NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE SECRETARIAT

Fisheries Organization

Serial No, N1421 MAFO/FC Doc. 87/14
{Corrigendum}

NINTH ANNUAL MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1987

Report of the Fisheries Commission

Please replace page 22 of FC Doc B7/14 (revised) with the attached Quota Table for 1988.

The EEC quota for 3M redfish should read 3,100 mt not 1,200 mt, This is because the previous 1,900 mt
quota to Portugal must now be added to the normal 1,200 mt quota for EEC,
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In the absence of the Chairman and the Vice-Chairman, the Ninth Annual Meering of the Fisheries Commis-
sion was called to order by the Chairman of STACTIC, R. J. Prier (Canada) at 1415 hrs, 15 September
19387, in the Lord Nelsom Hotel, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, with the presence of all Members with the
exception of Bulgaria and Romznia. (See Appendix 1)

The first item of business was to elect an interim Chairman for the meeting until either the regular
Chairman was able to attend or until the end of the meeting. The delegate of the USSR, seconded. by

the elegate of Japan, subsequently supported by a number of other delegations, pronosed that R, J.

Prier {Canada) assume the position of iInterim Chairman. The pLOPOSdl was accepied.

Under Apenda item 2, Appointment of Rapporteur, C. J. Allen (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

Under Agenda item 3, Adoption of Agenda, the Agenda was adopted as cireulated, (See Appendix II)
Bowever, the delegate of Denmark, reiterating a statement he had made earlier to the General Council

Meeting, Sucgesrnd that enough time be left between the tabling of proposals and final votes on the
various issues, in order that delegations have enough time to discuss and reflect on the issues. That
was agreed. .

Under Agenda item &4, Admission of Observers, the Chairman was pleased to welcome observers from Mexico
and the Usited States of America.

Under Agenda item 5, Publicity, It was agreed that the usual practice be followed whereby the Chairmen
of the Ceneral Council, Fisheries Commission and Scieatific Council and the Executive Secretary agreed
upon a Fress Release for issuance at the close of the mesting. (See Appendix 1TL)

Under Agenda item 6, Approval of the Report of the Eighth Annual Meeting:- (¥C Doc. 86/14, revised), the
Chairman advised. the delegates that Ncce 1 appended to the Provisional Agenda as found in NAFO Circular
Letter 87/50, explained two suggested changes to the wording of the Report of the last Annual Meeting.
The first could be found ou page 6, item 24, and should read "the amended Canadian proposal was accepted
as no one objected and read ...", and the second one would be on page 10, in the last paragraph of item
29, which should read "... the earlier propesal put forth by Canada, as amended by the EEC and Canada,
to maintain ...". The delegate of Canada, scconded by the delegate of Norway, proposed that the Report,

witih these two amendments, be adopted. The propesal was accepted.

Under Agenda item 7, Review of Commission Membership, the Chairman uoted that the General Council had
deferred the same agenda item to be discussed later on during the week and suggested that the Fisheries
Commission follow suit. That was agreed.

Undar Agenda item 8, Procedural Rules for Decision Taking in Voting by Mail ox Telex, the Chalrman
noted that the General Council had deferred a simiiar agenda item to a working group for discussion
and suggested that the Fisheries Commission follow the same procedure, which was agreead.

Under Agenda item 9, Flection of Chairman and Vice-Chairman, the Chairman suggested and it was approved
that tha item be deferred until later in the week.

Under Agenda item 10, Status of Propesals, the Chairman, in response Lo a question by the delegate of
Canada, stated that ir was his belief that the document wcs updated every year as he would check with
the Executive Secretary. In the meantime, the-Agenda item would remain ocpen.

Under Agsnda item 11, Conservation and Enforcement Measures already opened for study and/or discussion.
the Chairman noted that thers were eight issues in the item., He also norted that some of the issues
were long-standing and had never been fully dealt with.
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Undeyr Agenda item 1l{a), Ropess and reinforcameats in trawls, the Chalrman noted that the ftem had been
vreferred sarlier to the Scientific Councli which had not yet reporced back to che Fisheries Commission.
Under Agenda 1tem 11(b}, Conversion factors for uvse by NAFO inspectors, the Chaivman notad that the
Scientiflc Council was discussing the I1ssue and would be reporting to the Fisheries Commission later
in the week.

Under Agenda item 1i{c), Chansges fo NAFQ measures regardiang by-caich limics. the Chairman expiained
that the ltem was oviginally a propeosal by Canada and could be fcound in FC Doc., 86/11. The delegate
of Canada requested that the item be referred to S3TACTIC, which was agreed,

Under Agenda item [1{d), Types of thafers and messurement of their meshes, the Chairman nored that
the Executive Secretary had circulated FC Working Paper 87/l dealing with that subject. Tt was
proposed by t(he delegate of Canada and agreed that the document should be reviewed by STACTIC,

Under Aganda item 11(e), Changes in regulations to improve conservation in NAFJ Regulatory Area, the
delegate of Canada noted thar the item had been added to the Agsenda by Canada in the psst and he moved
that the item be then removed from the Agenda. That was agreed.

Under Agenda item 11(f), Minimum mesh size for groundfish in the Regulatory Area, the Chairman noted
that 1t had originally been a Canadian proposal aimed at gaining ccnsistency in mesh sizes both within
the Canadian zome and within the NAFO Regulatory Area. The delegate-of Canada noted that he was not
pushing for dlscussion of the issue then and he requested that it be ileft on the agenda for one more
vear.

Under agenda item 11(g), linder{ishing of gquoras, the Chairman noted that the item had originally been
proposed by the USSR, The delegare of the USSR stated that Che situation which had prempted it in
the first place still existed and suggested that the 1ssue be deferred until the 1988 Annual Meeting.

Under Agenda item 11(h), Facilitation of technical advice from the Scieatific Council, the Chairman
referred to FC Doc. B7/5 which contained a2 recommendatinn from the Scientific Council that should
working .groups be set up to deal with subjects that mav Include scientific aspects a representative
of the Sclentific Council should be asked to sit on such groups. A short discussion ensued as to the
role of the Scilentifile Council representative to sit in those groups aund to its selectilon by the
Scientific Council. “The delepate of the USSR, seconded by the delegate of Canada, proposed that the
recommendation be accepted. That was agreed.

After a short coffee break, the Chairman, referring back to Agenda item 11{a), noted that the Scientrific

Council had reported on the Issae (S5CS Doc. 87/26) and he recowmended thar it be referred ta STACTIC

for review. The proposal was accepted.

Under Agenda item 12, Final Report of the Working Group on Joint Taternatienal Control, the Chairman
referred to the report as found in NAFO/FC Dec. B87/1 as well as a Canadian proposal concerning the
game issue to be found in FC Doc. 87/3. The Chairmen suggested that FC Doc. 87/1 be discussed first.
The delegate of Denmmark noted that there had been a number of issues discussed by the Working Group
at {ts March mesting that cculd not be resolved. He suggested that other delegates might wish to
explain what their principal positions were and then return to the detailed study of the report at a
later time. Referring to the Report of the Working Group, item 1l{v), he noted that his delegation
could not agree to the igsue of dedicated rescurces to a Scheme.

Regarding Section 6{ii), he noted that there were two difficult issues in that sectlon: that of a
"voyage/quota pericd” and a "percentage for tolerance'. Regarding the first Issue, the delepate of
Denmark did net believe that KAFO should be controlling quotas in such a way., Regarding the issue
of tolerances, he noted that setting an arbitrary level for tolerances would not make much scnse and
suggested that the item be taken out.

The delepgate of the USSR noted that his delegation was satisfied with the existing Scheme and only
agreed to the setting up of a Werking Group on the understanding that all Contracting Parties would

be remaining in the existing Scheme until November 15. He further noted that whatever Scheme was in
place should not be ro the advantage of any single Contracting Party and sheould he easy for inspectars
to cope with and for fishing masters to comply with. Furthermore, the text should avoid any possibil-
ity of double interprectations. However, he believed that the Working Group had failed ro ebtaln thase
asgurances 1n a number of provisions. The delegate of ths EFC noted that the present Scheme had a
number of problems. However, the Working Greoup meeting had progressed well and the EEC delegation

had left that meeting with optimism.

lnforturately, that optimism was not maintained because of a proposal put forth by Canada to make changes
to the results of the Working Group. He specifically referred to the issue of the "equitable distribution
of inspections" which the Working Group had resolved. Furthermore, he stated that, if FC Doc. 87/3
expressed the definitive position of Canada, it would be wvery difficult for the EEC delegation to come

to an agreement on that item. The delegate of Canada noted that Canada had been prepared to participate
in the Working Group provided that an equivalent Scheme would be in place for EEC vessels. However,
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EEC vessels were now refusing boardings by Canadian NAFO inspectors unless they were accompanied by a
flag state inspector and no one had advised Canada of any changes in the Scheme. The delegate of
Canada therefore requested clarification of the equivalent Scheme that the EEC had now put in place.
The delegate of the EEC stated that on 26 June 1986 they had denounced the existing Scheme, noting that
their own Scheme would take effect in one year's time. That was a sovereign decision not to be ques-~
tioned by anyene. As of 26 June 1987 the EEC had not been party to the existing Scheme and had put
into place an eguivalent Scheme, but not identical, and had their own inspection vessel in the area
ready to inspect EEC vessels in the Regulatory Area. The delegate of Canada asked what exactly the
equivalent Scheme was that the EEC had in place. The delegate of the EEC stated that their inspectors
inspectéd catches, meshes, fishing activities ~ in other words, carried out normal! inspections,

The delegate of the USSR drew the attention of the Commission to the entirely new conditicns which,
in his view, had been established as a result of the action of the EEC, and to the fact that that
action was in contravention of the provisions of the NAFO Conventicn. In that cornection, the dele-
gate of the USSR reserved his position because of the need to have additional time to study in detail
the new situation.

The delegate of the EEC noted his strong opposition to statements that the EEC denouncement of the
Scheme was a new situation. All Parties were well informed of its intended course of action., The
delegate of the USSR confirmed the adherence of the USSR te full compliance with the cbligations taken
under the NAFO Convention. He also confirmed his understanding that the Joint Enforcement Scheme was
inseparable from the provisions of the Convention and pointed out the need for all Contracting Parries
to participate in and fully comply with the Scheme. He proposed to take the text of the new Scheme,
as prepared by the Working Group, as a basis for future negotiations hoping to make aun arvangement on
a new text in the course of the present meeting.

The delegate of the EEC noted his opposition to the interpretation of events by some other Contracting
Parties. The delegate of Canada noted that NAFO was a forum for international cooperation and agreed
that the Commission had reason to worry about the EEC withdrawal from the Scheme separately and, in
the meantime, supported the USSR proposal that the Report of the Working Group be discussed. The
delepate of Denmark alsc supported the same appreach.

The delegate of Japan stated hig surprise on hearing that the EEC had dencunced the Scheme as his
understanding was that the Working Group was set up on the premise that all Contracting Parties
continued to take part in the current Scheme. TIn response the delegate of che EEC referred tn the
Report of last year's Fisheries Commission Meeting (FC Uoc. 86/14, revised, page 11, paragraph 34),
~hich he noted speiled out the EEC position. The delegate of the USSR noted that, even if a Contvact-
ing Party could withdraw from the Scheme, he believed that the procedure used by the EEC was the wrong
one. .

The delegate of the EEC proposed that that question be referved to STACTIC. The delegare of Canada
considered that the Commission should not make a decision on the questions that day and should return
to the discussion the following day. That was agreed.

Under Agenda item 13, Anmual Return of Infringements, the Chairman noted that the item was being
handied by STACTIC.

Undetr Agenda item l4, Fishing Vessel Registratiom, the Chairman noted that it also was being handled
by STACTIC.

Under Agenda item 15, Report of STACTIC, the Chairman stated that the item would be deferred until
later in the week.

