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"o 1o The Suth Annual Heetmg of NAFO was cal!.ed to order by the Chairman, Dr. W, H. Hurphy (Canada),
: at 1120 hrs, 11 September, in the Lord Heleon Hotel, Halifax, N. §., with the presence of repre- .
“"sentatives from all Com:.salon me-bers, vn.th the exceptton of Bulgaria and Roman:ta. (See VRV
Appendix I) : Lo . T St

Under Agenda Ltem 2 Appomtment of RApport.eur, C J Allen‘ Canada), was appo:mted Rapporteur. R

nder Agenda J.tem 3 Ado tion nt’ A enda, the delagate of the USSR proposed that under item 18, - -
:Other Matters, FC Doe MEIX;S, which had just been distributed, be discusged. "That document

“entitled "Soviet Proposal on Actions Which Could. b Taken by the Fisheries Commission in Rela~ . :
‘ tion to Internaticnal Regulation of the Fishéries”, would be tor - dxseuaswn_ purpoges and no
3 deciamn would be Eozthcomng at,the meetmg. T AT

Th Agen:la was thus adopted

 Under. Agenda uem lc Admsamn.of Ohaeners. the Chairman was pleased to welcome ohservers from
the Repubhc ot Koree. Mexrco and the Unxted Statea of Ameriea.'- R S LT P

‘Under Agenda xtem 5, Publxutz, J.t’vaa agreed 'that the usual pract:\.ce be Eollowed whereby the }
“"Chairmen of the Fisheries Comtigsion, the General Council, “the Scientific Council and the Execu-_ -
tive. Secretary uoul.d agree upon a Preaa Releaae ‘for J.eauance at r.he :loae of the meeting (See

nderlhgenda item 6 Approval n£ the Report of the 5th Annual Heetlgg (FC Doc. 83/1){]& Revtsed),
no errors or omaswns uere noted and the Report uaa approved .A B RTIE o .

; Under Agenda u:em 7 Revmw of Comuamn Hembershlg, the Cha:.rman noted rhat there were no -
{.chansea in the membershlp and that 1|. members vere preeent. e S R h

.'_Under Agenda item 8 Status of Proposals, he delega.te of ?ortugal proposed thal: the Executwe -
- Secretary be asked to prepare a detailed synops:s. perhaps in booklet form, of all the proposal_s .
~-and resolutions presently in force as found in Circular Letter 84/53, He further noted that -

- such a chronelogy of proposals and resolutions, in detail, would be useful for fishing captains,
" -inspectors and others in their _understanding of what proposals and resolutions have been .. - -
"accepted by NAFO. No further comment on that item was Eorthcommg and the Comlsswn agreed

. that th Executive Secretary be asked o carry out Buch a taak ) . . T

._Under Agenda iten 9(&) Conaervat ion and Eniarcement Pleasures-appraval of Part II the Cha1r- )
~“man noted that he had agked the Execuuve Secretary to prov:.de a verbal syno;:us of the u:em S
Iater on m the meetmg. A}.‘ W ‘ . . L

‘_‘ Under Agenda :.tem 9(b) Consetvanon and EnfOrcement Haasures-Canadleroposal of amendment.

. the delegate of Canada, referring to "FC Doc B4/1X/1, noted that Canada had been considering
“rajslng the 38sue of an amendment to Regulation 1 of Part I.A of the Congervation and Enforce-'
‘ment Measures. MHe further pointed out that that regulation could be improved but he had no
ispectﬂc proposal to make at the tune, preferring to have the l.tem drscussed at the next.
annual meetm,g. uh:.eh was agreed ’ . A . Lot = :

s

. 11, Under Agenda :.tem 10 Annual Return of Infrmgements, and Agenda Item 11 ?uhing Vesael Regutra-
-~ tiom,’ the Chnrmen noted thnt those tuo 1tem would be part oE the STACTIC Report. e .

'12; Under Agenda item 12 Report of STACTIC the Chau'man of STACTIC pomted out’ that the Report
would be availahle the folloumg day. o
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Under Agenda item 13, ManaJLer-nent Measures for fish stocks in the Regulatory Area, and 14,
Manapement Measures for fish stocks overlapping national Fishing limits, the Chairman of STACFIS
presented a summary of the scientific advice for those stocks as reported in SCS Doc 84/VI/23]

" Regarding Cod in.Div. 3K, the Chairman of STACFIS noted that-there had been better fe.cruitmen‘lt _
“but the scientific advice continued to be that there be no exploitation of the stock in 1985.

For Hedfish in Div. 3, although there was some evidence of an iperease in the biomass, there.

-was not encugh evidence available to determine what higher TAC's could be suggested over the

existing level. Ae well, the stock was expected to decline gomewhat in the future snd the scien-

" tific advice vas therefore that ‘the 1985 TAC remain at the present level of 20,000 mt. Regarding
-American plaite in Div, 3M, there had been little new information available on the stock vhich

had been reasonably stable gince 1378, There was no evidence to indicate a change in the biomass;

" selentific advice was therefore that the 1985 TAC should remain at the present level of 2,000 nt.

For Cod in Div. 3NO, the Chzirman of STACFIS noted that the stock had been somewhat depleted ig

past years although recent assessments showed that the stock was showing some improvement, Re~

ferring to the management caveat put into place by the Fisheries Conmission for the stock in

. 1982, the scientific’advice was that the 1985 yield caleculated to correspend to flshmg at Fo
“would be 33,000 mt, Regarding Redfish in Div, 3LN, the stock was considered to be in relatWely

good condition and although the present TAC might be somewhat conservative, there was not enough

" data available to quantify any. increase and the sc1ent1f1c advice was therefore to malnta1n the
V.exzst1ng TAC 1n 1985 at 25, 000 mt. - - .

"._ Fot Amertcnn plaxce in Dzv. SLNO. the scientific adv;ca vas that thé yield in 1985 calculated : '

- -to correspond to fighing at Fg,1, was 49,000 mt, Regarding Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LNO,

" . there was not enough sc;snt1f1c information available to indicate the stability of the stack,

" “The sclentific advice, therefore, was that the TAC for 1985 be set'ar 15,000 mt,’ ‘which -
“corresponded to the level of the average catch from 1978-82, ¥For Witch in Div. 3NO, the data-

indicated stability in the stock with perhaps some increases in the future. Thg'acientific

-"adVLce was that the TAC of 5, 000 mt ehould rEmaln 1n effect for 1985

- Regardxng Capeltn in Blv. 3LNO the Chairman of STACFIS reported that in 3L there was a good h
:fyearmclass entering the stock and the advice was that the 10X exploitation rate continue which -

' . wauld give a TAC of 60,000 mt. However, thetre was no reliable estimate of year-class strength

£for -3N0 and.the scientific advice reiterated.the 1984 advice that there be no directed Fishery

© in 3NO.  Repgarding Squid in Subareas 3 and &4; the scientific advice was to contlnue the manage—

'f:_ment reg;me propnsed at the 1980 meetlng 1n that ‘the TAC remain at 150 000 me .’

