of sharks as a by-catch in
fisheries for tuna, swordfish and other species. Many sharks
that were formerly released alive now have their fins cut off
and their carcasses discarded into the ocean because of the
high value of their fins. The lightweight fins require little
storage space in a ship, and therefore, they are an ideal
trade item. There is information about a recent increase in
international trade in shark parts and products, particularly in
fins for the food market. These fisheries and the resulting
trade are unregulated and undocumented. The numbers of
sharks caught and the effect of their removal on the
ecosystems of which they are a part have not yet been
determined.

Following are the reasons why it is difficult to assess the
effects of international trade on sharks.

1. Data on landings by species are not currently collected
in a systematic way. For this reason, historical evidence
indicating trends in catch rates for a given species of
shark is not available. Since catch rates can not be
determined by species, assessment of their impact on
the overwhelming majority of populations is not possible.
Similarly, the rate of incidental take of sharks in fisheries
directed at other species is also largely undocumented.

Historical evidence of declines in abundance is available
for only a couple of species, such as the soupfin shark
(Galeorhinus zyopterus) and the porbeagle (Lamna
nasus). These species were severely impacted decades
ago by intensive fisheries and the soupfin shark does not
appear to have recovered to its previous numbers. The
porbeagle seems to be recovering now, some thirty
years later. There is anecdotal evidence of severe
declines in night sharks (Carcharhinus signatus) along
the south—eastern coast of the United States after the
development of a swordfish (Xiphias gladius) fishery in
which this species was subject to high levels of incidental
take, but no data are available about this.

2. Most commercially important species of sharks have
wide ranges and many are cosmopolitan. It is likely that
many species of sharks have been severely impacted in
some localities, but there is not any solid evidence of
decreases in abundance or range of any species. It is
not known if species of cosmopolitan distribution are
divided into separate populations. Knowledge of the
population structure of shark species is critical to
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determining the effects of catches on individual
populations.

Recommendations

The United States looks forward to the discussion of these
issues at the ninth meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

The United States recommends that any decisions for action
that arise from these discussions be in the form of the newly
instituted Decisions of the Conference of the Parties, which
include specific and/or short-term decisions of the
Conference that direct the Secretariat or permanent
Committees to perform specific activities of limited duration.

The United States recommends that the Parties consider
requesting that the Animals Committee: 1) specifically

review the international trade in shark parts and products
between the ninth and tenth meetings of the Conference of
the Parties; and 2) assess the biological and trade status of
shark species in international trade.
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