The Chairman noted that the Chairman of  the Scientific Gouncil would not be in a positien to present

the scientific advice on stock management until the following morning and therefore suggested that the
meeting be adjourned until 1000 hrs Wednesday morming.

The meeting adjourned at 1645 hrs.
The meeting reconvened at 1030 hrs on the 16 September 1987.

Under Agenda item 16, Summary of scientific advice proffered by the Scientific Council, the Chairman
of the Scientific Council, referring to NAFO SCS Dac. 87/21, provided a summary of the advice on stocks

"found in agenda items 17 and 18. For Cod in Piv. 3M, he noted that nominal catches in the period 1963

to 1980 ranged from 20,000 to 58,000 tons with an average of 32,000 tons. Stock biomass at the end
of that period had declined and the TAC for 1980 was reduced substantiaily in order to allow rebuild-
ing. During the last few years the cateh averaged around 13,000 tons. STACFIS had noted that the
management strategy of the Fisheries Commissicn was not to Increase the TAC beyond 12,965 m.t.

until a target biomass (age 3+) of 85,000 m.t. had been reached. An increase in biomass from the current
level to 85,000 m.f. was unlikely to be reached in the near future because the year-classes of cod older
than the 1980 year-class were mow at a low level of abundance and rhe fishery exploited incoming year-
classes at teoo early an age. The Scientific Council therefore advised that a cessaticn of fishing would
be the most appropriate management action.

Regarding Redfish in Div. 3M, the Chairman of the Scientific Council informed that the Scientific
Council advised-that the TAC for 1988 should remain at 20,000 m.t,
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Begarding American plalce in Div. 3M, the Scientific Council voncluded that there weve insufficient
diata to advise a change In the TAC for the ztock and therefore advised that the 1988 TAC remain at
the present level of 2,000 m.t.

Regarding Cod in Div. 3NQ, the Chairman of the Scientific Council noted that nominal catches declined
from a high of 227,000 w.t. in 1967 to a low of 15,000 m.t. in 1978. Catches increased from 27,000
m.E, in 1974 te approximstely 51,000 wm.t. in 1986, the highest level since 1974, with approximately
85% of the 1986 catch belng taken in Division 38, He further noted that the TAC since 1985 had been
at 33,000 m.t. and this TAC had been ewceeded each ysav, The TAC for 1987 was 33,000 m.t. but there
wag no reason to expect that the 1987 catch would be less than that of 1986, about 50,000 m.t.
Although the Scientific Councll had reassessed the stock at the annual meeting, the advice from their
June 1987 Meeting remained unchanged. The Seisntific Councll presented two ranges of options for
TAC's based on the catch in 1987 of 33,000 m.t. or 50,000 m.t.

Regarding Redfish in Div. 3LN, tie Chairman of the Scientific Council noted that the average catch
aver the 1959-1986 pericd had been jusi over 21,000 m.t. Provisional statistics for 1986 indicated

a cateh of 42,000 m.t., ov about 20,000 m.t. cver the 1935 catch of 20,500 m.t. Based upon available
information, the Scientific Council advised that the TAC should remain at 25,000 m.t. for 1988.

Regarding Amevican plaice in Div., 3LNO, the Chairman of the Scientific Council noted that the 1985

and 1985 catches of 55,000 wm.t. and 61,000 m.t. respectively were the highest since 1972 and exceeded
the TAC by about 6,000 m.t. in each year. In view of the long term stability of the catches from

the stock, as well as some of the apparent anomaiies noted in the abundance indices in recent years,
STACFIS was concerned that the magnitude of the decline in population size frem 1985 to 1986 indicated
by that assessment might reflect chunges in availability rather than abundance. STACFIS was therefore
not confident that the 1988 assessment would confirm the present conclusion, but might in fact support
the previcus view of the stock., The Scientific Council advised that a catch of 33,000 m.t. in 1988
would correspoad to fishing at FQ.] for the stock in Div. 3LNO. Therefore the delay of one vear in
implementing fully the implications of that new assessment might be appropriate.

For Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LM0O, the Scientific Council expressed concern that the nominal catch
in 1986 was alwost double the TAC, similar to the situaticn in 1985. It was noted that high catches,
between 23,000 and 37,000 m.t. in 1970 te 1975, were followed by shavp declines in stock abundance

and yield. STACFIS had expressed concern that it might be possible to reduce the stock to very low
levels, perhaps even to the level of the carly 1960's when there was no commercial fishery. STACFIS
reiterated that the stock could wot sustain catches around 30,000 m.t. and advised that the catch from
the stock in 1988 sheuld not exceed the current TAC level of 15,000 m.t.

Regarding Witch flounder in Div. 3NO, the Chairman of the Scientifiec Councii noted that STACFIS had
concluded that the stock component in Div. 30 might have been relatively stable in recent years at
some level higher than in the previous ten vears. However, due to the lack of data, STACFIS could not
advise on the status of the stock component in Div. 3N. With the information available, STACFIS was
not able to advise a change in the TAC for 1988 from the 5,000 m.t. level presently in effect. The
Scientific Council reiterated its concern, "howevar, about the increasing catch levels in recent years,
particularly in Div. 3N, and considered that the stock would unlikely sustain such catch levels with-
cut a decline in stock abundance.

For Capelin in Div. 3LNO, the Scientdific Council continued toc consider an exploitation rate of 107 of
the mature biomass to be appropriate for Capelin and accordingly advised a TAC of 90,000 m.t. for

Div. 3L in 19838. The acoustic surveys in Div. 3N0 during 1986 resulted in biomass estimates of
approximately 500,000 m.t. Tf that spawning stock biomass in Div. 3NC declined in the same proportion
as that projected for the spawning stock in Div. 3L betwesn 1986-1988, then the spawning stock biomass
in 1988 would be in excess of 300,000 m.t. A catch of 10,000 tons in 1988, as advised for 1987, would
represent less than 5Z of that projected bilomass. Based on those considerations the Scientific Council
advised that a catch of 10,000 m.t. from Div. 3NO in 1988 would probably not be detrimental to the
stock,

Regarding Squid in Subareas 3+4, STACFIS was unable to provide catch projections in that area for 1988,
However, there was no reason to change the advice that had been formulated in 1980 and the Scientific
Council advised that the TAC for 19£8 should remain at 150,000 m.t.

Regarding Greeniand halibut in Subarea ? and Div. 3KL, the Scientific Council advised that a TAC of
100,000 m.c. throughout that area in 1988 was unlikely to exceed the fishing mortality of Fg.1.

For Roundnose grenadlier in Subarea 2+3, the Scientific Council had no basis to advise a change in the
TAC for 1988 from the present level of 11,000 m.t.

Under Agenda item 18(h){i), the Chairman of the Scientific Council responded to two requests made by
the Fisheries Commission regarding Cod in Div. 2J3KL. 1Ian response to the question regarding whether
any further information was available on stock separation, he noted that a review of studies on the
discrimination of the variopus stock components of Cod in Div. 2J3KI was presented at the 1986 Annual
Meeting. FNo new information on that topic was available and the conclusions from previous discussions
remainad unchanpged. In response to whether thevre was any further information on the proportion of the
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biomass of that cod stock in the Regulatory Area, he neted thar vesulis from Canadian resgarch vessel
surveys in Div. 3L in che spring and Div. ZJ3KL in che autunn during 1986 were added to the previcusly
analyzed data sets. Results of the astumn surveys in Div, ZJ3KL during 1580 indicated that the pro-
portion of the entire stock biomess cccurring in the Regulatory Area im Div. 3L for that time of year
is 0.9%. That was the same percencage that wesz derived from resulits of previcus autumn surveys. The
average divisicnal propovtions were now astimeted to be 427 din Div., 2J, 31% in Div. 3K and 27Z in

Div. 3L. TFurtherwore, the previously reported conclusion remained unchanged, i.e. the maximum propor-
tion of the entive Division ZJ3KL end gtock estimated to occur in the Regulatory 4&ves was less than
107 in winier and less than 537 cn average throughout the year.

H=

The delegate of Denmark noted thar the report was not impressive although he was not blaming the
scientists for that, as in almost all stocks there were daca lacking Lo produce more reasonable advice.
For most stocks there was no safe case where there was an Fy 1 or an Fpax given. However for two stocks
the scientists had artempted those cptioms, i.2. 3N0 cod and 3LNO American plaice, but in both cases
there were problems with yield recvaitment analysis. The delcpate of the EEC noted that with only a
few exceptions management options had not been given for the stocks which were of concern te his
delegation. Furthermore he noted it was difficult to have proper management of the fisheries without

a range of options. The delegate 5f the USSR noted that he did not wish to criticize the Scientific
Council and shared the poiunts of view that Irom year to year the scientists had had at their disposal
less and less material. TFurthermore he noviced that, with respect to each stock, advice for a TAC was
given but from year to year those TAC's weve not taken. He did note however that his delegatiom
supported the TAC recommendations provided by the Scientific Council. The delegate of the EEC noted
that the EEC had invited other Contracting Parties to form a Working Group to improve the scientific
knowledge in the Regulatory Area. NAFQ should have each year 4 valid program of research aund his‘
detegation intended to put forth a propesal to have the Commission set up a NAFC research program,

The delegate of Canada agreed that there were some shortcomings in the scientific report and referred
to NAFO/GC Doc. 87/3 noting that the issue would be discussed under item 19 at a later time. He
further noted that short of anything better, Canada would accept the scientific advice whenever 1t was
firm advice clearly formulated. . :

In the absence of any further comments, and without any objectiom, the Chairman noted the acceptance
of the Scientific Council report.

lnder Agenda item 17(a), Cod in Div. 3M, the delegate of Denmark supported by Norway and Canada pro-
posed that the Commission folleow the sciencific advice and set the TAC at 0. The delegate of the USSR
believed that a certain level of TAC could be maintained so that some reasonable fishery could be
continved. The delegate of the EEC noted that the scientific recommendation was probably very good
from a biolegical point of view; however other elements should be considered in the management of that
fishery. In particular, he stated his concern with non-members fishing in the area which would not be
bound by that decision. Furthermore there were other fisheries in the area in which cod was caught as
a by=catch and if those other fisheriss were ceontinued then the management measure recommended by the
Scientific Council for cod would not make very much sense. Hs suggested that the 3M Cod should be set
as a target for scientific research in years to come in erder to improve the knowledge of the stock
and expressed doubt that the fishery should be scaled down from its present level. The delegare of
Poland noted that he shared the concern expressed by other delegations but on tha other hand agreed
with the USSR that some moderate amount could be established as a TAC. The delegate of Denomark
requested the Chairman of the Scientific Council to provide any information on by-catches of Cod in
other fisheries in 3M. The Chaivman of the Scientific Council noted that he did not have the informa-
tion at hand and would respond to the question later. The delegate of the USSR asked if the data on
that stock were sufficient to assess the status properly. The Chairman of the Scientific Council noted
that if fishing continued at its present level the biomass would not reach 85,000 m.t. for some time.
It was agreed to defer decision on the issue.

Regarding Agenda item 17(b), Redfish in Div. 3M, the delegate of Canada suppeorted by the USSR, Japan
and _Cubg, proposad that the scientific advice be accepted, i.2. a TAC of 20,000 m.t. The delegate of
the EEC noted his belief that there were other management opticns that could be taken on that stock.