'.fThe delegate of Canada requested any sc1eut1f1c 1nformat10n regard1ng ‘the longvterm ptospects

for Cod in Div. 3NO, The Chairman of. STACFIS noted that at that time it was difficult to pro- -

‘?ject'past 1985._ The biomass in 1985 had been estimated at 226,000 mt and there had been no
- projections of the biomass beyond that point. The delegate of Capada peinted out that the . = -

" scientific advice did not signal that the improvement for 1985 would necessarily continue in

;Eurther years for 3NO Cod.” Further, in 1986 the biomass could decline; given that assumed
“recruitment at age.3 accounted for approximately 40% of ‘the age 3+ biomass, there was no guaran-

tee that the rebuilding of the stock would go on. -The Fisheries Commission should therefore be -

iS.j.The meet1ng reconvened 12 Septemher at 0950 hra.

‘,cautlous ln future expectatlons Eor the stock

~The Cha:rman then - proposad that the meetxng be ad;ourned at 1235 hrs.A.

:Under Agenda item 13, Hanagement Measures for fxsh stocks in the Regulatory Area and Ltem 14

'AfHanaggment Meagures Eor fieh stocks evetiappxng THational £ishing limits, the Chairman suggeated

: that the Commisgion’ [irst approve the various TAC's following which the question of mational

allocations would be discussed. The delegate of Spain suggested that 1t would be useful to

’ dlscuss the TAC's xnd1v1dua11y, whlch was agreed,

'Regardtng Cod in Div. M, the Cha1rman noted that the scientific advice was for no exploitation

of the stoek in 1985, - The delegate of the Faroe Islands proposed adoption of the same TAC as

‘i 1984 at 12,965 mt with the enisting management caveat remaining. The delegate of Spain -
EASOO mt.

p01nted out that catches by the Spantsh fleet had been stable over the last few years
in- 1982 and 4000 mt in 1983} when in those two years there had béen nd quota allocated to Spain.

.He also noted that in those two yéars, the TAC had not been overfished and therefore proposed

for 1985 a TAC of 17,000 mt. The delegate of Portupal supported the Spanish proposal. _The
delegate of Canada reminded members of the Fisheries Commission that the scientific advice for

the last few years had been that there be no expleitation of the fishery and alsoc that the
Figheries Commission had {mpqsed § management regime on the subsequent TAC for the stock in the
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“last few years. The scientific advice was that the biomass was around 3-5,000 mt at that time

whereas the existing caveat, placed on the stock, referred that the TAC should mot ‘be inereased
until a certain level of biomass had been reached, and that level was then identified. as

85,000 mt, The scientific advice further noted that the projected biomass for 1985 would be
35_,000 mt which was nowhere close to the management ‘constraint which had been imposed on the
stock previously. He pointed out that the Spanish proposal would set a TAC-close to 50% of the

‘estimated biomass. Further, the prospects of the biomass reaching the rarget raferred to in

the present managemént comstraint was remote- even if fishing continued at the existing 12,965 mt -

_ level, The delegate of Canada further reminded Commission Members that Canada had abandoned any

significant claim to 3M Cod in past years as the fishery had not been economically. feasible. for
Canadian vessels. The delegate of the EBC stated that the EEC normally attached great importance
to scientific advice and thelr delegation had previously expressed concern with the state.of

the stock and believed that cavtion was still advisable.: On-the other hand, the EEC delegation
wag aware of the previous TAC decision and the reasons surrounding that decision fer & TAG at

the 12,965 mt level and was prepared to continue support of that level for 1985. The delegate

of Norway, while understanding the Spanish concerns, agreed that the Comeission should continue
with the present management regime as well as the existing quotas, The delegate of Canada.
suggested that before a formal vote be taken on the matter other countries be given & chance

to indicate their position on the subject. The delegate of Cuba suggested that the decision

on the TAC for the.stock be delayed in order to give members time to discuss the issue bilaterally,
The delegate of Japan, while’ sympathizing with the position of Spain and Portugdl, pointed out

that Japan had supported the existing mansgement regime in the past and could find no reason

to change that position. The Chairman agreed that a decision on the item be left until later
on in the session. C o

Based on the scientific advice, TAC's were then agreed for the folloﬁing stocks:

-~ Redfish in Div, 3M - 20,000 mc

“« American plaice in Div, 3M - 2,000 mt
- = Cod in Div. INO - 33,000 mt

- Redfish in Div. 3LN - 25,000 mt

= Miteh in Div, 3NO - 5,000 mt

- Squid in Subareas 3+4 --150,000 mt

Regarding American plaice in Div. 3LNO, the Chairman ﬁointed out that the scientific advice was

- for . decrease in the existing TAC to 49,000 mt for 1385. The delegate of Canada observed .that

such a decrease of 6,000 mt would be borne almost entirely by Canada and proposed that the
scientific advice be accepted putting the TAC at 49,000 mt.  The proposal was accepted.

Regarding Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LNO, the Chairman noted that the scientific advice was
for a decrease in the TAC of 2,000 mt to 15,000 mt., The delegate of Canada, noting that a
decreage in the TAC of the stock would affect mainly Canada, proposed that the scilentific-advice
be followed and the TAC be set at 15,000 mt, which was accepted.

For Capelin, the Chairman reiterated the scientific advice that there be no directed fishefy in
Biv. 3NO, and that the TAC in JL be set at 60,000 mt. .The delegate of Canada pointed out that

"in previous years the decision had been made to follaw the scientific advice in Div. 3K0 and that

no directed fishery.should take place. Also, as the 3L Capelin was found within Canadian juris-
diction, the management of Capelin in 3L had, in the past, been left to Canada. The delegate
of Canada' therefore proposed that the same pattern be followed as in 1983 and 1984, which was
agreed. - ) .

hider Agenda item 12, the Chairman of STACTIC presented the STACTIC Report. The Chairman of the
Fisheries Commission noted that item 9 of the STACTIC Report referred to three issues that had
been carried out for the last few years without resolution and requested the Executive Secretary
to elaborate on the status of those three issues. The Executive Secretary pointed out that

those three issues were actwally items 1, 2 and 9 of FC Doc 82/VI/2, Revieed, and had been re-
ferred back to the Fisheries Commission at the last annual meeting. After a brief explanation

of those issues, the Executive Secretary suggested that.if the Pisheries Commission was mot ready -
to deal with them immediately in the manner suggested by STACTIC, then it should be prepared

to do so at the next annual meeting, Further, the docutent referred to contained in total, 14
items, 2 of which had been approved at the last annual meeting. There were therefore still ¢
pending items in that document which had already been recommended by STACTIC. If the Figheries
Commisasion was not yet ready to approve them, then it ghould be prepared to take a décision on
them at the next annual meeting. The delegate of Cuba pointed out that Cuba was ready to approve
those 9 pending points. However, a decision wag reached to have PC Doc 82/V1/2, Revised, cir-
culated to all Commission Members for discussion and the items would be considered at a later
session. :
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Returning to the STACTIC Report, the delegate of Canada, referring to item 6, Enforcement in the
Regulatory Area, made reference to the 13 occasions that inspectors had been refused permission
to ingpect the fishholds of vessels of non-member countries in 1983, and asked which non-member
vesgels had withlield such permission, As the answer to that question was wot readily available,
it .wag agreed to return to the subject later on in the session, The delegate of Spain noted that

/item §, Other Matters, of the STACTIC Report made referemce to & Cangdian report on overfishing

in the NAFO Area (FC Doc B4/I%/3) which mentioned the presence of 26 Spanish pair trawlers. In
reality there were only 24 Spanish pair trawlers., -Further, the delegste of Spain stressed that
Spanigh vessels did not overfish Cod in Div. 3M as Spain had lodged an objection to the quota
allocated to Spain for 1984. : - .

