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Re item 3.4 
 
3.4 A number of Contracting Parties expressed concern and requested further information.  The 

Representative of the European Union questioned the need to introduce additional management 
measures at this juncture and noted that the effects of the additional measures already introduced 
in 2000, i.e. the requirement to move fishing zone to avoid further by-catches of moratoria species, 
had not yet been properly assessed. Furthermore, he recalled that by-catches of moratoria species, 
which stayed within the prescribed limit of 5% under the currently applicable rules, were 
legitimate and deemed to have no adverse effects on the fish stocks concerned whether taken 
within the Canadian EEZ or in the NAFO Regulatory Area. Referring to the statement of the 
Scientific Council that "adherence to the NAFO by-catch would, in itself, contribute significantly 
to reducing by catches under moratoria" he concluded that the problem NAFO was confronted 
with was essentially one of control. If ever there were rogue vessels operating, these should be 
dealt with individually. 

 
Re item 8.3 
 
8.3 The Representative of the European Union noted the statement by the Scientific Council (page 17 

of the Scientific Council Reports, 2001) that "short-term projections indicate that there may be 
scope for catches to increase up to 44,000 tons in 2002 while maintaining the current fishing 
mortality. The Representative of Canada expressed concern in relation to the high catches of 
juveniles in this fishery and the bycatch of species under moratoria.  He indicated that he could 
only support 40,000mt if measures were put in place to protect juveniles and reduce bycatches. 

 
Re item 8.11 
 
8.8 ICES had indicated that the stock component in the upper water column has a higher distribution 

in the NAFO Regulatory Area than that which occurs in the NEAFC Convention Area.  The 
Representative of Canada indicated that the distribution extends westward into Canada’s fishing 
zone.  As a result, the Representative of Canada proposed a sharing of the quota 75% to the coastal 
States and 25% to other Contracting Parties. The representative of the European Union noted that 
the ICES survey at issue did not cover the Canadian fishing zone and therefore called into 
question this statement of Canada. 
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PART I 
 

Report of the Fisheries Commission Meeting 
 

Special Meeting, January 29-February 01, 2002 
Helsingør, Denmark 

  
 

1. Opening Procedures (items 1-3 of the Agenda) 
 

1.1 The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Mr. Peter Gullestad (Norway), at 1600 hrs on 
January 29, 2002.  Representatives from the following Contracting Parties were present:  Canada, 
Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Faroe Islands and Greenland), Estonia, European Union (EU), 
France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, 
Russian Federation, Ukraine, and United States of America (Annex 1). 

 
1.2 Mr. Allan Maclean (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur. 
 
1.3 The provisional agenda was reviewed and adopted (Annex 2). The following comments were 

noted: 
 

• Items 9.1 and 10.1 – “Reports of the Fisheries Commission Working Group on Statistics and 
the Special Fisheries Commission Meeting” at the request of the United States of America 

• Item 10.3 – “Working Group Report on Oceanic Redfish” at the request of the United States 
of America  

• Other Business -  “Discussion on the Precautionary Approach and Continuation of Discussion 
on Allocation Issues”  - at the request of the United States of America 

 
1.4 A number of Contracting Parties expressed concern that given NAFO's decision to roll over the 

management measures for 2002, they had not prepared for issues other than those identified in the 
provisional agenda and they were also concerned about being able to implement new management 
measures in 2002. 

 
2. Report of STACTIC June 2001 Meeting  (item 4) 

 
2.1 The Chair of STACTIC, Mr David Bevan, provided a report of the work undertaken by STACTIC at 

inter-sessional meetings in May and June 2001 (FC Docs. 01/8 and 01/10).  
 
2.2 He provided an update on the implementation of the automatic VMS system. While some 

Contracting Parties were still providing information in a manual manner, the system generally had 
been implemented.  STACTIC agreed to correct a number of deficiencies in the system; a number 
of the elements in STACTIC WP 01/9 were accepted by STACTIC while other elements will 
require further review. 

 
2.3 The Chair noted the proposal from Denmark which identified the issue of security and confidentiality 

of electronic reports and messages (STACTIC WP 01/15).  It was agreed that the ad hoc 
committee on communications would review this issue and the remaining portions of STACTIC WP 
01/9. 

 
2.4 The Chair summarized the five proposals discussed at the June 2001 inter-sessional meeting with 

respect to the protection of juvenile fish and the reduction of excessive by-catch.   
 