He advised that the scock was not in any danger and could be fished up to an Fpax level and requested
that the Commission consider accepting a TAC higher than the present one. The Chairman of the Scienti-
fic Council noted that Fpax could be up to 27,000 m.t. but that the database on which that value was
based was not such that the Scientific Council could have confidence that the stock would sustain rhose
catches. The sclentific advice for a TaC of 20,000 m.t. was a conservative one because the data were
not good enough to recommend anything higher. The delegate of the EEC expressed his doubt that the
Scientific Council had given any cenvincing reascons why the TAC could not be set higher and suggested
that the Fisheries Commission could ge as high as MSY, especially if the consequences were nct damaging
to the stock. The delegate of Canada noted that Canada, Cuba, EEC, Japan and USSR were the principal

countries fishing the stock and all had spcken up on the scientific advice, with four agreeing to

accept that advice and one haviag a different point of view. In response to a question posed by the
delepate of Denmark, the delegate of the EEC noted that other factors such as socio-economic ones I
should be taken into account in setting the TAC. Furthermore he ncoted that the EEC share of the exist-

ing 20,000 TAC would not be enough for the traditional EEC fishing fleet and that a higher share would

be more realistic in regard to what the fleet was actually catching. He further asked what the Fpax

level would be so that it could be adopted if such were the decision. The Chairman of STACFIS noted

that Fpax was not considered by the Scientific Council but it might be confused with FMsy. Tn 1988
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the latter level would be about 27,000 m.t. but the yleld-per—recruit analysis was unavailable and
therefore the sclentists would be unable to make the calculation for Fgax. The Commission then agreed
to coniinue the discussion at a later cpportunity.

Under Agewda item 17(c¢), American plaice in Div. 3M, the delegute of the USSR supported by Canada,
proposzad support for the scicutific advice of = TAC of 2,000 m.t. The delegate of the EEC expressed
his disappointment that $TACFLS had concluded that there were insuefficient data to advise any change

in the TAC. He stressed that even with insufficient data the scientists still advised maintenance

of the present level of 2,000 m.t. and perhaps even that was too much or perhaps it should be 20,000
m.t. The fact was that nobody really knew as there was not enough data, He further pcinted out that
tha EEC could not follow that scientific advice. The USSR proposal for a TAC of 2,000 m.t. was accepted
with B members [or: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Faroes and Greenland), GDR, .Japan, Norway,
l'oland, USSR; and one against — EEC. The delegate of the EEC explained that its experience showed that
the biomass was in better shape than what the scientists believed. The delegate of the USSR noted
that, for that stock only, for the past several yeavs the Commission had established the TAC at 2,000
m.t. and that most of the Contracting Partics had limited their catch to their quota which had allowed
the steck to begin growth. Hopefully in the future the TAC would increase. He also noted that some
Contracting Parties fished on a basis considerably higher than the TAC, basing that action on socio-
economic reasons. He further insisted that, once & TAC had been set by the Fisheries Commission, it
should be complied with.

Tthe meeting adjourned at 1215 for lunch.
The meeting reconvened at 1425 hrs.

Regarding Agenda item 17(b), Redfish in Div. 3M, the delegate of Norway, noring that Norway had no
direct interest in that stock, suggested that the (ommission sheould see if there was any room for com~
promise and that he would be willing te support such a move. The delegate of the EEC believed that
there were some elements of a socio-economic nature that should ailow the Fisheries Commission a more
generous management approach and noting that the stock was not in bad shape proposed that the TAC be
set at 27,000 tons. The delegate of Capada pointed out that in 1986 the catch was 9,000 tons over the
TAC and that the EEC was suggesting that the stock continue to be overfished. He further noted that
the EEC quota for that year was 3100 tons yet they had caught 11,571 tons. He stated that to Canada
one of the important principles was the belief 1in scilentific advice. He further suggested that, if
each member were to ask for an increase in a TAC to take Lnte account what its vessels could actually
catch, such a method would not be A proper way for NAFO to manage the stocks. The delegate of the EEC
strongly objected to any accusation of overfishing noting that that only took place when a stock was
fished over the MSY level and he <did not wish to hear the rerm repeated unless there was proof that a
Contracting Party had actually gone over an MSY level., The delegate of the USSR noted that between
1983 to 1985 the overall level cof catch was within the 1imits of the TAC,

Certainly the fishing effort capability of the USSR fieet would allow USSR vessels to take much more
than the TAC but they stopped their fishery once it was realized that their gqueta had been taken. He
further expressed his concern with the statement by the delegate of the EEC that it would only be
gulded by Fmax levels regardless of other considerations. He also noted his preference for a TAC at
20,000 m.t. in order to alleow the stock to rebuild to a much higher level. The delegate of Denmark
agreed with the suggestion of Norway that the Commission seek some sort of compromise solution and
questioned whether a larger TAC would allow a greater by-catch of cod.

It was then agreed to allow time for further discussion,

Under Agenda item 18(a), Cod in Div. 3INO, the delegate of Canada noted that there had been some improve-
ment in the stock. However the catch as reported for 1986 had been much higher than the TAC and if
that pattern were Lo continue, the improvement of the stock could be wiped out. On the assumption that
the 1987 catch would be the same as the TAC, i.e. 33,000 tons, the delegate of Canada proposed that the
1988 TAC be set at 40,000 tons. The delegate of the EEC noted that management options superior to

F9.1 could be taken without any problem as the steck was growing and he therefore proposed a TAC of
55,000 m.t. which he indicated was consistent with the maintenance of the spanwing bleomass at 150,000
m.t. The delegate of the USSR asked what the safe blomass would be at Fpax. The Chairman of STACFIS
was unable to answer the question and would return with an answer ac a later time. In response to an
earlier question on 3M Cod as to what would be the by-catch of cod if the 3M Redfish was fished at
Fmax, the Chalrman of STACFIS noted that the by-catch would be approximately 7% in a directed redfish
fishery. Referring to page 84 of the Scientific Council Report (5CS Dec. 87/21), the delegate of the
EEC expressed his concern that che Scientific Council had not responded to Point 2(d). The Chairman

of STACFIS noted that that issue was one of the most difficult gquestions that the Sclentific Council
handlad in its recent meeting and it was not possible to comply with the request as outlined in the
Seientific Council Report as the data were not available to do so, The delegate of the EEC explained
that his interpretation of the report indicated that the TAC on that stock could be as high as 75,000
m.t. and therefore suggested that his proposal for a TAC of 55,000 m.t. was very conservative. The
delegate of Canada noted that in the late 1970's the stock had decreased considerably and had now
begun to rebuild slowly, Furthermore it had taken 10 years to get back to goed levels of catches and
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it would be dangerous to jump as high as 55,000 w.t. for 1988. 1In order to give more time to congider
the matter, the di.. ~xien of Cod In Div. 3NO was then deferred.

Under Agenda item ta:), Redfish in Div, 3L¥, the delegace of Canada supported by the USSR, GDR and
Cuba propused ths TAC remain at 25,000 m.t. The delegave of the EEC noted rhat once again there was
onily one management opiicn available and he Lelieved that the steck was kezlthy and different options
should have been ¢ffered to the Fisherics Commissien. The Canadian proposal was accepted with 8 members
for: Canada, Cuba, Depmark {in respect of Faroes and Crzeeland), GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland and USEXR:
and one against - EEC.

Regarding Agenda item 18(d), Yallowtail fiounder in Div. 3LNO, the delegate of Canada noted that the
stock was of considerable importance to Canada and he was very worried that the stock had been fished
at levels higher than the TAC. The secientific adviee on the stock was not good and the stock could be
in trouble if the combined catch of all countries continued to exceed the TAC. With the support of the
USSR, the deiegate of Canada proposed a TAC of 15,000 m.t. The proposal was accepted with 8 votes

for: Canada, Cubsz, Denmark (in respect of Farces and Greenland}, GDR, Japam, Norway, Poland, USSR;

and one abstention - EE{.

Under Agende item 18{e), Witch flounder in Div. 3NO, the delegate of Canada, supported by Poland and
the USSR, proposed acceptance of the scientific advice for a TAC of 5,000 tons.” The delegate of the
EEC noted his dispappointment at the lack of management options for that stock as well as For the
previous Yellowtall stock, He noted that,while the EEC shared some concerns with cther members
regaraing the state of some stocks, he could not agree to the lack of options available for considera-
tion. The Canadian proposal was accepted with 8 votes for: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of
Faroes and Greenliaund), GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland, USSR; and one abstention - EEC.

Under Agende ftem 18(f), Capelin in Div. 3LNO, both the delegates of the USSR and Norway expressed
some concern regarding the differences in the percentage for the exploitation strategies for the two
stock components, i.e. 3L and 3N0. The discussion of that matter was then postponed,

Under Agenda item 18(g}, Squid in Subareas 3+4, the delegate of Canada supported by rhe USSR and Japan,
proposed a TAC of 150,000 m.t. subject to adjustment if warranted by scientilic advice. The proposal
was _accepted unanimously.

In veturning to Agenda item 18(a), Cod in Div. 3NO, the delegate of the USSR noted that the Scientific
Council should determine a safe level of spawning biomass for the stock. Although he appreciated that
it would be difficult to do it immediately, it should be done not later than the next meeting.
Referring to Table 9 on page 31 of the Report of the Scientific Louncil, he indicated his preference
for a TAC of 40,370 m.t. The delegates of Japan, Cuba and Poland noted their support for the Canadian
proposal for a TAC of 40,000 m.t. It was agreed then that the discussion would continue at a later
occasion.

Returning to Capelin in Div. 31NO and referring to an earlier question from the delegate of Norway,

the Chairman of STACFIS noted that no stock projections were made for Capelin in Div. 3NO because
estimates of the 1984 and 1985 year-classes for the stock were not available. He further advised

that the estimate of a 200,000 m.t. spawning stock biomass in 3L was based on assumptions made concern-—
ing the more northern stock. That 300,000 m.t. figure was the total biomass and what was unknown was
the percentage of the spawning biomass and therefore the 10,000 ton recommended TAC was a precautionary
figure. Further discussion of the item was deferred until the following day.

The meeting adjourned at 1710 hrs.

The meeting reconvened at 1045 hrs, 17 September 1987.

Regarding Agenda item 10, Status of Proposals, the Chairman, referring te a previous guestion From the
delegate of Canada, advised that the Executive Secretary updated the Status of Proposals Circular

Letter annually.

Under Agenda item 14, Fishing Vessel Registration, the Chairman advised that the Executive Secretary
was presently preparing a Circular Letter with up-to-date information and the item could be considered
when the document was completed.

Under Agenda item 17(a), Ced in Div. 3M, the Chairman neted that there was presently a proposal from
the delegate of Denmark, supported by Norway and Canada for a TAC of 0 and & second propesal by the
delegate of the USSR, supported by Poland.for a TAC higher than 0.

The delegate of USSR further stated that he would be satisfied with maintenance of the current TAC of
12,965 m.t. but if other proposals were put forward he would be interested in discussing them. The
delegate of Denmark stated that in previous years his delegation had supported a TAC of 12,965 m.t.,
however the drastic state of the stock necessitated his support for a 0 TAC. The delegate of rhe USSR
shared the cencern regarding the stock but said that a by-catch of cod was unavoidable in other
fisheries in 3M and that even with a TAC cf 0 the by-catch should be taken into account. The delegate
of the EEC noted that its fishery in" 3M was substantial and he shared the concerns of the delegate
of the USSR and also noted that there were non-members fishing for that stock in the area.” The USSR




[

45,

46.