A short discussion tock place between the delegate.of Spain and the delegate of Canada regarding
the interpretation of the term "overfishing", The delegate of Spain noted that in.the opinion
of Spain, the Spanish vessels were not overfishing as an objection had been lodged. The

delegate of Gangda, while not questioning the legality of the Spanish fishery, merely wished to

note the-effects of exceeding the catch levels as agreed to by NAFO.
The meeting adjéurnéd at 1210 hrs and_recon§ened at 1525 hrs, ' o '.

In the continuation of Agenda item 9(a), Conservation and Enforcement Measures-approval of Part
11, FC Doc 82/VL/2, Revised, was further discussed and it was agreed to .refer item I of that '
document to the Scientific.Council and item 2 to a working group. Regarding item 9, the
Chairman suggested that thdt was a legal matter and perhaps a legal interpretation would be
required. The delegate of Canada sugpested that all the remaining pending items in that document
be adopted. However he called the attention of the Commission to item 6 which inwolved top-side
chafers; specifically whether or not the modified Polish~type chafer should cover solely the
codend or also in addition any lengthening pieces, The delegate of Canada pointed out that PC
Doc 82/1%/13 defined "lengthening piece” as a piece of net to be inserted between the belly

(or belly extensions} and the codend, Consequently the lenpgth of the codend could not -inelude
the lengthening pieces and 2s such the chater could only cover the codend. The Chairman of the
Working -Group agreed with the Canadian interpretation and gave the story of the facts which led
to the inclusion of the item in FC Poc 82/VI/2, Revised., A short discussion took place on the
interpretation of thoge definitions. The Commission agreed with the Canadian interpretatiom.
Finally, the proposal was accepted that all pending items in FC Doc B2/V1/2, Revised (excluding
items 1, 2 and 9) be approved, under the proviso that item 6 be revised following the Canadian
interpretation just adopted. ‘ : :

The delegate of Portugal, referring to .two papers presented at the last STACTIC meeting by the
Canadian delegation, FC Doc 84/1X/2 and FC Doc 84/IX/3, stated that those two documents dealf
with two types of alleged infringements. As far as the alleged gear infractions were concerned,
the Portuguese delegation had verified that some of those corresponded to true vinlations and

the Portuguese authorities intended to start or continue the necassary and adequate proceedings
against the vessels. Some others, however, in the understanding of the Portuguese delegation, -
did not correspond to violations, under the rules of the Fisheries Commission ag stated in FC

Doc 82/IX/13, Revised, One of those was the case of the vessel "Luis Ferreira de Carvalho" in
which the average mesh size found in the polyethylene net was 129.65 mm; that was above the

legal minimum mesh size of 120 mm required for that type of fishery. . The other case referred

to the vessel "Adelia Maria" where the Polish~type chafer used, in his opinion, was not in
contravention to the regulations in force, -Regarding the reported catches, as mentioned in the
referred documents, the verification of those catches had mot yet been finalized., When finalized
they would be reported as 8oon as possible to the Executive Secretary.

The delegate of Canada, referring to an earlier question regarding inspectors not being granted

permisgion td inspect fishholds of certain non~member countries' fishing vessels, informed that

in two of the cases the vessels were Panamanian and in 11 cases the vessels were Spanish, He

further noted that Canada might. wish at a, later stage of the meeting to speak on FC Doc B84/IX/2

and FC Doc 84/1X/3 and agreed with the Chairman's suggestion that the item could be dealt with
under item 18, Other Business. : :

Under Agenda item 13, Management Measures fox fish stocks in the Repgulatory Area, the Chairman
noted that there were presently twoe proposals on the tabie regarding the FTAC Eor Cod inm Div. aM
and suggested that a vote be held. The delegate of Canada noted that the existing management
regime for the stock established that the TAC could go no higher than the present level inless
the Scientific Council had advised that the biomass had reached a certain level; consequently
the Fisheries Commission could not approve a higher TAC until that constraint had been removed
from the existing regulation. The delegate of Spain stated that the Pisheries Commission had
the authority to.change its own regulations and im the Spanish proposal for a TAC of 17,000 mt
the existing constraint would of course be dropped by implication. The delegate of Canada -
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asked whether the Commission wished to reverse its position on a previvus decision witheut dig-
cusaing the implications of that reversal. He further pointed out that the original constraint
was agreed to by the Commission after mich discussion and taking into aceount the existing
sciettific advice, The Chairman pointed out- that in order to vote on the Spanish proposal the
exlsting constraint would have to be removed first. The delegate of Spain then proposed that
the constraint be removed. The Chairman stated that the Spanish proposal was to remove the
caveat which appeared as foornote number 5 of Schedule I appended to CC Doc B3/IX/6, Revised, )
which stated "the TAC will not be increased beyond 12,965 mt until the Scientific Council advises
that the. age 3+ mean biomass has reached a level approximately equal to one-half the mean age

3+ equilibrium biomass. associated with fishing at Fnayr and assuming long-term average recruit-
ment levels", The delegate of Canada noted that the gpanish proposal did not take into account .

"scientific advice when it proposed to remove the eaveat that had been put into place several

years ago while the reasons for that cavest hed not changed in the preceeding years., Canada

would be unable to support such a proposal. The delegate of Spain asked that a formal vote

be taken. Ten Parties (Canada, Cuba, EEC, Paroe Isiands, GDR, Japam, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
USSR) voted sgajnst the proposal and one Party (Spaln) voted for the proposal. The proposal
was not adopted.

The Chairman pointed out that since it was necessary to withdraw the congtraint prior to
entertaining any proposal that would see an inerease in the TAC, then the origical Spanish
proposal for an increase in the TAC could not be entertained. Therefore the Faroese propossal,
which had already received the support of three other members, was the only proposal on the
table and, if there would be no opposition, it would be adopted. The delegate of Spain stated
his opposition to the Faroese proposal and requested that the report of the meeting would con-
tain, the record of such opposition. The delegate of Canada noted that Canada was also aga1nst
the proposal but for different reasons. He declared that it took little account of the scien-
tific advice provided for the 3M Cod stock and he felt that-a TAC of 12,965 mt would simply
delay the stock rebuilding process, Further, the potential for that stock was high but.could
not be achieved in the medium term under the present situation. The delegate of Canada further
noted that in fact, had the proposal gone to a vote, Canada would have abstained. With the
record of these two interventions, the Paroege proposal was adopted.