• Proposal to restrict directed fishing for Greenland halibut to a depth of 700 meters (STACTIC 
WP 01/1).  It was agreed that STACTIC would revisit the proposal at the annual meeting  
based on further scientific advice; 
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• Proposed expansion of the closed area for the 3M shrimp fishery (STACTIC WP 01/5).  The 
initial proposal was to use a 450-meter depth contour as a means to describe the new closed 
area.  This was rejected as most of the current fishing is prosecuted within the area proposed 
for the closure.  It was agreed to revisit the issue at the annual meeting  and to look at other 
means to protect juvenile shrimp in 3M.  There was a suggestion that extension of the current 
time for the closure, using the existing 300-meter depth contour was one possibility and that 
other options could include more selective gear;  

 
• Proposed closed area on the Southeast Shoal of the Grand Banks with a view to protecting 

juvenile fish (STACTIC WP 01/2).  The proposed closure would apply to all fisheries.  This 
proposal was debated with no resolution and referred to the annual meeting; 

 
• Proposed increase in mesh size for groundfish to 145 mm (STACTIC WP  01/3).  This 

proposal was withdrawn from consideration; and 
 

• Proposal to increase the skate mesh size to 305 mm with a view to protecting stocks under 
moratoria and juvenile fish (STACTIC WP 01/ 4).  The data on vessels fishing for skate 
showed that the bulk of the catch often comprised several stocks under moratoria.  After the 
June 2001 meeting, Canada had provided Contracting Parties with further information and 
data to support the justification for the 305-mm mesh size.  This was referred to the annual 
meeting  for further review. 

 
2.5 With respect to the confidential treatment of electronic reports and messages (STACTIC WP 00/19), 

the Chair advised that it was agreed that Denmark and Norway would redraft their respective 
papers for presentation at the annual meeting. 

 
2.6 The Chair described the discussion on the Icelandic ideas for an alternative observer program for 

shrimp fisheries in Division 3M (STACTIC WP 01/8) and that Iceland intended to make a formal 
presentation at the annual meeting. 

 
2.7 He noted discussion on the use of observer data for scientific purposes (Scientific Council 

Document 00/23 and STACTIC WP 00/10).  It had been agreed that the EU would submit a 
proposed amendment to STACTIC on Document 00/23 at the annual meeting.    

 
2.8 With respect to chartering arrangements, a number of Contracting Parties indicated that they would 

not support their continuation.   
 
2.9 He also reported on the STACTIC working group that met during May 1-3, 2001 with respect to the 

overhaul of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures. 
 
2.10 The Chair concluded with two recommendations from STACTIC as follows: 
 

• a small drafting group comprised of representatives of a few Contracting Parties to meet 
during 2002 to redraft the Conservation and Enforcement Measures in accordance with the 
table of contents developed at the May 1-3, 2001 Working Group meeting;  

 
• the ad hoc committee on communications should meet inter-sessionally to undertake a more 

detailed study on the Danish proposal on the confidentiality issue, the data created by the 
VMS system as well as a technical proposal by Norway.  

 
3. Possible Amendments to the Conservation and 

Enforcement Measures  (item 5) 
 
3.1 The Representative of Canada made a presentation to the Fisheries Commission which in his view 

identified a number of serious compliance issues in the NAFO Regulatory Area based on a 
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detailed analysis of observer reports from 1999 and 2000 as well as a preliminary assessment of 
2001 observer reports, Canadian surveillance information and VMS information.  He advised that 
the presentation was intended to illustrate the rationale for the adoption of more effective 
management measures.   

 
3.2 The presentation focused on directed fishing and excessive catches of moratoria stocks, exceeding 

quotas and misreporting of catch, directed fishing after a closure in 3L shrimp, the increased 
frequency of mesh size violations, increases in the issuance of citations of apparent infringements 
of the Conservation and Enforcement Measures and the non-submission or late submission of 
observer reports.  

 
3.3 The Representative of Canada provided specific examples of each apparent infringement and noted 

that non-compliance in the NAFO Regulatory Area was increasing and that the impacts on stock 
recovery and growth were significant.  He stated that the results of the Canadian analysis confirmed 
the detection capacity of the NAFO observer program.  He expressed concern about the deterrence 
capacity of the enforcement programs of some Contracting Parties and the failure of many 
Contracting Parties to review their observer reports and respond to problems on a timely basis.  He 
also noted significant discrepancies between observer reports and dockside inspections that needed to 
be resolved. 