47,

vroposal was Jefeated with 2 wvotes Lors Poland and USSR; 3 votes against: Cuba, Uenmark (in respect
of Tarves and Greeniand), Norway;, and 4 abstentions: Canada, EEC, GDR, Japan. The Danish proposal

was carvied with 4 votes for: (anada, Cuba, Denmark {in respect of Favoes and Greenland), Norway;

Z votes against: Poland, USSE; and three ahstentions: EEC, GDR and Japan. The deiegate of the USSR
pointed out thai the decision to terminate the cod fisbery In 3M could not be realized because the
by-catch of cad was unavoidable in other fisheries and alsc because of the continuation of the ceod
tishery in 3M by other nou-member countries. The delegate of Denmark agreed with the USSR concern

but noted that he was unable to suggest ways to solve the prohlem. The delegate of Poland stated that
the Fisheries Comniszion sumetimas believed that it should take tough measures to improve the stocks
and unfortunaicely ccher nou-members benefited from those decislens. HNe therefore proposed rhat NAFO
should inform the governmenis of thosz countries of the scientific sssessment and the condition of the
stock as well as MAFG's decision to stop the directed fishery for 3M cod in order to achieve betteér
stock conditions and furthermore Contracting Pavties should make the same bilateral demarches. The
delegate of the E8T noted rhat he shared the coacerns expressed about that stock and had abstained from
the voiing bacause he was unable to determine whether total cessation of fisheries would be the proper
solution. He furiher exprassed his disappointment that the Scientific Ceuncil had not offered any other
management measuers but a complete cessation of the fishery aud considered it was mest unfortunate

that the scientific rescourch had been weak in that area. He further requested that rhe Fisheries
Commission decide b Ltarget the 3M cod for more research so that the ban ‘could be lifted as soon as
possible, The obsarver from Mexico made a statement on the stock which was appended to the proceedings.
(See Appendix 1V}

Under Agends item 18(a), Cod in Div. 280, the Chalrman noted that there was a proposal put ferth by the
deiepgate of Canada, supported by the USSR, Japan, Cuba and Foland for a TAC of 40,006 m.t., and a pro-
posal put forth by the delzgate of the EEC for a TAC of 535,000 m.t. The EEC proposal was defeated
with 1 vote for EEC, and 8 against: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Faroes and Greenland), GDR,
Japan, Norway, Yoland and USSR. 7The Canadian proposal was accepted with & votes for: {Canada, Cuba,

Denmark {in vegpect of Faroes and Greenland}, GDR, Japan, Worway, Poland and USSR; and I against -
EEC.

Under Agenda item 18(c¢), Americun plalce in Div. JLNU, the delegate of Canada requested clarificaticn
from the Sclentific Council regarding the statements concerning the differences between "abundance"
and "avallability" and how these would affect the ievel of a 33,000 m.t. TAC. The Chairman of the
Sclentific Council noted that the availability did not affect the size of the stock but referred ro

the distribetion. Fartherwore, 1f abundance was lower, then any advice would have to he move conserva-
tive. The Chailriman of STACFIS noted that recent abundance indices might be mere a reflection of avail-
ability than abundance. If the abundance indices were right then the Fy,) would be 33,000 m.t. How-
ever, 1f changas were-only a result of the availability then the TAC would be more similar to the
existing one. Furtherwore, until the 1987 data could be analyzed, the Sclentific Council could not
raach the vnroper concluslon. He advised that the caveat attached to the scientific advice should not
be taken in isolation from the rest of the report as the other statements in the report were just as
important. [le further noted that commercial fishing and research vessel surveys from 1987 would hope-
fully resolve which scenario was correct and those results should be available by the June 1988 Meeting
of the Scientific Council.

It was decided the discussion would be continued at a later occasion.

Under Agenda Item 18{f)}, Capelin in Div. 3LNO, the delegate of the USSR suggested that the same level
of exploitation (10%) be used for the 3M0 stock couwpouent as for the 3L component. Noting that the
delentific Report stated that the spawning stock bilomass in 1988 would be in excess of 300,000 m.t.,
he proposed chat the TAC should cherefore be 30,000 m.t. and {ndicated that he would be prepared to
censider other proposals if they were also found reasonable. The delegate of Canada requested that
the Sclentific Council explain why there were two different percentage exploitation rates used for
different portions of the stock. The Chairman of STACFIS noted that 3NQ had been closed recently,
due te low stock levels. However, recently the stock did not seem to be moving in either direction
and seemed to be 1n equilibrium. Therefore, a precautionary TAC of 10,000 m.t. was advised. He
further noted that the 107 exploitation rate for Capelin was develeped many vears ago and he was
unsure of its orlgin. Also, the 5% was not precalculated and the :number-of 10,000 m.t. just

happened to equate to 54, The delegate of the USSR noted that even a 107 exploitation rate for cthat
stock was very conservative and,if it was adopted in one stock component, it should be adopted for
both. The delegate of Norway also believed that 10,000 m.t. was a very conservative TAC and supported
the USSR proposal.

The meeting adjourned for lunch at 2230 hrs.
The meeting reconvened at 1415 hra.

Under Agenda item 16(b), Redfish in Div. 3M, the Chairman noted a proposal by the delegate of Canada,
supported by the USSR, Cuba, and Japan, for a TAC of 20,000 m.t. and a proposal by the delegate of the
EEC for a TAC of 27,000 m.t. The EEC proposal was defeated with 2 votes for: Denmark (in respect of
Faroes and Greenland) and FEC, 5 votes against: Canada, Cuba, GDR, Japan and Poland; and 2 abstentions:
Norway and USSR. The Canadian proposal was accepted with 5 votes for: Canada, Cuba, CDR, Japan and
Poland; 1 against - EEC; and 3 abstentions: Denmark (in respect of Farves and Greenland), Norway and




48.

49,

5G.

51.

USSR. The delegate of the USSR expléiﬂed his abstenticn by noting that Li was unfortunate that the
Cormissiocn could not.find a compromiszs acceptable to all Partiss. The delegate of Denmark .in explain-
ing his vote noted his understanding that some Comiracting Parties held to the basic principle of
respecting the optimum level of scientific advice bul because the stock was a discrete sitock the
Commission need not worry aboui consistency bztween the Regulatory Arsa and the coastal state {in that
particular case. He furthermors believed that a compromise could have been made without violating any
principlas and noted that,if that decision was objected to by any Party,the Commission weuld be in
trouble as it would not be able to control the cod by-cartch, The delegate of Norway noced his support
for the position cf the delegates of the USSR and Denmark and then further noted that he had wished to
attempt a compromise but that some Contracting FParties were noi willing to do so. Furtharmore, both
proposals weve in the range of reasonable management options and he was concevrned feor the implication
the stock had on Div. 3M cod.

Under Agenda item 18(f}, Capelian in Div., 3LN¥C, the Chairman nctzd one proposal on the table by the
delegare of the USSR and supported by Norway for a TAC of 32,000 m.t. The delegate of Poland then
supported that same proposal. The delegate of Japan agreed that the TAC should be increzasad bur
believed that the proposal for a 30,000 m.t. guota seemed to be rather high and suggestced a more
cautiocus approach and therefore proposed a TA{ of 15,000 m.t. noring that the current estimation of
spawning bilomass of 300,000 m.t. with an exploitation rate of 5 percent would give that TAC. The
delegate of the EEC noted that he always maintained that,when a given range of options was available,
if a Contracting Farty could give evidence of needing some fishing pessibility and that need could be
met without damaging the stock,then that request should be satisfied by the Commission. He therefore
supperted the USSR proposal for a 30,000 m.t. TAC. The delegate of Norway, noting that the scientific
advice for the stock was not very good, withdrew his support for the USSR proposal and supported the
Japanese propoesal. The delegate ¢f the USSR noting his desire to obtain a compremise stated that he
would he willing to support the Japanese proposal and withdrew his own proposal. The Japanese
proposal was carried unanimously.

Under Agenda item 18({h) {i), Cod in Div. 3L, the delegats of Canada noted that the stock was discussed
intensivaly at last year's annual mezting and that the scientific advice was the same for the current
year. Furthermore, as the stock was fully subscribed within the Canadian zome, he saw no reason to

alter last year's approach and therefore proposed continuation of the Div. 3L Cod moratorium in the
Regulatory Area. The delegate of the FEFEC noted that his delegation had the same view as they did

last year and that as a matter of principle, when a stock occurred in international waters, the TAC should
be set and distributed among traditional countries that fished the stock. Furthermore, he noted that
Community vessels had fished the stock for years and maintained their right to fish the stock in
international waters and that the EEC would object to any decision not to take a management measure

foer the stock in the Regulatory Area.

The discussion of the problem was then agreed tc be continued later.

Under Agenda item 18{(h) (ii1), Greenland halibut in Subares 2 and Div. 3KL, the delegate of the DEC
noted that the request for scientific advice on that stock was made by Canada and not by the Fisheries
Commission. The delegate of Canada agreed and noted that that stock and the Roundnose grenadier

stock were within the Canadian zone and had been placed on the agenda, accidentally. The Commission
agreed not to discuss Agenda item 18{h)(ii) any further.

Returning to Agenda item 18(h} . (i), Cod in Div. 3L, the delegate of the USSR asked the Chairman of the
Scientific Council if there was any catch of the stock outside the Canadian zone. The Chairman of the
Scientific Council was unable to respond to the question as it was not addressed by the Scientific
Council Report. That report only addressed research svrvey information and not the commercial catch
data. The delegate of the EEC noted that in 1986 community vessels caught approximately 50,000 m.t.

of Div., 3L cod imn international waters. The delegate of the USSR then asked the Scientific Coumncil

if that fact was taken Into account when doing the assessments for 1988 to which the Chairman of the
Scientific Council responded that the Scientific Council was not asked to do an assessment on that
stock. A brief discussion ensued on that topic. The delegate of the EEC noted that the Fisheries
Commission had not asked for a stock assessment and had only asked about stock secparation. He further
sugpgested that the Fisheries Commission should be asking the Scientific Council to study that stock
along with the other ced stocks. The delegate of Canada noted that he would be prepared to consider
that for next year but that was not the issue being discussed at the present time. The delegate of

the EEC maintained that there was no scientifie basis for a ban of a fishery in Div. 3L. The

Canadian proposal for a moratovium on fishing for cod in Div. 3L in the Regulatory Area was carried
with 5 votes for: Canada, Cuba, GDR, Poland and USSR; 1 against - EEC; and 3 abstentions: Denmark

(in respect of Faroes and Greenland), Japan and Norway. The delegare of the EEC requested the reccrd
reflect that the decision taken by the Commission was based neither on scientific advice ner reality.
The delegate of Denmark noted that a fraction of the stock was in iunternational waters and some solution
must be found to deal with that issue and indicated his disappointment that a compromise could not have
been found. The delegate of Norway noted that it was a difficult situation for NAFO members which
previously had noted on an ad hoc basis for the moratorium but that over time it should be possible to
find a better solution to the problem to which all Parties could agree. He cxplained his abstention
was based on the faet that the ad hoc vote should not continue for ever and noted that Norway had no
intention to figh in that area in 1988, The delegate of the USSR noted his surprise regarding a situation
in which a large-scale fishery was being conducted without any analysis being made by the scientists.




53.

59,

60.

-~ 10 -

Under Agzoda item 18(1){iii),Roundnose grevadier in Subarcas 2 and 3, the delegate of Canada noted that
as with Greenland halibut that icem was accidentally on the agenda and thar Canada had asked the
Sclentifie Council for scientific advice on that stock as a coastal state and not on behalf of the
Figheries Commissfon. The delegate of the USSR noted that there was not sufficient scientific data

to keep the TAC at a centinuing low level of 8,000 m.t. and that the stock was not being utilized at
its optimum level. Furthermore, the USSR would be continuing its sctudies in the Regulatory Area in
1988 and ,if those studies were successful,the USSR would carry on an experimental fishery. The delegate
of the EEC noted that,if there were any evidence that some of that stock occurred in international
waters at any time of the year, then the EEC would ask the Fisheries Commission te consider a TAC for
that stock, The delegate of Canada,referring to the 1986 Scientific Council Report (page 82),noted
that the Fisherles Commission had asked the Scientific Council to investigate and inform what propor-
ticn of the hiomass of Roundnose grenadier stock in Div. 3L was available on average seasonally and
annually in the Regulatory Area. The response was that available data were insufficient to answer that
questlion and rhat Roundnose grenadier were probably not pressnt in commercial quantities in Div. 3L and
hence 1in the Regularory Area. It was agreed to close discussions on the matter.