Under Agenda item 15, Minimum mesh sizé for groundfish in the Regulatory Area, the délggaté of
Canada reminded the Comwiasion that Canada had changed the minimum mesh size to 130 wm within

- the Canadian zone for speciés that were regulated by mesh size and brought attention to para-
. graph 3 of Arcicle XI of the NA¥O Convention which referred to the meed for consistency between

measures or decisions relating to the same stock or group of stocks taken by a coastal state
for management or conservation purposes within its area of fisheries jurisdiction. Further,
Canada expressed the wish that the ‘agenda item continue to appear on the agenda for the next
annual maetlng. This was sgreed.

. Under Agenda item 16, Review of the Jaternational Scientific Observer Program. the delegate of

Canada reported chat Canada had & number of bilateral agreements with other Contracting Parties
although the activity resulting from those agreements was relatively small in 1983, Canadian
observers were present for 59 days on vessels of other member Parties, namely, Cuba and Spain.

It was noted that Canada and Spazin had not yet agreed bilaterally to the International Scientific
Observer Program and observer days on Spanish vessels were under & special arrangement.

After a brief discussion on Agenda item 9(a), Conservation and Enforcement Measures-apﬁtoval of
Part 11, and noting that the item had been discussed under item 12, Report of STACTIC (see
Appendix IV}, it was agreed that both these agenda items had been dealt with and approved.

The meeting adjourned at 1755 hrs.
The meeting reconvened 13 September at 1000 hrs.
Under Agenda item 17, Time and Place of Next Meeting, the Chairman noted that the next meeting

would be held in conjunction with the General Council meeting and the details would be decided
upon at the General Council session.

Under Agenda item 18, Other Business, the dalegate of the USSR, referring te FC Doc 84/IX/5,
explained that the rationale contained in that document was that if a Contracting Party was
unable to catch a portion or all of an existing quota then it would be fair to reallocate that
quota to another Party. Purther, the USSR Delegation d¢id not wish to propose immediately a
recommendation but would like to have the item placed on the agenda for the next annual meeting.
The delegate of Canada reminded the Commission that in the past the Commission had contemplated
actions when the oppesite situation had -occurred, i.e. when a quota had been overfighed.
Further, if a country was not catching 2 quota then it was a contribution to conservation and any
country that did not take its full allocation should be commended. He further noted that Part
I.B. of FC Doc 82/1X/13, Conservation and Enforcement Measures, referred to the fact that quota
adjustments could be madz in the following year to Parties that had overfished a queta in the

preceding year, and if the Commission was to discuss the Soviet document at a future meeting
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then the consequences of overfishing should be discussed as well, "The d elesate of Japan was

"unable to agree with Canada’s position that under-utilization of a quota would aid conservation

‘a8 in rcullty under-utilizations were a wastage of the resources,

The Chairman gave the floor to the observer from Mexico who presented a formal atatement. (See
Append1x (0] '

Returning to Agends item 9(a}, Comgervation and Enforcement Measures-approval of Part II, the
Chaivman noted that the Commission had earlier adopted the suggestion tEat item 2 of FC Doc.
82/Vi/Z, Revised, covered under the agenda item under discussion be referred to a Working Group
and requested that each Contracting Perty give as soon as possible the name of the nominee for

" that Working Group to the Bxecutive Seeretary. Purther, item 9 of the same FC Doc also covered

under the same agenda item-had been felt to be & legal matter and the Chairman asked that a
legal interpretation be tried by the Executive Secretary with the possible collaboratxon nf
Ganadian experts and passed to all Partias for their const&eratlon.

The meeting adjourned at 1045 hrs and reconvened at 1425 hrs.

Under Apenda item 13, Hanagement Measures for fiah stocks in- the Regulatory Area, and 14,
Management measures for fish stocks overlapping national fishing limits, the delegate of Canada
tabled a proposal that included national allocations for all stocks under consideration. The

delegate of Canada.explalned that in formulating the proposal Canada had tried to take into

account the aspirations of other Contracting Parties and pointed out that the overall Canadian
ghares of the groundfish stocks under consideration had decreased from 101,000 mt in 1983 to
93,820 mt for 1985 as found in the proposal., As well, the proposal meant an overall decrease
in 1985 for Canada whereas the allocations to other Parties were either stable or elightly in-
creased. For one stock, however, Cod in Div. INO, Canada was asking for more than simply a
prorated ghave of the increased TAC, The Chairman suggested. that the stocks be considered .
individunlly in the order they appeared in the ogenda. ' )

Regard1n3 Cod ip Div. 3M, the delegate of Canada pointed out that the management caveat would
remain in force for the stock, The delegate of Spain proposed that an allocation of 3,000 me
be granted to Spain with a corresponding reduction for other Parties as found in the Canadian
propesal. There was no support for the Spanish proposal and the Canadian proposal was adopted.
The delegate of Canada stated that Canada was concerned,zbout the overall level of catch in the
stock as well as with the level of the TAC at 12,965 mt, but would not have spaken aga:nst :ha
Spanish propusal for redlsttlbutlon of the quotas within that TAC.

The delegate of Canada noted that the proposed allocations of Redfish in Div..3M and Redfish
in Mv. 3LN were linked and the decision made on one of those stocks would affect the decision
made on the othar. He therefore suggested that Redfigh in Div. 3LN be discussed first. The
delegates of Portugal and Cuba supported that suggeatton._ The delegate of Spain noted that the

. JLN Redfish atock had not been fully utilized in past years and a new Contracting Party should

be able to have access to a particular fishery when there was room, and proposed an allocation
to Spain of 1,500 mt. The delegate of Cuba stated that, as the Spanish proposal stood, Cuba
would be against it. However, if another Party wished to give up its share of the stock to
Spain, then Cuba would not.be against such a move; otherwise, Cuba would support the Canadian
proposal., The delegate of Japan noted that Japan was also interested in the Redfish stock

and if other Parties indicated that they did not intend to use their full allocation, then Japan
would like to see those portions distributed to Parties that were interested. However, there
had -been no indication that Parties would be willing to do this and Japan would have difficuley
in supporting the Spanish proposal. The delegate of Portugal noted that Portugal used to have
an allocation of 850 mt in 3LN and 600 mt in 3M and that at the last annual meeting that B850 mt

- allocation was given up for an increased allocation of Redfish and American plaice in M.

Therafore the delegate of Pottugal proposed an allocation of 850 mt of 3LN Redfisgh to Portugal
with an adjustment to be made in its 3M allocations, The delegates of che USSR and the GDR:
supported the Canadian proposal. The delegate of the EEC noted that he had sympathy for the
Spanish position but, as EEC had no share in that stock, he would not speak on the matter. The
delegate of Portugal pointed out that Portugal could not support the Canadian proposal but-such
non-support was only because the Portuguese need for 850 mt had not been taken into account.