 
3.4 A number of Contracting Parties expressed concern and requested further information.  The 

Representative of the European Union questioned the need to introduce additional management 
measures at this juncture and noted that the effects of the additional measures already introduced 
in 2000, i.e. the requirement to move fishing zone to avoid further by-catches of moratoria species, 
had not yet been properly assessed. Furthermore, he recalled that by-catches of moratoria species, 
which stayed within the prescribed limit of 5% under the currently applicable rules, were 
legitimate and deemed to have no adverse effects on the fish stocks concerned. Referring to the 
statement of the Scientific Council that "adherence to the NAFO by-catch would, in itself, 
contribute significantly to reducing by catches under moratoria" he concluded that the problem 
NAFO was confronted with was essentially one of control. If ever there were rogue vessels 
operating, these should be dealt with individually. 

 
3.5 The Representative of Canada indicated that a detailed assessment of the 2001 fishery would be 

provided at the 2002 annual meeting and encouraged other Contracting Parties to conduct a similar 
analysis.  He also indicated the desire to have the Fisheries Commission mandate STACTIC or a 
working group to regularly review observer reports, reports on non-compliance, to reconcile 
discrepancies between dockside inspection reports and observer reports, and to report its findings 
to the Fisheries Commission. 

 
3.6 A number of working papers were presented as possible amendments to the Conservation and 

Enforcement measures:     
 

• FC WP 02/5, Calculation of Incidental Catch Limits  
• 02/6 (revised), Proposal for an Alternative Observer Program 
• 02/8, Proposal to amend the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures 

Regarding 3L Shrimp  
•  02/9, Depth Restrictions in the Greenland Halibut Fishery 
• 02/10, Closed Nursery Area for Groundfish 
• 02/11Discussion Paper - Rules for By-catches and Undersized Fish 

 
3.7 The Representative of Iceland made a formal presentation with respect to its proposal for an 

alternate observer program in shrimp fishing in Division 3M (FC WP 02/6 (revised)).  He stated 
that Iceland has not supported 100% observer coverage in the 3M shrimp fishery since 1996 on 
the basis that it was not necessary in this fishery.  While the fishery has increased since 1995, it 
has been conducted with little or no by-catch (1%) and there are no problems with high-grading.  
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Under its proposal, vessels fishing in the area carry VMS and report to the monitoring and control 
of their flag State.  The vessel would notify of its intention to enter the area and would report the 
catch onboard; the flag State would notify the NAFO Secretariat; and the vessel would transmit 
weekly catch reports.  These reports would be sent to the Secretariat to permit a comparison of the 
catch and catch composition between vessels that have observers onboard and those without 
observers.  This information would be transmitted to Contracting Parties that have an inspection 
presence in the area.  This would allow Parties to see what vessels have different catches and catch 
composition.  The advantages to using catch reporting would be the comparison between observed 
and unobserved vessels of catch on board, fish logs, landed catch, and other vessels fishing in the 
area. This would provide a system that was efficient enough to reduce the observer coverage in the 
3M shrimp fishery. 

 
3.8 There was considerable discussion on the Icelandic proposal.  Some Contracting Parties saw 

benefits to reduced coverage but indicated that more information was necessary.  Others expressed 
the view that since the entire observer program would be examined at the 2002 annual meeting, 
there was no reason for the 3M shrimp fishery to be treated in isolation.  A number of Contracting 
Parties also raised concern about the loss of scientific information if there were a reduction in the 
level of observer coverage.  The Representative of Iceland expressed his disappointment that his 
proposal was not agreeable to the Fisheries Commission and FC WP 02/06 (revised) was 
withdrawn .  He stated that Iceland could not assure that they would continue to follow 100% 
observer coverage on a voluntary basis.  

 
3.9 In reference to bycatch issues in FC WP 02/5 and FC WP 02/11, there was considerable discussion 

on how the by-catch rules were being applied and how to make them more understandable.  It was 
agreed to form a special working group under STACTIC to modernize the Conservation and 
Enforcement Measures.  The issue was moved to the 2002 annual meeting  with a request to 
STACTIC to undertake a preliminary analysis. 