Returning to Agenda item 18(c), American plaice in Div., 3LNO, the delegate of Canada, noted that the
Scientlfic Council suggested the TAC should be betweep 33,000 and 48,000 m.t. and,once the 1987 data
were avallable,the stock would be re-analyzed. Given the statement from the Scientific Council that the
catch in 1988 that would represent the FQ,]1 fishing mortality for American plaice in Division 3LNO was
likely to be in excess of 33,000 m.t., the delegate of Canada propused that the TAC be established at
40,000 m.t. Given the uncertainity as to how much higher the actual value should be and that the
Scientific Council would be reviewing the stock in June 1988, he further proposed that Canada would

hold its catches to 33,000 m.t. prior £o confirmation at the September 1988 Annual Meeting on the
appropriaste TAC for 1988. The delegate of Denmark supported the Canadian proposal. The delegate of

the EEC noted that, according to the sclentific data, a TAC higher than 48,000 m.t. could be approved
that would net affect the spawning blomass and he therefore proposed a TAC of 48,000 m.t. The EEC
proposal was defeated with 1 vote for - EEC; and 8 against: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Faroes
and Greenland), GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland and USSR. The {anadian proposal was accepted with 7 votes
for: <anada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Faroes and Greenland), GDR, Japan, Norway and Poland; 1
agalnst - FEC; and 1 abstention - USSR.

The delegate of the USSR stated. that the USSR would reserve lts.pesitlon on the TAC decision for Div.
3 Cod.

Under Agenda item L7(b), Redfish in Div. 3M, the delegate of the USSR supported by Canada and Japan
proposed that the quotas be the same as in 1987. The proposal was carried with 8 votes for: (anada,
Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Farces and Greenland), GpR, Japan, Norway, Poland and USSR; and 1 against -
EEC. .

Under Agenda item 17(c), American plaice in Div. M, the delegate of the USSR with the support of the
delegate of Canada proposed the quotas be the same as in 1587. This proposal was carried with 8§ votes
for: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Farees and Greenland), GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland and USSR;
and 1 against - EEC.

Under Agenda item 18(a), Lod in Div. 380, the delegate of Poland,noting the decision to increase the
TAC, requested an allocation of 300 m.t. in consideration of the 300 m.t. Poland lost in Div. 3M Cod.
The delegate of Denmark noted that with that increase in TAC the Commission had a way to scolve the
problem of non-members fishing in the Regulatory Area. The Commission could increase the "Others”
quota to make it attractive for those non-members to consider joining rhe Organization. That would
also allow Poland to fish that stock cut of the "Others" quota. The delegate of the USSR noted that
the Commission's primary concern should be for members and not for non-members. The delegate of
Denmark noted that it was difficult to bring non-members into the Organization when there were decreases
or equilibriums in TACs but increase in TACs could be used to do so. The delepate of Canada noted that
the only possibility would be to have a proportional distribution for the increase and proposed the
[ollowing quotas: Canada 19,340 m.t., EEC 14,965 m.t., USSR 4,830 m.t., "Others" 845 m.t. The
delegate of Denmark proposed that 10 percent of the increase in the TAC be put into the "'Cthers" cate-
gory and the remaining 90 percent be divided proporticnally., It was agreed to defer further discussien
on the 1ltem,

Under Agenda item 18(b),Redfish in Div. 3LN, the delegate of Canada supported by the delegate of the USSR
proposed the same distribution of the stock as in (987, This proposal was carried with 8 votes in
support: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Faroes and Greenland), GDR, Japan, Norway, Peland and
USS5R; and 1 against - EEC.

Under Agenda item 18(c),American plaice in Div. 3LNO, the delegaté of Canada,returning to the decision
for a decrease in the TAC, proposed a proportional reduction in quotas as follows: Canada 39.415 m.t.,
EEC 510 m.t., "Others'" 75 m.t. The proposal was carried with & votes {in favour: Canada, Cuba

Denmark (in respect of Faroes and Creenland), GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland and USSR; and 1 against -

EEC.

Under Agenda item 18(d), Yellowrail flounder in Div, 3LNO, the delepate of Canada propased maintenance
of the gquota share as 1in 1987. The proposal was carried with § votes in favour: Canada, Cuba




6l.

62,

63.

64 .

65.

66,

[
i
\

Denmark {in respect of Faroves and Greenland), GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland and USSR; and 1 abstention -
EEC.

Under "Agenda ictem 18{e}, Witch flounder in Div. 3MO, the dziegate of Canada supported by the delegate
of the USSR proposed the same quotas as in 1¥87. The proposal was caryied with 8 votes fox:

Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Farces and Gresnland), GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland and USSR; and
1 abstention = EEC,

Under Agenda item 18{(g), Squid {(Illex) in Subareas 3+4, the delegate of the USSR with the support of the
delegate of Japan proposed quotas on the same properticn as in 1987. The delepate of Denmark noted

that in the past no quota had been assigued to the "Others" category out of the TAC of 150,000 m.t.

and he believed that at least a moderats quota should be possible. He therefore proposed a quota of
5,000 m.t., for "Others". A brief discussion tock place, the result of which was thexn summarized by

the Chairman as follows: Bulgaria 500 m.t., Cuba 2,250 m.t,, Japan 2,250 m.t., Poland 1,000 m.t.,
Romania 500 m.r., USSR 5,000 m.t., aund "Others” 5,000 m.t. Furthermore, the normal footmotes referring
to the allocarions for Carada aud EEC would be continued as in previous years. That proposal was
supported by 8 votes: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (Iin respect of Faroes and Greenland), EEC, GDR, Norway,
Polaad and USSR; and 1 abstention - Japan.

Under Agenda ftem 18{a), Cod im Div. 3¥0,the Chairman noted that there were two outstanding proposals
on the floor, one put forth by the delegate of Canada and one by the delegate of Denmark. The delegate
of Denmark noted that under his proposal the quotas would be Canada 15,070 m.t., EEC 14,750 m.t.,

USSR 4,780 m.t., "Others”™ 1,400 m.t. The Danlsh propesal was carrvied with 5 votes in support:

Denmark (in respect of Faroes and Greenland), GDR, Nurway, Pcland and USSR; 2 votes agalnst: Canada
and EEC; and 2 abstentions: Cuba and Japan. The delegate of the EEC explainad that he was not against
an increase in the qubta to the "Ochers"” category but would only agree if another management approach
had been taken., The delegate of Canada explained that he had no authority to agree to the gquota break-
down in the Danish propesal.

Under Agends item 18(f), Capelin in Div. 3LNO, the delegate of Canada supported by the delegates of
USSR, Japan and Norway proposzd the following quotas: Canada 400 m.t., Cuba 375 m.t., Japan 1,400 m.t.,
Norway 4,500 m.t., Poland 450 m.t., USSR 7,500 m.t. The proposal was carried unanimously.

Under Agenda item 19, Improving Scientific Knowledge on the Status of Fisheries in the Regulatory Arza,
the delegate of the EEC referred to an EEC proposal found in FC Doc. 87/9 and reminded Commission
members that at the 1986 meeting the EEC had made a proposal for the setting up of a working group to
study ways of improving the scientific knowledge in the Regulatory Area, That suggestion had been

made because after years of study on stocks the Scisntific Council was still unable to supply options
for management when vequesited to by the Fisherlies Commission. In the past, research had been conducted
by individual Contracting Parties as determined by their own priorities which had led to uncocerdinated
results so that on some stocks Chere was very good information and on some others did not exist even
basic scientific information. The delegate of Canada shared the concern regarding the deficiencies in
the scientific information and welceomed the EEC initiative., He noted that Canada had put forth a
similar proposal (FC Doc. 87/10). After a lengthv discussion on the issue, it was apreed that interest-
ed delegates would get together in the hopes of drafting a joint proposal on the issue for presentation
to the Commisgion the following morning.

The meeting adjourned at 1910 houxs.
The meeting reconvened at 1120 hrs, on September 18.

Under Agenda item 12, Final Report of the Working Group on Joint International Contreol, the Chairman
noted that Heads of Delegations had met earlier in the morning and requested that they report on the
outcome of their meeting. The delegate of Canada explained that the Report of the Working Group on
Enforcement had been discussed but the delegates could net reach agreement on the cutstanding issues,

He further explained that in his view there would be no agreement uniess there was an agreement on all
aspects of the Scheme. He then proposed that the delegates continue their work and hold rechnical
discussions, that the heads of delegations meet once again before the next Annual Meering, and in the
meantime the existing Scheme should remzin in force and that all Contracting Parties would ensure that
their fleets fully comply with a countrol regime identical to the Scheme of Jolnt International Enforce-
ment. The delegate of the EEC noted his satisfaction with the comstructive discussion held on the issue
and indicated that the nature of the problem would not allow the Commission to reach agreement immedi-
ately. He expressed support for the Canadian proposal noting that the FEC was ready to keep studying
the issue and would agree to the heolding of a special meeting of the Fisheries Commission to take place
as soon as possible. Furthermore the EEC invited the Fisheries Commission to Brussels for this special
meeting that should be held early in the new year. He further noted that he would be in complete
agreement with the remainder of the Canadian proposal should the term "corresponding' be used in place
of the term "identical'. The delegates of Denmark, USSR and Poland expressed their support for the
proposed course of action and notsd that until that issue was resolved their fleets would abide by the
existing Scheme. The delegate of the EEC explained that there were two minor differences between his
proposal and that of Canada, Firstly, the EEC proposal called for a wmeeting of the Fisheries Commission
and not a meeting of Heads of Delegation and secondly that the term "corresponding” be used instead of
“identical". The delegate of Canada agreasd to these changes, and furthermore stated that,in view of the
resolution passed at the last Annual Meeting, it would be useful for the Fisheries Commission to know
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just what wus the corresponding scheme that-the EEC was putiting in place, i.e. undar what regulatiocns,
ete.  He also notad that the EEC delegation was asking the other Contracting Parries to take their
word for 1t that they had a correspending scheme in place and that Canada was not satisfied unless
there was some documentary prool that NAFO was dealing with a corresponding scheme. The delegate of
tha EEC made a strong statement regarding the EEC commitmen: te putting in place a corresponding
scheme and believed that the word of the EEC should be taken on it,

Under Agenda item 15, Report of STACTIC, the Chairman presented the Report which was appendad to the
Figheries Commission proceedings. The Report was adopted. (See appendix V)

Under Agenda item 11(b), Conversion Focters for use by NAFO Imspectors, the Chairman of the Scientific
Gouncil reporced on its study of the Canadian proposal contained in SCR Doc. 87/71 regarding an "Experi-
ment to Determine the Splitfish Equivalent Factor for Salted Codfish in Bulk". He alsoc noted that there
would be another paper presentad by the FEC on the same subject at the next Scientific Couneil June
Meeting, Both the delegates of Demmark and the EEC noted that there were.many elements in determining
conversion facters and that each fleet could be considered as having ditfervent facrors, The Chairman
noted that there was a working group on conversion factors which would be meeting in 1988 and asked
that all delegations be prepared to designate a representative for the group,

Under Agenda item 19, Improving scientific knowledge on the status of the fisheries in the Regulatory
Area, the Chairman referred to FC Working Paper 87/3 which was the result of work carried out the
previous evening by scientists from various delegations. He furthermore proposed that the document
entitled "Decision of the Fisheries Commission on the Estabiishment of an Annual Scientific Program”
be endorsed, which it was.