Upont ques;ioning, the delegate of Portugal restated its proposal that Portugal receive 850 mt

of Redfish in 3LN and reduce its 3M Redfish to 600 mt, The delegate of Canada pointed out that
in recent years Canada had reduced its allocation of 3M Redfish as there was no Capadian expecta~
tion of catch in those quotas and that other countries had benefited by increases in their alloca-
tione as a consequence. Further, for JLN Redfish Canada was again reducing its zllocation and
other Parties were benefiting by the increase. The delegate of Portugal noted that under the
‘Portuguese proposal the following national allocations would exist: Canada-9,800 mt, Cuba-2,450
mt, GDR-850 mt, Portugal-850 mc, USSR~10,900 mt, Others~150 mt. :
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The delegate of the EEC noted that the Chairman had earlier indicated that the Commission would
deal with the stocks in the order they appeared on the agenda. MHowever, the Cormission seemed

" to have jumped over a few stocks and the EEC would then like to discuss INO Cod. Recognizing

that there were clearly some links between allocations to some of the stocks, the EEC had pro-
blems with the EEC allocation of 380 Cod contained in the Canadian propogal for 240 mt which,
although an increase from the 1984 level of 210 mt, fell short of the pro-rated amount-some 30
tons. While the problem might seem to involve a trivial smount, it was of great concern for the
KEC as the.quota-would be given to St, Pierre and Miquelon and was very impottant to its fishing
‘industry. Purther, the figsheries were importamnt to the livelihood of those Kslands and the cod

 fishery was a traditional component of that livelihood. Also, the catch figures for the EEC showed
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that in recent years the quotz had been fully utilized and on occasions had even been exceeded,
Also, because of the location of those Islands, the EEC was a coaatal state. The delegate of
the EEC suggested that if there was a possibility of increasing quotas, then perhaps the small
quotas should be increased first as those Islands had sacrificed catches in the past in order to’
allow for rebuilding of the stocks and now that the NG Cod TAC was inereasing by 7,000 me the
EEC was only getting 30 mt of the increase.- ‘The delegate of Spain noted that N0 cod stock was
the only stock in which Spain would obtain a substantial allocation and was very important to

Spain. Spain was one of the main participants in the fishery and the Canadian proposal did not
give proportionate shares of the increased TAC to the main’ participants.

Beturning to Redfigh in Div. 3LN, the Chairman noted that there were presently two (2) proposals
for allocation of the stock, one by Portugal and one by Canada. The delegate of Canada stated
that Canada would be unable to support the Portuguese proposal and noted that Canada had reduced
its overall total allecation for the current year and last yeat in favour of other Comtracting
Parties, Last year Canada had reduced its allocation of 3M Redfish partly to bemefit Portugal
in that the lacter's allocation went from 600 mt to 1900 mt. Portugal now wanted all its pro-
posed JLN ‘Redfish of 850 mt to come from the existing Canadian share and was willing to reduce
its M Redfish quota. However, such a reduction would be only to the benefit of other Parties
as the Canadian industry did not wish to receive in 1985 any greater amount of 3M Redfish.-
Summing up, the delegate of Canada stated that in 1984 Canada had reduced its M Redfish alloca-
tion for the benefit of Portugal and in- 1985 Portugal was there asking Canada te reduce its
share of LN Redfish again for the benefit of Portugal although Canada would obtain ne benefit
in returm. The delegate of Portugal noted that all Portupgal wished was a return to its level
of allocation in 1984, i.e. 850 mt of Redfish in Div, 3LN while Canada would take back 1,300 mt
of Redfish in Div. 3M. The Portuguese proposal received no support and the Canadian proposal.
was adopted. The delegate of Portugal requested that the record include his statement on the
fact that the adoption of the Canadian proposal would be a source of great difficulty to the
Portuguese fishing fleet and the Portuguese government would most likely be obliged to lodge
an objectien,

’ .
Regarding Redfish in Div. 3M, the Chairmen noted the existing Canadian proposal. The delepate
of Spain proposed an allocaticn of 1,500 mt to Spain with a proportional reduction for the other
Contracting Parties, The delegate of Cuba stated that if the increase of a quota for any country -
would reduce the quotas to Cuba then Cuba would be against such a proposal. Therefore Cuba
supported the Canadian proposal and by implication did not support the Spanish propesal. The
dalegate of the USSR supported the Canadian proposal, The Spanish proposal received no support.
The delegate of Portugal stated that if the Canadiam proposal was put to a vete, Portugal would
abstain. The Canadian proposal was adopted. - -

Regarding American plaice in Div, 3M, the Chairman noted the existing Canadian proposal and the
delegate of Spain propesed that an allocation of 250 mt be given to Spain with a proportional
decrease in the "Others” category from 500 mt to 250 mt. A discussion took place as to which
countries fished the stock in the "Others" category and it was noted that Jspan and Spein had
done sc gince 1981, The delegate of the EEC noted that although EEC vessels had no catches

of the stock in 1982 or 1983, there was a catch of 208 mt in 1984, The delegate of Portugal
referred to a precedent set at the last annual meeting (item 24 of FC Doc 83/1X/4, Revised) and
wished that the precedent not be forgotten. The delegate of the EEC suggested that perhaps the .

‘Commission should accommodate the Spanish request and the EEC could support Spain if the ELC

could have a 200 mt allocation from the "Others" category. The Chairman noted that there was
now a third proposal to be considered and the 500 nt found in the existing “Others" category
would ba broken down as follows; EEC-200 mt, Spain~250 mt , Others-50 mt. The delegate of
Japan stated that Japan would find it difficult to agree with the EEC proposal and would like
Yo see the "Others" category remain unchangéd. Further, if the three countries presently
fishing out to the "Others" category did not change their fishing patterns, then there should
be no problems with the stock. Japan was opposed to further division of the "Others™ category
into smaller amounts, The delegate of Spain supported the EEC propesal. The delegate of Japan
was unable to understand the basis tor claims of 250 mt by Spain and 200 mt by the EEC as the
Spanish catch for 1982 was only 17 mt and the BEC had had no catch of the stock before 1284.
Japan might also like to propose an allocation of the stock to Japan; however it would make
more sense to keep the entire 500 mt in the "Others" category. The delegate of Canada

stated his belief that the traditionally small quotas allocated in the stock represented by-
catches. Yurther, if the scientific advice was for a TAC of only 2,000 mt and most of that
was allocated, remembering that couatries could catch 10% by-catch of the stock when fishing

»
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stocks, then two scédarios could develop: {1) Not enough wuul_‘d be. provided for hy-cateh for other
fisheries and the 2,000 wt.TAC would therefore be cxceeded; (2) If. a Party had a quota in the

stock, it would be obliged to stop [ishing when the quota was rcuched when it could perhaps have
caught more of ‘the stock as ‘o by-catch in other Fisheries, Therefore, it would be wise to leave
the oxisting nllocations s thoy were.  Tho delegate of the EEC,uoting that thete would not be

4 utanimous decision, withdrew its proposal, 1he delegates of Poland and the USSR supported the
Canadian proposal. The Spanish proposal received no support, The Canadian proposal was adopted,