 
3.10 In view of the over-fishing of 3L shrimp previously noted in the Canadian presentation, the 

Representative of Canada proposed an amendment to the NAFO measures with respect to 3L 
shrimp (FC WP 02/8) to restrict shrimp fishing in Division 3L to a total numb er of fishing days.  
He proposed that each Contracting Party be limited to 67t of shrimp or 14 fishing days - which 
ever came first.  It was further proposed that Contracting Parties would report catches on a daily 
basis to the NAFO Secretariat.  He also reiterated the need for the current requirement that only 
one vessel fish shrimp in the NAFO Regulatory Area of Division 3L at one time.  

 
3.11 There was considerable discussion on this proposal.  Some Contracting Parties expressed concern 

that there were vessels fishing in excess of 100 days for 67mt of shrimp when catch rates were as 
high as 20mt per day.  Other Contracting Parties stated that restrictions on days would impact on 
their activities as they fished with small vessels and had small catch rates.  There was no 
consensus on the effort limitation and the proposal was withdrawn.  It was agreed that 
Contracting Parties would report vessel catches to the NAFO Secretariat on a daily basis . 

 
3.12 The Representative of Canada proposed the adoption of depth restrictions in the Greenland halibut 

fishery to depths greater than 700m, an increased mesh size in the skate fishery to 305mm (FC WP 
02/9), and a closed area on the Southeast Shoal which is nursery area for certain flatfish stocks 
(FC WP 02/10).   He advised that the three proposals represented a complementary package with a 
view to reducing bycatches and the harvest of juveniles and thus should be reviewed together as a 
package. 

 
3.13 There was considerable discussion on the merits of a depth restriction.  Some Contracting Parties 

expressed the view that the measure was unjustified and that it would be difficult to enforce.  
There was also concern regarding the ecological effects of this measure on stocks found in depths 
greater than 700m.  A number of Contracting Parties found the proposed depth restrictions too 
extreme as a management measure.  Following this discussion, the Representative of Canada 
revised the depth restriction proposal to restrict fishing for Greenland halibut to waters greater 
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than 500m (FC WP 02/9 (Revised)).  No consensus was reached on the matter and it was brought 
to a vote.  The proposal was  not adopted with three Contracting Parties voting in favour of the 
proposal (Canada, Japan, USA), six against (Estonia, European Union, France-SPM, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland) and six abstained (Cuba, Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Ukraine).  

 
3.14 There was discussion on the request for a closure on the Southeast Shoal.   Some Contracting 

Parties requested additional information on the proposal.  The Representative of the European 
Union expressed concern that the proposed closure would shut off a significant portion of fishing 
area in international waters.  He stated that it would appear that this area was more of a nursery 
area for yellowtail flounder and not American plaice.  There was no consensus on this issue and 
the proposal was withdrawn by Canada. 

 
3.15 There was considerable discussion on the proposal for a skate mesh size increase.  Most Contracting 

Parties agreed that there were merits to a mesh size increase however the proposed size was 
questionable.  Some Contracting Parties were concerned about the implementation date and 
suggested a phased approach.  The Representative of the European Union proposed a modification of 
the proposal to increase the mesh to 280mm in the cod end ( FC WP 02/13).  Consensus was reached 
on this proposal and FC WP 02/13 was adopted with implementation in 2003 (Annex 3). 

 
3.16 The Representative of the United States of America proposed to establish a regularized process to 

provide a transparent review of compliance issues (FC WP 02/14).  She suggested that this could 
be undertaken through STACTIC on an annual basis which could report to the Fisheries 
Commission on issues with subsequent follow up action by Contracting Parties. 

 
3.17 There appeared to be general agreement on this proposal but the text was redrafted as a working 

document to the Fisheries Commission report -  
 
 "the United States document is hereby transferred to STACTIC for scrutiny at its intersessional 

meeting in May, 2002.  In this context, STACTIC was directed as follows:  
 

i) To initiate a process of annual review of compliance with NAFO rules and regulations;  
ii) To consider sections 6 and 7 of the aforementioned document as preliminary guidelines for its 

work; and  
iii) To make appropriate recommendations to the Fisheries Commission for consideration and 

decision at its 24th annual meeting in Spain in September 2002." 
 
3.18 The Representative of the United States did not find this statement completely consistent with 

what had been discussed as she (Ms. P. Kurkul) believed the entire document would be provided 
as a preliminary guideline with particular note of sections 6 and 7 for the process in 2002 and she 
wished to have the report reflect her understanding. 