5

Under Agenda item 21, Other Business, the Chairman referred to NAFQ/FC Doc. 87/11 which was a draft
Fisheries Commission request for scientific advice on management in 1989 of certain stocks in Subareas
3 and 4. The delegate of Canada proposed that the document be adopred to be sent to the Scientific
Council as a request for advice for the next year after an additional paragraph 4 be added (see the
proposal of the paragraph in FC Doc. 87/12). The delegate of the EEC noted that FC Doc. 87/i1 was not
requesting scientific advice for ced in Div. 3L in the Regulatory Arca as it was only requesting advice
similar to last yvear for stock separation information. He thevefore proposed that cod in Div. 2J3KL

be added to paragraph 1. The delegate of Canada was opposed to that proposal. The delegate of Tenmark
pointed out that Canada as the Contracting Party. that managed the fishery had the final say on whether
the stock was to be studied by the scientists or not, The delegates of the EEC and the USSR noted

that any data their scientists would collect on that stock in the Regulatory Area would become
available to the Scientific Council. The Chairman noted that FC Doc. 87/11 as amended by B87/12 was
accepted, (See Appendix VI

Under Agenda item 20, Time and Place of Next Meeting, the Chairman moted that the Commission would
follow the wishes of the General Council in determining the time and place of the next annual meecing.
The delegate of the EEC veminded the Commission that he had requested a special meeting of the Fisherieg
Commission to be held iIp Brussels and wished the procedures as laid out in Article XIII.5 of the
Convention to be followed.

The Chairman noted that Agenda item 7, Review of Commission Membership,and item 8, Procedural Rules for
decislon taking in voting bv mail or telex, would be handled by the General Council.

Under Agenda item 9, Electicn of Chairman and Vice-Chairman, the delegate of the USSR propeosed that
Mr. K, Yonezawa {Japan] be elected Chairman. There was unanimous support for the proposal. The
delegate of Japan noted that Mr. Yonezawa would be willing to accept the Chairmanship with great
pleasure. The delegate of Canada proposed that Mr. J. Zvgmanowski (Poland) be elected Vice-Chairman.
That propesal also received unanimous support. The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 1220 hrs.
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APPERDIX 1T

Ninth Annual Mesting of WAFOQ
Lowvd Welsen Hotel, Balifax, M. 5., Canada, 14-18 Sep 87

Fisharies Commission

Agenda

OPENING PROCEDURES

l. Opening by the Chairman, Dr J. Varea (Cuba)
2. Appointment of Rapporteur

3. Adoption of Agenda

4, Admission of Ubservers

5. Publicicy

ADMININSTRATION

6. Approval of the Report of the Eighth Aunual Meeting, September 1966 {See FC Doc. 86/14, Rev.)

7. Review of Commission Membership

8. Procedural Rules for Decision Taking in Voting by Mail or Telex (See FC Doc. 87/2)

9. Election of Cheirman and Vice-Lhairman

COMMISSION PROPOSALS .

10.. Status of Proposals (see Circular Letter 87/49)

i1, Conservation and Enforcement Measures already opened for study and/or discussion:
a) Ropes and reinforcements in trawls
. b) Conversion factors for use by NAFU inspectors
c) Changes to NAFO measures pegarding by-catch limits
d) Types of chafers and measurements of their meshes
a) Changes in rzgulatiens to improve conservation in NAFO Regulatory Area

f} Minimum mesh size for groundfish in the Regulatory Area
g} Underfishing of quotas
h) Facjlitation of technical advice from the Scientific Council (See ¥C bLoc. 87/5)

INTERNATIONAL COWTROL

12.  Final Report of the Working Group oo Joint International Control (See FC Doc. 87/1 and §7/3)
13. Annual Return of Iﬁfringements
14. Fishing Vessel Registration
15. Report of STACTIC
CONSERVATTON
156. Summary of Scientific Advice Proffered by the Scientific Counecil
17. Management Mezasures for Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area
a) Cod in Div. 3M

bl Redfish in Diwv, 3
¢} American plaice in Div. 3M




OTHER

_19._

Management Measures fov Tish Stocks Overlapping Vational Fishing Limiis

a) Cod 1In THw, INO

L) Redfish in Div. 3LY

c), Americen plalce in Div. 3ILND

d) Yellowtall flounder in Div. 3LNHO

e) Witch flounder in Div. 3HO

£} Capelin in Div, 3LHO

2) Squdd {f1lzz) 1n Subaveas 3 and 4

h}  Management measures for the following stocks, if available in the Regulacory Area in 1933:

1) Cod in Div. 3L
11) Greenland halibut in Subavea Z and Div. 3¥L
111) Roundnose grenadier in Subareas 2 and 3

MATTERS

lmproving Scientiflic Knowledge on the Status of Fisheries in the Regularory Area (see GF/7-026 and
Canadian Teply and also FC Doc. 87/4) and Review of the Intersational Scientific Observer Program.

ALIQURNMENT

20,

21.

22,

Time and Place of Next Meeting
Other Business

Adjournment
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10.

11.

PPENDIX TIY

Marthwest Atiantic Eﬁ*f

Irganization

The Hinch Annual Meeting cf the Worthwos? Atlentic Fisherles Ovganization (NAFO) was held fn Halifax,
Wova Seotla, Canada, during 14-18 Sapiewber 1987, ander the chairmasnship of Mr. B. Schmiegelow
(European Economic Commtnity), Prosldzat of HAFD. Tha Sesslons of the Sclentific Council, the General
Councill and the Fisharies Commission swnd thely Commitises were all held at the Lord Nelson Hotel iIn
Hlalifax, '

Attending the meeting were delepate
{in respect of Farce Islands and Creenla
Republic, Japan, Norway, Pcland, and the

from the foll

tracting Parties: Canada, Cuba, Denmark
nie Commumity (ELC), German Democratic

Observers from Mexico and the Unlied Stares of America were present at the meecing.
he Sclentific Councill, under the chalrmauship of D

requested by the Flshevies Comwmission ou rascurces
affecting those resources.

. Messztorif (EEC), gave advice on matters,
he Hegulatory Avea and on special questions

i
Ty

During 9~11 September 1987, there was a specisl sezssion of the Scientlfic Council on Deepwater Resources
of the North Atlaontic, which invelved 27 scizntific contributions mastly on Greenland halibut and
grenadiers.

The Scientifilc Council adopted seveval recommendations which wers aimed at improving future research
activities on resources in the Convention Ares and the ongeing policy regavding its publications.

The Scientific Council elected the following officers for the term 1988 to 1%89:

Chairman - J. §. Beckett (Ganada)

Vice-Chairman - Sv. Aa. Horsted (Denmark in respect of ‘the Faroes
and Creenland}

A. Maucorps (EEC)

A. Vazquez (EEC)

Chailrman (STACFLS)
Chalrman {STACREC)

Cn the basis of the scientific advice provided by the Scientific Council from its meeting in June 1987
and at the present meeting, agreement was reached by the Fisherles Commissicn, under the Chalrmanship
of Mr. R. J. Prier {Canada), on conservation and mamagenmsat measures for 1988, regarding total allow-
able catches (TACs} and allocaticens for certain stocks, which arve either'entirely outside the 200-mile
fishing zones or occur both within the zones and In the Regulatory Area. The TAC: and national alloca—

tions for stocks in Division 3M and those overlapping the Z00-mils boundary lines are given in the
attached Quota Tahle. :

The Fisheries Commission agreed to continue the moratorium for 1988 on cod Eishing by Contracting
- Parties in Division 3L cutside the Canadian zounz to allow scientific information to be generated
prior to any UAFQ management decision for cod In that area.

The Fisheriles Commission with the concurrence of tha coastal state raquasted that the Scientific
Council, at its meeting in advance of che 1988 Annual Meeilng, provide advice on the scientific basis

for management lu 198% of various fish stecks im the Regulatory Area and to consider different manage-
ment optlons.

The Fisheries Commlssion azreed to hold a special meeting in Brussels, RBelglum, in January 1988 to
continue the work of developing a new Scheme of International Enforcement.

The Fisheries Commission elected its officers for the term 1988 and 1989, as follows:

Chairman - K. Yonezawa (Japan)
Vice-Chalrman . - J. Zygmanowskl (Poland)

The STACTIC Committee reelected as Chairman " - R. J. Prier (Canada)




12, The General Couneil deecided that wodifications to Subareas & and 5 reflecting the agreement reached
on the maritime boundary between Canzda and the Unlted Stsres of America In this area enter 1nto force
on 8§ October 1987,

13. The General Ceuncil review and approved the Qrganization's budget and accounts.

14, The General Council elected the Following officers for the term 1982 and 1989:

Chairman — F. Hartung {GDR)}
Vice-Chairman ~- K. Hoydal (Denmark in respect of the Faroces and Greenland)

NAFO Secretariat
18 September 1987
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APPENDTY TV

STATEHERNT OF THE MEXICAN OBSERVER DELEGATION

The observer delegation of Mexico would like to make a brief cowmant about the decision adopted by this

Commission on the cod stock in 3M division, ng 2 zern TAL,

Firstly, my delegation refer to some elements outlined by the distinguished reprasentatives of Nard

member countries. Oun one hand we listen to comuents about the lack of reliable data which cen allow to

nand the rveport of the Scientific Council

a decision concerning the status of the stock; and on the orher
recovds that during five years of the decade 1977-87 catches excesed the TAC recommended by the Scientific
Councii.

Second, the Chairman of the Scientific Council admits that the information available was not tha best cne.
Mexico has maintained the position in the sensa that any adminisirative or conservaticn measures should be
based on the best scientific evidence available. In order to cooperate in cbtaining such evidence, my
country offered in past years ond at the present meeting of its statistical catch data, so we are preparad
to provide it under request of NAFO,

Nevertheless as Mexico has mentioned in ife geneval statement, we will continue our fisheries operations
accordingly to the United Nation Law of the Sea Convention, taking into asccount that we ave fishing

resources found in high seas outside of rational jurisdictional areas.



APPENDIX V

NIHTH ANNUAT MERT NG -

Standing Comnitinze on Tatcernational

The Standing Committee on Luternational Jonb
L4-13 Septewber 1987.

duriug the week of

The initial meeting convenad at 1713 on 14 Seprember 1087,

1. Introduction by Chairman

The Chajyman of STACTIC, Mr. R, J. Prisr (Cavada), welcomed all rations to the Ninth Annual NATO
Meeting, STACTIC delegations included Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Fivoe Islands and Creen—
land}, European Fconomic Community (E8C), Japan, Norway, Poland, sud USER. A delegation from the
U.5.A. was present ag an ohserver,

dele

2, Appointment of Rapporteur

Mr. L. Sirowhridge (Canada) was appointed Rapoortant.
- Adoption of Agenda

The proviszional STACTIC agenda (MAFD O/L 87/30) wa:s revicwed by all deleparions., item 8 (Other
Matters) of the Agenda was amended on & proposal by the Chairman te include discussion on a Cavadian
delegation peper titled "Mathodolegy for the Calculation of Catel Zstimatses for NAFDO Regulated
Stocks'". That paper had baen preszated ac the Fighth Annual NATO Meering (1986); lLiowever, the
Canadian delegation suggzested that further discussion be deferred to the next STACTIC meeting (refer
to FC Doc. 86/14, revisaed, page 31).

The Chairman stated that the full agenda would remain open fov discussion on other matters if
- =3 r 2
requ ired,

The agenda, as amended, was adopied. (See artachment 1)

Review of Annual Return of TInfringements (FC Doc, 37/6)

I~

The EBEC delegation, through the Chairman, submitced its annual return of infringements.
Further discussion on Agenda item 4 was deferrvad,

5. Review of Registration of Vessels fishing in the NAFO Regulstory Avea

The Canadian delegation, through the Chairman, submitted & Iist of Caradian vessels expected to {ish
in the NAFO Regulatory Avea during 1587,

Further discussion on agenda item 5 was defervad,

6. Enforcement in the NAFO Regulatory Area

The Chairmaun referred to the STACTIC agenda attachment that outlined the deployment of inspection
ships and/or inspectors by Contracting Parvties to the Regulatory Area in 1987, Specifically these
Contracting Parties were Canada, Cuba, LEC, German Democratic Republic and USSR,

The Canadian delegation submitted their 1986/87 report on enforcement in the Regulatory Area (see
NAFO/FC doc. 87/7). 1In addition to a gemeral review of enforcement activiiies {i.e. patrol sea-

days, air hours, apparent infringements, etc.) the Canadian report noted the following:

i) Review of Inspected Estimated Catches in the NAFQ Regulatory Area

Canadian authorities conducted a vevizw of catches taken from the NAFO Regulatory Area in 1986
as determined from inspections of actual catches and estimates based on eriteria outlined in
the paper "Methodology for the Calculation of Catch Estimates for NAFO Repulated Stocks'. As
a result of those calculaticns it was believed that Contracting Party catches were more than
double (excluding Canadian catches) the total TAC's set by FAFO at the 1986 Annual Meeting.