Thie Chairman returned to the Canadian proposal for Cod in Div, M0 noting that statements from

the EEC and Spain had already been provided, The dele%ata of Spain reiterated the position that

A0 Cod was the only substantive quota that Spain had in the NAPQ Regulatory Area and, in a case.
where a stock had been rebuilt, the Commission had the duty to allocate any new increases to the
traditjonal Parties wheress the Canadian proposal allocated the bulk of the fncresse to Canada.
The delegate of Spain proposed that the increased TAC of 7,000 mt be shared proportionately based
on the existing 1984 quotas as follows! Canada-14,786 mt, EEC-267 mt, Portugal-1,396 mt, Spain-
11,424 mt, USSR~4,239 mt, Others-888 mt. The delegate of the EEC underlined that his expectation
wag that the EEC would bave a substantial increase in the quota. The delegate of Spain requested
that & formal vote be taken on the Spanish propesal. The delegate of Canada remarked that other

delegations should not be surprised at the Canadian position, Canada was a cod fishing nation
and cod formed the greatest volume of Canadian catches, Further, some years age Canada temporarily
abandoned its allocation of 3M Cod in the hopes that the stock would be rebuilt, As well, like
others, Canada had restrained itself on N0 Cod and had always argued for s conservative manage-—
ment regime to allow the rebuilding of ‘the atock. -Canada had decreased its .overall allocation

of groundfish in the Regulatory Area and would have difficulty contemplating Canada's position

in an Organization where Canada's participation in a fishery continued to decline. He further
reiterated that in total Canada was the only Paxty to receive an overall decreasé in groundfish
allocations in 1985. Further, Canada hoped,to have support for a level of allocation to Canada
at least close to the proposed 16,500 mt if not.at that precise number, The delegate of the EEC
could not support a proposal whereby ome Party would increase irs quota more than proportionately
and the othexs would increase theirs less than proportionately. Further, the -Spanish proposal
would be the very least that the BEC could accept and supported such a proposal, Also, the
delegate of the EEC noted that the same principle of proportionality applied in other stocks
whose TAC decreased along with proportionate decreases in allocations and it would only be fair

"that the concept be used for propertionately increasing allocatioms of anyvincreases in TAC's.

The delegate of Canada pointed out that the question was very serious for the coastal state
whose fisherles jurisdietion encompassed the vast majority of the stock. The delegate of the
USSR noted that & reasonable compromise was necessary and stated that the quota for the USSR
proposed by Canada was too small, The USSR would like to receive around 4,000 mt and believed
that other Parties should be increased as well. The delegate of Canada reiterated its earlier
statement that he hoped the Fisheries Commission could support an sllocationm to Canada somewhere
close to 16,500 mt. .

He stresged that the debates on the stock in previous years within NAFC and ICNAF had been long -
and involved and Canada had made many compromises. The stock was found almost entirely within

the Canadian 200-mile limit and had been in a depressed condition since around 1970 and practically
collapsed in 1974. The Canadian contribution to the rebuilding of the stock had meant that
Canadian fishing had been significantly reduced from the levels that Canada would have expected
given the location of the stock and the history of the Canadian participation. FPurther, over

many years Canada had been the major contributor to the research on the stock and to the manage-
went in terms of surveillance and enforcement,and Canada felt that its praposal was a reasonable
one. However, Canada was prepared to compromise.

The delegate of Canada also noted that if the Contracting Parties, following im part what had
been proposed by the USSR,.were to receive a propertionate Increase in the stock based on-the
proportionate increase to the Soviet Unien from the level found in the Canadian proposal to
4,000 mt then the allocations would be as followa: Canadg-15,955 mt, EEC-250 mt, Portugal-1,315
mt, Spain-10,780 mt, USSR-4,000 mt, Others-700 mt. These allocations were based on the "Others"
category remaining at the present level of 700 mt. The dglegate of the USSR accepted those
figures as part of the USSR proposal. The delegate of the EEC suggested that time be given to
study the propesal and a declision reached at a later stage of the meeting. This was agreed.

Under 3LNO American plaice, the Chairman ncted the Canadian proposal. The delegate of Spain
stated that the stock was under-utilized and believed thar there was room for new entrants and
proposed a 1,000 mt allocation for Spain, to be taken from the Canadien allocation. The delegate

"of Portugal agreed with Spain in that the stock was under-utilized and noted that the Capadian

proposal allocated 98.5% of the 49,000 mt TAC to Canada despite the fact that about 172 of the
3LNO area was found in international waters. Therefore, the delegate of Portugal proposed that
Portugal receive a quota of 1,000 mt, such a proposal being an amendment to the Spanish proposal.
The delegate of Canads expressed difficulty in understanding the rationale behind the proposals
of Spain and Portugal, Canada's proposal was for a quota to Canada of 48,290 mt. Further,
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Canadian catches in rvecent years had been as. follows: 1978-49,000 mt, 1979-47,000 mt, 1980-.
48,000 mt, 1981-48,000 mt, 1982-49,000 mt, and in 1983 a lower level of catch due to some diffi-
culty in the Canadian industry. '

Also, Canada did not see much room for additional entrants in the fishery unless the Commission
wished to reduce the Canadian allocation to a level below that asceepted in previous years, The
delegate of Spain supported the Portuguese amendment. As ouly three delegations had spoken on

on subject, the delegate of Canade requested that an informal indicative vote be taken to deter-
mine the level of support for the amended Spanish proposal. Such an indicative vote showed there
was not sufficient support for the amended Spanish proposal and the Canadian proposal was accepted.

The Chairman noted the Canadian proposal for allocations of Yellowtail flounder in Div, 3LNO. The
delegate of Spain proposed an allocation of 250 mt to Spain based on the existing under-utilization
of the stock, The delegate of Portugal proposed that Portugal also receive 250 mt. He further
noted that almost 100% of the exlsting TAC wag given to one Party, yet a large part of the fish-

ing grounds were in the MAFQ Regulatory Area. The delegate of Canada called everyone's attention

" to the fact that although the previous TAC's had not been fully utllized, the stock had declined.

That raised the question of the adequacy of the earlier scientific advice. As of 5 September 1984
the Canadiau catch.was 12,082 mt and with more than three months left in the fishing season, there
was no doubt that the catch would be at the level that Canada was asking for as a quota for 1985.
The delegate of Spain supported the Portuguese amendment. The delegate of the EEC stated his
belief that the scientific advice was well-founded and supported the combined Portuguese/Spanigh’
proposal. 'The delegate of Canada pointed out thaet in the last two years the TAC had been reduced
by 25% yet the scientists referred to the stability of the stock, He would therefore question
the definition of astability. An informal indicative vote on the Portuguese/Spanish proposal in-
dicated that there would not be sufficient support for the proposal. A similar vote on the
Canadian proposal indicated sufficient support and the Canadian proposal was accepted,

Regarding Witch flounder in Div. 3NO; the Chairman noted the Canadian proposal. The delegate of
Spain pointed out that the Commission had there another stock that was under~utilized and pro-
posed that Spain receive an allocation of 250 mt with a-corresponding reduction of Canada's share,
The delegate of Portugal proposed an amendment to Spain‘s proposal to allocate 250 mt to Portugal
te be taken from the Canadian or USSR quota. Also, the "Others" quota would increase to 150 mt.
The delegate of Canada stated that 3N0 Witch was similar to M American plaice in that both were
minor stocks and difficult to fish as a directed fishery. Therefore 3NO Witch was essentially a
by-catch fishery. The delegate of the USSR noted that USSR fully utilized its quota and supported
the Canadien proposal.- An informal indicative vote of the Portuguese/Spanish proposal showed in-
sufficient support for the propesal. A similar vote on the Canadian proposal showed sufficient
support and the Canadian proposal was aceepted. .