 
4. Report of STACTIC at the Special Meeting  (item 6) 

 
4.1 The Chair provided an overview of the STACTIC meetings at the Special Meeting. 

 
He identified the future work for STACTIC relating to two working papers, FC WP 02/05-
Calculation of Incidental Catch Limits and 02/11-Discussion Paper on Rules for By-catch and 
Undersized Fish that had been adopted by the Fisheries Commission. 

 
4.2 A proposal for a closed area on the Southeast Shoal of the Grand Banks was discussed.  The 

discussion was inconclusive and was referred to the Fisheries Commission for decision or for 
further guidance. 

 
4.3 A proposal to increase the mesh size for the skate fishery to 305mm was discussed at length.  The 

proposal for the depth restriction was referred back to the Fisheries Commission without a 
recommendation. 
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4.4 A proposal for an alternative observer program was discussed and issues clarified as to what was 
intended by the working paper. After some discussion, it was suggested that Iceland would present a 
working paper to the Fisheries Commission, as modified by the discussions of STACTIC. 

 
4.5 With respect to the STACTIC working group on the overhaul of the NAFO Conservation and 

Enforcement Measures, it was agreed to recommend a meeting of a small drafting group meet in 
July 2002 (the dates will be agreed between meeting parties) comprised of the United States, 
European Union and Canada, to redraft the conservation enforcement measures, in accordance 
with the table of contents developed at May 1-3, 2001 meeting.   

 
4.6 It was indicated that Mr David Bevan was re-elected as Chairman of STACTIC.   
 
4.7 The report of STACTIC was adopted, including the amendments in Annex 3. The Fisheries 

Commission agreed that STACTIC will meet in Copenhagen, Denmark, May 6-10, 2002 to 
discuss the items according to the STACTIC proposal (Part II, Annex 4). 

 
5. Canadian Management Measures for Cod in Div. 2J3KL in 2001 (item 7) 

 
5.1 There was considerable debate on Canada’s decision to conduct a fishery for cod in Div. 2J3KL in 

2001.  Three Contracting Parties expressed displeasure with this decision and stated that it was 
inconsistent with the NAFO practice of having consistent measures inside and outside the 
Canadian zone.  Misgivings were expressed that Canada not only fished over 5,000 tonnes last 
year but also once again has opened a cod fishery in this area, this time for a three-year period. 
The representative of the European Union stressed that the opening of this fishery was inconsistent 
with scientific advice and was done in disregard of concerns expressed on numerous occasions. As 
in previous years, there were neither any indications whatsoever to distinguish between different 
stock components for the inshore and offshore fisheries nor any justification of the decision in 
question. There was, therefore, in his view a clear and present danger that the Canadian measures 
would seriously undermine the efforts to ensure a long-term sustainability and the recovery of the 
stock. 

 
5.2 The Representative of Canada stated that it was Canada's sovereign right to manage fisheries in its 

waters.  He advised that the fishery would be conducted within 12-miles by inshore vessels, most 
less than 35 feet, with very strict limitations in place.  The fishery is conducted to provide 
information on stock structure, distribution and age structure of the inshore component of this 
stock. 

 
6. Summary of Scientific Advice by the Scientific Council (item 8) 

 
6.1 The Chair of Scientific Council (shared by Mr. Bill Brodie and Mr. Ralph Mayo) drew the 

attention of delegates to three reports from Scientific Council: SCS Document 01/24, June 2001, 
01/25, September 2001, and 01/26 from November 2001.   

 
6.2 Advice for 2002 

Redfish 3M      3,000- 5,000mt  - by-catch of juvenile redfish   
      at lowest possible level 

Yellowtail Flounder 3LNO   not to exceed 13,000mt  
Squid (Illex) 3+4    19,000 - 34,000mt  
Greenland Halibut  2 + 3KLMNO  not to exceed 2001 level of 40,000mt  

  Capelin 3NO    no advice available 
  Cod 3NO    no directed fishery, lowest possible by-catch 
  Redfish 3LN     no directed fishery, lowest possible by-catch 
  American plaice 3LNO   no directed fishery, lowest possible by-catch 
  Shrimp 3L    6,000mt  
  Shrimp 3M     45,000mt  
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Scientific Council provided an interim report on 3M cod, 3NO witch flounder and American 
plaice in 3M, witch flounder in Div.2J, 3K, 3L and Squid (Illex) in SA 3 + 4.  There were no 
changes from previous advice. 
 