In addition, an estimated 19,000 tons was taken by non-member nations,




i
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Tngpection Problems

NAT? inspectovs from Canada experienced problems in boavding some vessels of Contracting
Parties operazting in the Repulatery Avea. In 1986 three citations were issued Lo Spanish
masters {or failing co facilitate an inspection, In 1986, a Porcuguese vessel was issued a
citaticn for failing to permit inspection of the carge hold, In 1887, two Spanish masters
were issued citations for failing to remove small mesh gear when requested by an inmspector.

Spanish masters would not permi? boardings by NATO inspectors from Canada after July 11,
1987 unless accompanied by oune of theilr ocwn inspectors. That, they claimed, was the result

of a directive from the EEC dated June 26, 1987.

iii) Non-Member Activity

Non-NAFQ members fishing in the Regulatory Area continued to present problems to conservation.
Due to the fact that they were not requived to conform with NAFO conservation and enforcement
measures, it was difficult to obtain catch and effort data from those countries.

In 1986 fifty=five (55) different vessels from seven non-member nations were identified in
the Regulatory Area, an increase of 38% over 1935,

1

The EEC delegation proposed to defer full discussion on the Canadian report until they had the oppor-—
tunity to review the written document. However, the EEC delegation provided preliminary comments on
the following two polnts:

. 1 - - > - - .
a) Canadian calculation of inspected/estimated catches for Contracting Parties ilu the Regulatory
vea - The EEC delegation questicned the appropriateness cof such a calculation and reserved the
right to object to those calculations at a later meeting.

b)  Apparent infringements {failure to facilitate an inspection) by EEC masters — The EEC delegation
noted that the EEC was no lenger a member of the Joint International Enforcement Scheme and,
therefore, refusals to allew Canadian inspectors onboard EEC vessels after June 26, 1987 did not
constitute apparent infringements.

The USSR delegation présented the following information with respect to their 1986 enforcement
activities in the Regulatory Area:

a) Patrol days - Approximately 200 days.

b) Iuspections - 150 ou Sovier vessels (100 at sea, 50 in port)
92 on vessels from other Contracting Parties (EEC, Japan, Canada)

¢) Apparent infringements — 1 Soviet vessel (mesh obstruction)
1 vessel from another Contracting Party

The USSR delegation noted that inspection redues;s had been refused by vessels of some Contracting
Parties.

The Chairman requested a review of proposed enforcement activities for 1987/88 by Contracting Parties.

The USSR delegation declared its intention to continue enforcement activities at a level that
would approximate that of 1986,

The Canadian delegation anticipated that the Canadian current level of enforcement activities would
be maintained. .

The Cuban delegate stated that two Cuban HAFO inspectors conducted lnspectlons in 1987 on domestic
vessels; however, inspections were not conducted on vessels from other Contracting Parties. Cuban
NAFQ inspectors would be deployed to the Regulatery Area in 1988,

The Canadian delegation stated that BAFO ins pectors from other Contracting Parties had completed
joint NAFQ patrols on Canadian patrol vessels in the past, and were ilnvited to continue that practice
in future years. '



10.

11.

Time and Pilace of Next Meesting

Subsequent STACTIC meetings would be scheduled rhroughout the week of 14~18 September 1987, at a time
designated by the Chairman,

Othey Matrers

At the FTighth Annual Meeting of HAFO {1%88) a paper on Methodology for the Calculation of Catch
Estimates for MAFO Regulated Stocks was submitted by the Canadian delegation, which preposed that
comments on the document be deferred by STACTIC until September, 1987,

The EEC delegation suggested that the document should be redistributed for the benefit of thosa
delegations that had not reviewed the document in detail. The Chairman then deferred discussion

o the document,

Election of STACTIC Chairman

It was agreed to defer the election of a new STACTIC Chairman.
STACTIC adjourned at 1100 on 14 September 1987,
STACTIC reconvened at 0915 on 16 September 1987.

The Chairman noted that the Fisheries Commission had referred several Commission proposals (see
Fisheries Commission Provisional Agenda Item 11} to STACTIC.

Those proposals were:
a) Hopes and reinforcements in trawls (NAFO SCS Doc. 87/26)
b) Changes to NAFO measures regarding by-catch limits (NAFO FC Doc. 86/11)

¢; Types of chafers and measurcments of their meshes (NAFD Working Paper 87/1)

The subject,Methodology for the Calculation of Catch Estimates for NAFO Regulated Stocks,would then
become letter d) of the agenda and letter e) would be Other Business.

The Chairman proposed that the STACTIC agenda be amended to include those preoposals under Item 8 —
Other Matters., That was agreed.

Review of Annual Return of Infringements/Enforcement in the Regulatory Area

The EEC delegation referred to the Canadian Report on Enforcement in the Regulatory Area (NAFO FC
Doc. 87/7) and submitted the following observations:

a) The Canadian Report made continuous reference to vessels from member states of the EEC {(i.e.
Portugal and Spain). The EEC delegation noted that reference to vessels from EEC member states
should be made collectively.

b)  The Canadian Report listed 1987 apparent infringements by EEC vessels. The EEC delegaticn stated
that NAFO inspection reports had not been received by the office of the Directorare~Gemeral for
Fisheries, After collecting the necegsary information, it was determined that the Inspecting
authorities had been forwarding NAFO inspection reports directly to EEC member states. The EEC
delegation noted that the prover transmittal procedure had not been followed.

¢} With respect to the actual content of the Canadian Report, the EEC delegation stated that EEC
vessels were subject to the vast majority of ingpections by Canadian NAFO inspectors. In 1986
and 1987, inspections on EEC vessels {including Portugal and Spain in 1986) represented 90.8%
and 81.9% respectively of all inspectiens. The EEC delegation requested clarification from the
Canadian delegation on the criteria used to ensure an equitable distributien of inspections.

d) The EEC delepation wished to clarify, for the benefiit of all Contracting Parties, its position
with respect to the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement. The clarification was contained
in a telex dated 04 August 1987 (E. Gallagher to Capt. Cardoso) that responded to a Canadian
complaint to the Executive Secretary regarding the vefusals {by the BEC vessels "albero/Alberinc™)
to permit inspections by Canadian inspectors. He read the text of the telex {see attachment 2).

The EEC delegation wished to further clarify its pesition on the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement by clearly stating that inspectors from other Contracting Parties were not permitred
to conduct inspections on EEC vessels after June 26, 1987, ’




13.

The Chairman ncted that the EEC positior on the Scheme eof Joint International Enforcemsut was the
subject of discussions at the Tishevies Commission and suggested that further discussion at STACTIC
would not be productive.

The EEC delegation noted that the above statemcnt was enteved at STACTIC iu response to the Canadian
Report on Enforcement in the Regulatory Area (NAFO FC Doc. 87/7) where specific reference was made
to the "Albero/Albering' incident. The EEC delegation agreed that further discussion of the matter
by STACTIC was not necessary.

The Canadian delegation responded to the observatlions of the EEC delegation as follows:

a) The Canadian Report on Euforcement in the Regulatory Area included Portugal and Spain as individual
Contracting Parties for 1986 and 1987. While that designation was correct for 1986 information,
it was noted that the report would be amended in ovder to refer to zll EEC vessels collectively
for 1987.

b} With respect to the equitable distribution of inspections by Canadian NAFG inspectors, the
Canadian delegation noted that the criteria for such a calculation were not clearly defined,
However, based on estimates of fishing effort in the Regulatory Area, it was determined that EEC
vessels accounted for approximately 80% (11,000 fishing days) of all fishing efforrt.

The Canadian delegation stated that on the basis of total fishing effort, Canadian NAFD ingpec-
tions were distributed equitably. The Canadian delegation alsc noted that it was very difficult
to ensure an exact distriburion of inspections as other factors should be considered. 1In parti-
cular, the Canadian delegation brought attention to the npumber of apparent infringements recorded
against EEC vessels. .

The LEC delepation noted that laws of average would suggest that Contracting Parties that were subject
to the majority of inspections would proporticnately have a greater. number of apparent infringements.
The EEC delegation further reguested clarification of the Canadian Report on Enforcement in the
Regulatory Area with respect to the Sections titled Problem Areas detected by Canadian Surveillance.
That section stated that "Contracting Parties catches were more than double the TAC's." The EEC
delegation raquested clarification from the Canadian delegation onm whether that statement took into
considerztion the objections lodged by the EEC. Clarification was. also requested on apparent infringe-—
ments by EEC vessels involving the "Others™ quota.

The Danish delegation stated that it was essential that the Canadian Report be accurate in both format
and content; however, it was proposed that discussion on the prineiples of the Scheme of Joint Inter-
national Enforcement remain with the Fisheries Commission.

The EEC delegation agreed with the proposal and requested that rhe Canadian Report be amended to
accurately reflect the objections lodged by the EEC, Spain and Portugal at the Eighth Annual NAFO
Meeting (September 1986).

The Canadian delegation requested that the agenda item remain open so that an appropriate reply
could be provided at a later meeting.

Review of Registrarion of Vessels fishing in the NATFO Regulatory Area

The Chairman stated that the Executive Secretary was in the process of finalizing the 1987 report of
vessels fishing in the Regulatory Area. Delegations that had not already submitted reports were
requested to do so0 as soon as possible. ’ :

Uther Matters

Under Agenda item 8 d}, Methodology for the Calculation of Catch Estimates for NAFO Regulated Stocks
(FC Working Paper 86/2), the EEC delegation begon discussion by stating that the methodology repre-
sented an attempt by Canadian authorities to use the inspection scheme in such a way that one Con-
tracting Party would check on anorher Contracting Party's compliance with quotas. That practice was
congidered unjustified by the FEC delegation; however, it was suggested that the matter be further
discussed by the Fisheries Commission,

The Canadian delegation agreed that further discussion on the péper would not be productive and should
be deferred until the Fisheries Commission completed discussions on the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement (i.e. collection of catch data),



14,

_28_

The Danish delegation stated thab the rmethodology represented a procedure nsed by Canadian NAFO inspec—
tors to determine total catches im the NAFO Regulatory Area and subsequently to bripg any concerns to

the attenticn of the Executive Secretary. The methodology did not appear to preclude flag state enforce-
ment. ’

The USSR delegation declared that the methodology was bhased on a number of assumptions that lacked
scientific basis and would always be subject to discrepancies. As such, the USSR delegation could

not deliberate further at that time on the use of such a mechodology,

Further discussion on the matter was deferred.

STACTIC adjourned at 1000 on 16 September 1987.

STACTIC reconvened at 0925 on 17 September 1987.

Review of Annual Rerurn of Infringements/Enforcement in the Regulatory Area

The Canadian delegation stated that FC doc. 87/7 (Canadian Report on Enforcement in the Regulatory
Ares) had been revised to reflect the concerns expressed by the FEC delegation regarding TAC objec~
tions and apparent infringements of the "Others" quota provisions. The Canadian Report was also
revised to ensure references to individual EEC member states were removed.

As well, the Canadian delegation noted that future NAFQ inspection reports would be forwarded to
the appropriate EEC representative listed in NAFQ Circular Letter 87/43.