The Chairman presented the Canadian proposal regarding allocations of Squid in Subareas 34. The
delogate of Spain stated that he would make a similar proposal as at the last amnual meeting. in
that 3,000 mt be allocated to Spain. The delegate of Portugal proposed an allocation of 8,000 mt
to Portugal as an amendment to the Spanish proposal. An informal indicative vote showed insuffi-.
cient support for the Portuguese/Spanish proposal. A similar vote on the Canadian proposal indi-
cated sufficient support and the Canadian proposal was adopted. .

Returning to Cod in Div. 3NO, the Chairman noted that there were three proposals on the table.
Due to the lateness of the hour and the importance of the issue it was decided to adjourn the
meating and reconvene at 0900 hrs the next day. . ‘

The meeting adjourned at 2015 hrs,
The meeting reconvened 14 September at 1020 hrs.
The delegate of the EEC noted that the EEC would support the USSR proposal an 3NO Cod allocations

but proposed an amendment to the proposal whereby the EEC share would increase by 20 mt to 270 mt
to be taken from the "Others" category. Further, as it wes essential that the EEC obtain the

‘extra 20 mt, without such a® allocation he could not support the USSR proposal. The delegate

of Canada noted that normally Canada would not be against an extra allocation of only 20 mt if

such an 1ssue were all that were holding up a decision. However, the addition of 20 mt to the

EEC raiged an important issue of primciple and could be precedent-setting. Thersfore, Canada

was opposed to the EEC amendment and supported the original USSR propogal. Cuba and Japan were
also opposed to the amendment. The delegate of Spain expressed sympathy with the EEC but as the
amendment was to the USSR proposal, which Spain could not support, then Spain could alsc not
gupport the amendment. There was no support for the EEC proposed amendment and it was not adopted.
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Regarding the USSR proposal, the delegate of the EEC stated. that as a general rule the EEC was
able to support compromise solutions, However, if the USSR proposal was put to a vote vithout
the BEC amendment, the EEC would oppose it and would make a reservation on whethef the EEC would
feel bound by the decision of the Commission.

The delegate of Spain requested a formal vote on the USSR proposal for 3M0 Cod allocations. The
proposal was adopted with seven Parties supporting (Canada, Cuba, Faroe Islands, CDR, Japan, Poland,

USSR) twe opposing (BEC; Spain) and two abstentions (Norway, ?ortugal) The delegate -of Spain re=
served the position of Bpain on the matter. i

Under Asenda item 19, Ad;ournment, the Chairman thanked all membere of the Commibaipn and'adjpurued
the meeting at 1050 hrs, 14 September 1984.
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6th Annual Meuting of NAVO .
Halifax, Nova Scotia, 5-14 September 1984

Fisherles Commission

Agenda

opnkxng;gggcaDUREs
1.¢ Opening by the Chaimman, Br. W, M. Murphy (Canade)
‘2. Appointment of Rapporteur

3. Adoption of Agenda

4.  Admission of-qhservars
5.  Publielty

ADMINI@TRATION

6. Approval of the Report of the Fifth Annual Meeting, September 1983 {FC Doc BSIIXIA Revised)
7. Review of Commission Membership

COMMISSiON.PROPOSALS

8. Status of PrOposals (Circulaxr Letter 84/53)

9. a) conservacton and Enforcement Measures - Latest edition and approval of Part II (FC Doc
B2/IX/13)

b) Conservation and Enforcemen: Meagsures - Canadian proposal of amendment to Regulation 1
of Part I.A. (FC Doc 84/IX/1)

- INTERNATIONAL CONTROL

10.  Annual Returpn of Infringements
11. ~ Fighing Vessel Registration
12. Report of STACTIC

) CONSERVATIDN

13. Management Measures for fish stocks in the Regulatory Area

.{a) Cod in Div. 3M
{b) Redfish in Div. M
(¢} American plaice in Div. M

T Management Measures for fish stocks overlapping national Ffishing limits

(a) Cod in Div. 3NO

{(b) Redfish in Div. 3LN .

(¢) American plaice in Div. 3LNO

(4} Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LNO
. (e} Witch flounder im Div, 3NO

{f) Capelin

(g) Squid (IlZex) in Subareas 3 and &

15. Minimum mesh size for groundfish in the Regulatory Area
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OTHER MATTERS

16, . Review of the International Scientific Observer Program

17. Time and Place of Rext Heetling
18, - Other Business
19. Adjoummeni
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1.

3.

10..

11.

© '+ ' NORTHWEST ATLANTIC PISHERIES ORCANIZATION

SIXTH ANNUAL MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1984

v

PRESS NOTICE

The Sixth Annual Meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) was held in
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, during 5-14 September 1984, under the chairmanship of Mr. H. -
Schmiegelow (BEC) in the absence of Dr. V. K. Zilanov (USSR), President of NAFO, The sessions -
of the General Council and Pisheries Commission vere held 11-14 September and the sessions of
tha Scientific Council 5-14 September.

Attending the meeting were delegates from the following Contracting Parties: Canada, Cuba,
Europesn Econcmic Community (EEC), Denmark for the Paroe Islands, German Democratic Republic,
Japan, Norway, Polend, Portugal Spdin and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republ1cs.

Observers frnm Mexico, Bepubllc of Korea and the United States of America were present at the
meeting.

The Scientific Council met to consi&er matters of scientific interest including a Spedial
Sesgion on the biclogy and ecology of squids in the Northwest Atlantic, further review of
the Subdivision 3Ps cod stock, evaluation of the guidelines for conducting assessments, mat-
ters regardnng editorial pollcy and publlcat1ons and. details of future 801ent1f1c meetxnga.

The Scientific Council noted the joxnt Canada/EEC request for advice on seals and agreed to .
undertake this task at s special meeting in Copenhagen, Denmark, during 16-22 January 1985.

ScicntificAddvine for stocks In the Regulutory Area and In arcas overlapping coastal states’
fishing zones was provided to the Pisheries Commigsion.

The Pisheries Commisgion met under the chairmanship of Dr, W. M. Murphy (Canada).

The'Fisheriea Commission proceeded further with the revision of details of forms and schedules
related to the BAFO Conservation and Enforcement Meagures,

The Quota Table .for. stocks in Division 3M and those occurrxng in and out of the Regulatory
Area. during the year 1985, was. dlacussed and asgreed and it is attached to this Notice,

The General Councxl gtudied the amendment of Rules of Procedure and tabled a proposal for
approval by the Con:racting Partiea.