6.3 Scientific Council presented responses to special requests including requests for information on 
the dis tribution of American plaice and yellowtail flounder, the effect of increasing mesh size in 
the Greenland halibut fishery, the methodology for scientific research for stocks under moratoria, 
advice on redfish in Division 1F and adjacent ICES areas, the size and stock distribution of pelagic 
Sebastes mentella  in the NAFO Convention Area (1F, 2GHJ, and 3K) and ICES Div. X1V, X11 
and Va, and information on unregulated species/stocks in the Regulatory Area. 

 
6.4 Scientific Council also provided information on the distribution of the fishable biomass of the 

main commercial species in relation to depth intervals of 100m, maturity at depth, the medium 
term development of several stocks under various assumptions and the distribution of fishable 
biomass for 3LNO shrimp.  Scientific Council raised concern about the catch of juvenile fish, 
increased catches of species under moratoria and the non-submission of observer log records to 
NAFO.  There were a number of questions for clarification and comments.  The Representative of 
Norway expressed concern that a number of Contracting Parties had fished in excess of 100 days 
in Division 3L for 67mt of shrimp when their catch rates were approximately 20mt per day and 
questioned how increased catches could affect the advice provided and if there were changes in 
distribution of shrimp in Division 3L. Scientific Council indicated that it was still unclear if the 
quota had been exceeded and the stock appeared to be increasing.  They also advised that the 
distribution remained relatively the same as previous years. 

 
6.5 The Representative of Latvia commented that it appeared shrimp in Division 3M was 

underestimated.  
 
6.6 The Representative of the European Union expressed the view that there was conflicting advice on 

Greenland halibut in relation to the exploitation of juveniles in this fishery. 
 
6.7 The Representative of Denmark expressed concern that there was a lack of information for shrimp 

that would be available at the September meeting to provide advice on the 2003 fishery. 
 

7. Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks 
in the Regulatory Area, 2002 - Shrimp in Division 3M (item 9) 

 
7.1 The Representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) proposed a TAC 

and quota system in Division 3M (FC WP 02/02).  Denmark noted the lack of support for its 
proposal and informed that it would not during this meeting further pursue the proposal and 
therefore withdrew it. 

 
7.2 There was considerable discussion on the management measures for shrimp in Division 3M.  A 

number of Contracting Parties expressed the desire to have a roll over of the management 
measures in this fishery from 2001 (75% of effort level) while others wanted a return to the 2000 
management measures (90% of effort level).  The Representative of Estonia proposed to have the 
management measure return to a 90% effort level (FC WP 02/16).  After the first round of 
discussions, there was no consensus on the issue. Consequently, the Representative of Denmark 
(in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) withdrew his proposal FC WP 02/12, but reserved 
the right to return to it at a later stage. During later discussions in a Heads of Delegations meeting, 
it became evident that a majority of the Contracting Parties could agree to the Estonian proposal 
(FC WP 02/16). As part of these discussions, the Representative of Denmark (in respect of the 
Faroe Islands and Greenland) offered to put proposal FC WP 02/12 back on the agenda. FC WP 
02/16 was put to a vote.  There were nine affirmative votes (Denmark-F&G, Estonia, European 
Union, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia, Ukraine) and six against (Canada, Cuba, France-
SPM, Iceland, Norway, United States of America). The proposal was adopted. At this stage, 



 11 

Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) re -introduced FC WP 02/12, which was 
adopted by consensus. 

 
8. Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks 

Straddling National Fishing Limits, 2002 (item 10) 
 

Shrimp in Division 3LNO 
 
8.1 The Representative of Denmark proposed a new sharing arrangement for shrimp in Division 3L in 

2002 based on 93% historical catch, 3% on contribution to science, and 4% other (FC WP 3/02).  
This sharing proposal was the same as the one proposed for 3M shrimp. As there was no support 
for this proposal Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) informed that it would 
not during this meeting further pursue the proposal and therefore withdrew it. Furthermore, 
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) expressed its disappointment that there 
was no support for its proposal and reserved its right to lodge an objection to any adoption 
regarding sharing of the 3L shrimp quota not taking into account the interests of Denmark (in 
respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland).  