The EEC delegation requested clarification from the Canadian delegation on the following:

a) On 15 August 1987, the EEC vessel "David Melgueiro" requested permission from Canadian authorities
to proceed to 5t. John's, Newfoundland and disembark an injured crew member, Canadian authorities
permitted the '"David Melgueiro" te enter St. John's on the condition that authorized activities
be confined to the disembarking of the injured crew member. Once in St. John's, the "David
Melgueiro" was bearded by a Canadian Fishery Officer who wished to conduct an inmspection. The
master of the "David Melgueiro'" stated that he had fished exclusively in the NAFO Regulatory Area
and protested the inspection by a Canadian TFishery Officer. Nevertheless, the Canadian Fishery
Officer continued with an inspection that lasted six (5) hours,

The EEC delegation asked the Canadian delegation if that inspection was a proper action and if it
was intended to be an inspection under the Scheme of Enforcement.

bl Canadian authorities reported to the Executive Secretary (GF/6-230) that seven (7) EEC vessels
(Spanish registry) had fished in the NAFO Regulatory Area during 1986 without providing proper
notice to the Secretariat. The EEC conducted an investigation on several of those vessels and
had determined that those vessels either had not fished in the NAFO Regulatory Area or had pro-
vided proper notification to the Secretariat. A summary of the investigation was presented then:

Vessel . Determination
Monte Agudo Notification -~ 15 January 1986
Costa de Normandia Notification - 1 July 1986

Conbaroya Segunde
Boucina Fished in waters of Namiblia, S. Africa

Playa de Cadiz

Based on the above investigation, the EEC requested clarification on the original report to the
Secretariat.

The Canadian delegation provided a preliminary response to the 'David Melgueiro” incident by stating
that permission to enter a Canadian port under the provisions of force majeure was not required.
Canadian authorities only required notification that a vessel was proceeding to a Canadian port to
seek medical assistance.

The Canadian delegation acknowledged the requests of the EEC delegation and deferred full response
to a later STACTIC meeting.

The Danish delegation noted that the "David Melgueiro" incident appeared to represent matters of
national concern end might be outside the scope of NAFO.

The USSR delegation expressed its concern with respect to the duration of the inspection.

The Chairman noted that duration of inspections was one of the issues presently being discussed by
the Working Growp on the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement. ~
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Other Matters

The Chairman neted that the following documents had been referved to STACTIC by the Fisheries
Commission:

a) Propesal of New Regulations Relative to Topside Chafers for the Comsideration of the Working
Group (NATO/FC Working Paper 87/1)

b) Information For the Fisheries Cowmission on Escapement and Selectivity Problems Associated with
the Use of Stremgthening Ropes, Splitting Straps and Codend Floats (NAFO SCS Doc. 87/26)

After much discussion, it was apgreed that the Executive Secratary would be requested to address
STACTIC on those matters. It was further agreed that all delegations would review the documents
prior to the 1988 STACTIC meetings and be prepared to discuss possible recommendations to the
Fisheries Commission.

The USSR delegation stressed that two important factors should be associated with any revisw/recommenda-
tions on trawl attachments. Those factors were:

l. The effects of mesh obstrucrion.
2. The productivity of the trawl.

The USSR delegation urged other delegations to consider a balance between the two factors during the
review/recommendation process.

STACTIC adjourned at 1000 om 17 September 1987,

STACTIC reconvened at 2105 on 17 September 1987.

The Executive Sccretary addressed STACTIC on NAFO/FC Working Paper 87/1 (Topside Chafers). The
primary proposal in NAFO/FC Working Paper 87/1 was the deletion of the multiple-flap type chafer

from the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures. As agreed at the previous STACTIC meeting,
all delegations would undertake a review of the document and defer further discussion until 1988,

Canadian Froposal fovr Changes to NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures Regarding By-Catch Limits

(NAFO/F¥C Doc. 86/11)
The above document was referred to STACTIC by the Fisheries Commission.

The EEC delegation noted that the proposal might require amendments to deal with objections lodged
to TAC's by some Contracting Parties, The EEC delegation wished to discuss the proposal with EEC
technical experts prior to addressing the matter at STACTIC.

General discussions continued au the present by-catch provisions within the NAFO Comservation and
Enforcement Measures and while the importance of early consideration of the proposal was recogunlzed,
it was agreed that some Contracting Parties required more time to consider the subject and there-
fore the proposal was deferred ta the 1988 STACTIC Meeting.

Methodology for the Calculation of Catch Estimates for NAFO Regulated Stocks (FC Working Paper 86/2)

Lt was agreed that discussicn on the above document would be deferred, pending Fisheries Commission
deliberations on the Repor:t of the Working Group on the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement.

Review of the Annual Return of Infringements/Enforcement in the Regulatory Area

The Canadian delegation responded to the requests for clarificatien by the EEC delegation as follows:

1. The EEC vessel '"David Melgueiro" entered the port of St. John's on August 15, 1987 to disembark
an injured crew member., Canadian Fishery Officers boarded the vessel after the crew member had
disembarked and completed an inspection under the authority of Capadian Fisheries Legislation.
The inspection lasted two (2) hours fifteea (15) minutes.

2. The seven EEC trawlers ilisted in GF/6-230 were sighted in the NAFO Regulatory Area by airecraft
patrols. Canada had not reccived circular letters from the NAFO Secretariat indicating that
those vessels inrended to fish in the Regulatery Area and comsequently the Secretariat was
advised accordingly,



20.
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The EEC delegation requested further clavification from the Canadian delegation on the "David Melgueirc"

incident. The EEC delegation asked if it was the standerd practice of Canadian authorities to inspect
vessels even if those vessels had not conducted anmy activities in the econcmic zone of Canada,

The Canadian delegation responded by stating that the matter was an issue involving ccastal state
jurisdiction and they were not prepared to discuss the incident further within STACTIC.

Time and Place of Next Meetlng

The time and place of the next mesting would be determined by the Ceneral Council,

Election of New Chairman

The USSR delegation proposed that the Canadian delepgate, Mr. R. J. Prier, complete a second term as
STACTIC Chairman. The propcsal was unanimously passed by all delegations ef STACTIC. Mr. R. Prier
accepted a second term as STACTIC Chairman.

STACTIC adjourned its final 1987 meeting at 2150 on 17 September 1987.
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Atrachment 1

NINTH ANNUAL MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1987

Standing Committes on Integnational Control {STACTIC)

Agenda

Opening by the Chairman, R. J. Prier (Canada),

Appointment of Rapporteur

Adoption of Agenda

Review of Annual Return of Infringements

Review of Registration of Vessels fighing in the Regulatory Area

Lnforcement in the Regulatory Area

Time and Place of Next Meeting

Other Matters

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Ropes and reinforcements in brawis (NAFO SCS Doc. 87/26)

Changes to NAFO measures regarding by-catch limits (NAFO FC Doc. 86/11)

Types of chafers and measurements of their meshes (NAFO Working Paper 87/1)

Methodology for the Calculation of Catch Estimates for NAFO Regulated Stecks (FC Working. Paper 86/2)
Other Business

Adjournment



APPENDIX V
Attachment 2

Text of the EEC telex dated 04 August 1987 on the guestiocn

of EEC position reparding the Scheme of Joint Internmatiomal Enforcement

"In reply to your telex of 23 July 1987 concerning the refusal of Community vessals to submit themselves
to inspection under the NAFC Scheme of Jolut Internztional Enforcement I must remind you that on 26 June
1986 the Community notified you in accordance with Articlte XII.3 of the NAFO Convention of its intention
not to be bound by that Scheme as from twelve months from the date of the notification. In accordance
with Article XIT.4 of the Couvention all the other Parties to the Conventicn were informed about this
notification by your communication (GF6-152) of 9 July 1986,

As a consequence as from 26 June 1987 Community vessels fishing in the Regulatory Area ars no longer

subject te the provisions of the Scheme of Jeint Tnternational Enforcement and can accordingly .not bhe
inspected by officers operating under this Scheme,

The Commumnlty h%s undertaken to set up a correspending — but not identical - scheme of control, This
however does not imply that officers operating under the NAFO Scheme are entitled to board Community

vessels.

E. Gallagher,
Director General




APPENDIX VI

FISHERLES COMMISSION REQUEST FOR SCIEKTITIC ADVICE ON MANAGEMENT

IN 1989 OF CERTAIN STOCKS IN SUBARFAS 3 AND 4

The following draft request for scientific advice on manaéement in 1989 of cartain stocks in SA
4-4 is last year's request updated to refer to 1989, but with no other changes and is offered as a basis
for discussion of Agenda Item 21. :

. The Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the Coastal State requests that the Scientific
Councii, at the meeting in advance of the 1988 Annual Meeting, provide advice on the scientific
basis for the management of the following fish and invertebrate steocks or groups of stocks in 1989:

Cod (Div. 3NO; Div. 3M)

Redfish (Div, 3LN; Div. 3M)
American plaice (Div. 3LNO; Div. M}
Witch flounder (Div. 3NG)

Yellowtail flounder (Div. 3LHO)
Capelin (Div. 3NO)

Squid (Subareas 3 and 4)

2. The Commission and the Coastal State requeét the Scientific Council to consider the following
options in assessing and projecting future stock levels for those stocks listed above:

a)

k)

c)

d)

e}

For those stocks subject to analytical dynamic-pool type assessments, the status of the stock
should be reviewed and management options evaluated in terms of their implicaticns for fishable
stock size in both the shert and long term. In those cases where present spawning stock size
is a matter of scientific concern in relation to the continuing productive potential of the
stock management options should be evaluated in relation te spawning stock size. As general
reference points the implications of fishing at Fp 1, Figgy, and Fpax in 1989 subsequent years
should be evaluated. The present stock size and spawning stock size should be described

in relation to those observed histerically and those expected in the longer term under this
range of options. Opinions of the Scientific Council should be expressed in regard to stock
size, spawning stock sizes, recruitment prospects, catch rates, and TACs implied by these
management strategies for 1989 and the leng term. Values of F corresponding to the reference
points should be given and their accuracy assessed.

for those stocks subject to general production-type assessments, the tiﬁe series of data

should be updated, the status of the stock should be reviewed and management opticns evaluated

in the way described above to the extent pessible. In this case, the general raference points
should be the level of fishing effort or fishing mortality (F) which is calculated to be required
Lo take the MSY catch in the long term and tweo-thirds of that effort level.

For those resources of which only general :biclogical and/or catch data are available, no
standard criteria on which to base advice can be estabiished. The evidence of stock status
should, however, be weighed against a strategy of optimum yield management and maintenance
of stock biomass at levels of about two-thivds that of the virgin stock.

Spawning stock biomass levels that might be considered necessary for maintenance of sustained
recruitment should be recommended for each stock.

Presentation of the result should include the following:
i} for stocks for which analytical dynamic-pool type assessments are possible:

- a graph of yield and fishing mortélity.for at least the past 10 years.

- a graph of spawning stock bicmass and recruitment levels for at least the past 10
years. '

- a graph of catch options for the year 1989 over a range of fishing mortality rates
(F) at least from Fg | to Fyay. ;
a graph showing spawning stock biomasses at 1.1.1990 corresponding to each catch option.’

graphs showing the yield"per"recruit and spawning stock per-recruit values for a range
of fishing mortality.
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i1} for stocks for which advice is based con general production models, the velevani graph
of production on fishing mortality rate or fishing effort.

In all cases the three refersnce points, actual F, Fy.. and Fg 1 should be shown.

The Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the coastal state requests that the Scientific
Council continue to provide information, if available, on the stock separation in Div. 2J+3XL
and the proportion of the biomass of the cod stock in Div. 3L in the Regulatory Arsa.

With respect to American plalce in Divisions 3LRO, the Council should provide a review of its
1987 advice on the management of this stoeck in 1983. In particular comment should be provided
as to whether the calculatioms of 1988 catches at given fishing mortalities ave still considered
to be valid, and if net the revised projections should be included.
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