The General Council elected Mr, H. Schmiegelow (EEC) as VLce~Chalrman of the Council who
chaixed the meeting.

The General Council reviewed and approved the Organization's budget and accounts.

C 14 September 1984 . : Offjce of the NAFC Secretariat

Lord Nelson Hotel, Halifax,
MNova-Scotia, Canada
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"3
6.

7.

L éth Annual Medting of NAFQ
Halifax, Nova Scotla, 5-14 September 1984

Standing Committee on International Control {STACTIG)

" Ageneda

Opening by the Chairman, Mr. A, A, Volkov (USSR)

Appointment of Rapp.orteur.

Addption of 'Agenda ’

Review of Annuel Return of Infringements

Review of Registration of Vessels fishing 1ﬁrthe Regularory Area
Enflm.'cement in the Regulatory th'ea A .
Time and Place of Next Meeting

OI:.hc.r Matters .

Adjournment




.73 - S . APPENDIX V

" INFORMAL TRANSLATION

Statement of the Mexican Delegation
to the 6th Anmunl Meeting of the
Northwest Aclantic Pinheries Organization

Members of NAFO e

"Mr Chairman

e attend this meeting as observers in 'a;cordance with specific lestructions received from the Govern-
ment of the United States of Mexico with regard to our intermational obligations authorized by our
Political Constitution as well as those emerged from the Unzted Nations Law of the Sea COnventxun.

" 1 would like to express my gratxtude to NA¥O's Execut;ve Secretary for invicing us. to this 6th Annual
Meetlng as well as to the friendly suggestion Teceived from the Offxclals of the Department of Fish-
eries and Oceans of the Government of Canada,

Mexico is very semsitive to fullfil its solidary obligations with the internaticnal community and, in
this epportunity, with the recommendations derived from the Law of the Sea Convention on which our

. Country actively participated and later signed on December 10th, 1982, Iu addition, my Country has . .
histerically had to defend its sovereign rights over ita living and nop-living reseurces found within
its Exclusive Economic Zone and, up to this date, suffers from commercial sanctions which have now
been censored by the Werld Couference ‘on Fisheries Managewent " nnd -Development recently convened by FAQ.

As a congequence, we abide by the provisiona of the Conventien and in particularly, we are interested
‘in addressing our particular support for the provisions set forth in Article 61, paragraph 2 concerning
regional organizations which aim at ensuring the conmservation and management of 1iving marine resources
found within the waters of one or several coastal states, includ;ng those provisions set forth on para-
graph 3 of this same Article as they relate to those measures aimed at rebuilding the populations of
hatvestable species, which are in concurrence with NAPO's aspirations.

We are also cons¢iuvos that within the adjacent areas to 'the Exclusive Economic Zome and -in accordance .
- with Article 63(2), necegsary conservation measures may be adopted for these populations.

At the same time, we are certain that NAFO ensures that there is no violation of the Freedoms of Fishing
in the High Seas, as established in Section 2; Article 87(e) of the Law of the Sea Convention and, we
are sure that the measures taken by its Hemher States take due account of the interests of other states.
With respect to the provxs;ons established in Article 61, paragraph 3 of Part V, pertalnlhg to the
Exélyaive Economic Zone, and the provisions get forth in sueh paragraph with regard:to regional organi-
zations taking into account the special requirements of developing states, in conjunction with Article

. 119 of Part VII (High Seas), we do not have gufficient xniormatxon on agreements reached by NAFO and
will request the Executive Secretary 8 additional clar1f1c§t10ﬂ

" To £ullfil the pr0v151ons of Article 117, regardlng necessary measures to be taken by our natiomals
relative to the conservation of living marige resources on the High Seas, the Mexican Delegation
wishes to call NAFQ's attention to the following:

1).,That it hag become aware at this meeting, through the review of the 1st Draft {Revised) of the

: Standing Committee on International Contrxol (STACTIC), that some vessels, mot identified in
the referred document but flying the Mexican flag, are being considered to be vessels which -
“threaten” the conservation of resources, not duly identified either in the document.

) Canadian authorities in charge of fisheries surveillance informed NAFO that, since 1980 they
have sighted, on numercus occasions, Exom 5 to 7 vessels flying the Mexican flag, without speci-
fying the places in which these vessels have been sighted,

2) That NAFO Document FC 84/IX/4 stated that four (4) inspections were conducted on some Mexican
yessels in 1983 wlthout identifying the vessel, its lncatxon, nor the basis of three (3) of the
1nspectxuns

3) That my. Delegatlon, asguming without concadlng on the .previous issues, wishes to declare that,

: not being a member of NAFO, it finds it difficult to accept that on the high seas Mexican flag
vessels should be subject to the inapections or supervisions which have not heen conveyed "or
voluntarily acceptad by their Government.
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4)

That, in order to compile the necessary information on national flag vessels, my Delegation re-
quires more details from NAFQ, and to that effect, it would see with utmost interest, that the
Bxecutive Secretary of NAFQ could establish a dialogue with representatlvel of our Government in
order to speclfy NAFG's objectives, procedures and scope,

My Covernment, on the.other hand, offers to entahllah bilateral contacts with different wember Covern-
ments of NAFO. and in parttcular, with those which have special considerations to the resources found

in the area in order to adopt tha international pOSItlon judged to be appropriate to its nat1onal &g
well as international interests.

5)

b) -

My Government declares that Mexico, as a developing nation, is undertaking efforts conducive to
increase its fleet fishing capacity and for that purpose it has developed a fleet which is en-
gaged in fishing activities within its natiomal jurisdiction as well as in the Exclusive Economic
Zones of those friendly nations which authorize those activ1:1es, end on the High Seas, such as

in the North Atlantic where there is evidence that Mexican vesaels have been harvesting for more
than five years.

At the same time, Mexico ‘has j01ned 1nternnt10nal and reglonal nrgan1zat1ons to solxdarily coapera:e

for the conservation of living marine resources, as is the case of FAD, the International Whaling
Commission and the Latin American Economic System (SELA), which are organlzat1ons devoted to 'reach-
ing equitable solutions for its members.

.For the purpose of achieving a greater development, Mexico too has redueated from developed nations,

transfer of technology and has accepted joint ventures which are aimed at obtaining mutual benefits.:
In some of these ventures Mexico has obtained gnins, while in others, it has not been successful. How-
ever, Mexico continues to be interested in promoting cooperatlon with other countr:es.

7

It is very 1mportant to the Mexican Delegation that, in the future conversations at bxlateral, as
well as multilateral levels, the provisions of Article 119 of the Law of the 5ea Convention, which
refer to the measures taken on the High Seas for the conservation of living marine resources and

‘theit applicatioﬁ. do not discriminate in form or in fact, against the fishermen of -any state so

that, the proviaions of Article 300 of the Convention are fulfilled in a way that the rights,-
jurisdiction and freedoms recognlzed in the Convention are exercised by the Btates in a manner which
would not constitute an abuse of rights.
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