 
8.2 There was considerable discussion on management measures for shrimp in Division 3L and it was 

agreed that the management measures that were in place relating to quota and sharing of the quota 
were rolled over from 2001.  The quota was 6000mt with 5000mt available to Canada and 
1000mt to other Contracting Parties (67mt per CP). 

 
Greenland Halibut in Divisions 3LMNO 
 
8.3 The Representative of the European Union expressed the view that the fishery could be conducted 

safely with a TAC of 44,000mt.  Other Contracting Parties supported an increase from the current 
level of 40,000t.  The Representative of Canada expressed concern in relation to the high catches 
of juveniles in this fishery and the bycatch of species under moratoria.  He indicated that he could 
only support 40,000mt if measures were put in place to protect juveniles and reduce bycatches. 

 
8.4 There was also concern raised about the accuracy of statistics supplied by Contracting Parties for 

this fishery and the large number of vessels fishing against the “Others quota” in this fishery.  
There was a need to ensure that Contracting Parties were working to ensure their catch reports 
were accurate. 

 
8.5 The Representative of Denmark expressed concern over the footnote on the “Others quota” that 

states no more than 40% of catch by the first of May and 80% by the first of October.  This 
stipulation would make fishing difficult for vessels with no other fishing opportunities.   Thus he 
suggested that the footnote be amended.  The Representative of France shared the Danish concern 
with respect to this footnote.  He stated that he did not necessarily want the footnote deleted but 
maybe other options could be reviewed. 

 
8.6 No consensus could be reached on the TAC for this fishery.  The Representative of the European 

Union proposed an increase of the Greenland halibut TAC to 44,000mt (FC WP 02/18 (revised)).  
This proposal was put to a vote and was adopted with eight Contracting Parties in favour 
(Estonia, European Union, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia, Ukraine), six against 
(Canada, Cuba, Denmark-F&G, Iceland, Norway and the United States of America) and one 
abstention (France-SPM).  

 
Redfish in Division 1F 

 
8.7 The Representative of Canada introduced a proposal for a cooperative management approach 

between NAFO and NEAFC with respect to oceanic redfish (FC WP 02/7 - NAFO Management 
of Pelagic Sebastes mentella (Oceanic Redfish) in the NAFO Convention Area).  There had been 
discussions on Oceanic Redfish at the Special Fisheries Commission Meeting in March 2001.  It 
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had been agreed to apply the NEAFC allocation on an interim basis for 1F redfish in 2001 and to 
otherwise use the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures.  Information received since 
then had prompted Canada to review this decision.  In 2000 there was a substantial fishery in 1F 
and this continued in 2001.  In 2001 the fishery moved further westward into Divisions 2J and 2H. 
There appeared to be a few thousand tonnes of redfish harvested outside Division 1F in the NRA 
in 2001. 

 
8.8 ICES had indicated that the stock component in the upper water column has a higher distribution 

in the NAFO Regulatory Area than that which occurs in the NEAFC Convention Area.  The 
Representative of Canada indicated that the distribution extends westward into Canada’s fishing 
zone.  As a result, the Representative of Canada proposed a sharing of the quota 75% to the coastal 
States and 25% to other Contracting Parties. 

 
8.9 The Representative of Denmark (on behalf of Greenland) indicated that as a coastal State it had 

some say with respect to Oceanic Redfish.  He appreciated the Canadian proposal and agreed that 
there was a need to find a way to ensure management between NAFO and NEAFC and it was 
important to have scientific advice from one body (i.e. ICES).  He agreed with the idea of NEAFC 
setting the overall TAC but the sharing of quotas was a concern.  The numbers in the sharing 
exercise would have to address what Greenland as a coastal State wanted in its zone.  At this time, 
Denmark (on behalf of Greenland) could not enter into a discussion on quota shares as they have 
no instructions. 

 
8.10 There appeared to be a consensus on the need for cooperation among NAFO and NEAFC/ICES 

given that this was an extremely complex situation.  After the Chairman divided FC WP 02/17 
(Revised) into 2 issues, namely the first two and the last pages, the Fisheries Commission adopted 
by consensus a revised version of the terms of reference of the ad hoc group (Annex 4) and then 
agreed that the ad hoc group would meet in Dartmouth, June 24-26. Canada withdrew the first 
two pages of FC W.P. 02/17 (Revised). 

 
9. Formulation of Request to the Scientific Council (item 11) 

 
9.1 The Representative of Canada made reference to FC WP 02/19 - Fisheries Commission's Request 

for Scientific Advice on Management in 2003 of Certain Stocks in Sub-areas 3 and 4, including 
supplementary questions on Division 3M shrimp for 2002.  He noted that this proposal reflected 
some degree of consensus among scientists and technical experts of various delegations.  FC WP 
02/19 was adopted (Annex 5). 

 
9.2 The Chair drew attention to Scientific Council Report 01/25, September 2001, page 15 which 

proposed bi- annual assessments for six stocks which would rationalize workload.  Scientific Council 
requested that the same be put in place for three additional stocks:  yellowtail flounder 3LNO, squid 
3&4 and redfish 3M.  It proposed that there would be an intermediate assessment for yellowtail and 
squid and an assessment on redfish in the summer of 2002, and then biannually after that.  

 
9.3 The Representatives of the European Union and Canada indicated that they wished to have an 

assessment of American plaice in 3LNO in 2002.  This would not mean amending the schedule of 
the sequence of assessments but to have a special assessment in 2002, the scheduled assessment in 
2003, intermediate assessment in 2004 and regular assessment in 2005.  The requirement is to 
have a special assessment in 2002 not an intermediate assessment.  The Chair advised that it had 
to be clearly written in any proposal why there was a requirement for a full assessment.  The 
Scientific Council's request to have three additional species assessed on a bi -annual basis was 
adopted. 

 
10. Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman  (item 12) 

 
10.1 Following a proposal by Denmark (on behalf of the Faroes and Greenland), Mr. Dean Swanson 

(USA) was elected as Chairman of the Fisheries Commission. 
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10.2 Following a proposal by Estonia, Mr. Boris Prischepa (Russia) was elected as Vice Chairman of 

the Fisheries Commission. 
 

11. Time and Place of the Next Meeting (item 13) 
 
11.1 The annual meeting of NAFO will take place September 16-20, 2002 in Santiago de Compostela, 

Spain. 

12. Other Business  (item 14) 
 
Precautionary Approach 
 
12.1 The Representative of the United States of America tabled FC WP 02/15 which revisited the 

Precautionary Approach and reaffirmed what had been agreed at the 2000 annual meeting.  She 
proposed that the Fisheries Commission agree to a working group meeting prior to the 2002 
annual meeting. 

 
12.2 There were questions on attendance (scientific, technical, administrative).  The Representative 

European Union offered to host the meeting.   The Representative of Canada indicated that they 
would work with the EU and the USA on this matter.  The Representative of Russia proposed that 
the group meet just after Scientific Council in June 2002 in order to reduce expenses. 

12.3 The Representative of Denmark suggested that it may be preferable to establish terms of reference 
that would help Contracting Parties determine if they wish to send a delegation.  It would also 
determine whether this was a preparatory meeting  to something larger or whether there would be 
recommendations to the Fisheries Commission. There was also a need to clarify the term 
"Precautionary Approach". 

 
12.4 The Representative of the European Union stated that we are not starting from scratch and that 

there had been two working group meetings of science and managers on this subject.  He saw the 
intention of the proposal to bring together an informal working group of interested parties with 
everyone welcome.  He envisaged that this would be a reflection exercise that would review new 
developments and give indications on future work.  The experts would identify further work and 
terms of reference may not be necessary.  They would advise the Fisheries Commission of 
requests to Scientific Council.   

 
12.5 It was agreed that an informal meeting of the working group on the precautionary approach would 

be held June 20-21 in Dartmouth, N.S., Canada. The preliminary terms of reference have been 
presented in FC W.P. 02/15 (Annex 6).  

 
12.6 The Representative of Denmark indicated that there were some issues related to chartering  and 

they wanted this issue tabled at the next annual meeting.  In preparation for this discussion, he 
requested that the NAFO Secretariat prepare two papers:  

• a comprehensive overview of all chartering arrangements; and 
• an overview of compliance with Part 1.B. 7 of the Conservation and Enforcement 

Measures. 
 
12.7 The Representative of the United States of America indicated that there had been an agreement in 

2000 to return to quota allocation issues  and she requested that this item be reflected on the 
September 2002 agenda. 

  
13. Adjournment (item 15) 

 
13.1 The Chairman thanked everyone for their cooperation over the last four challenging years.  He 

stated that while there had some tough times, a lot had been achieved.   He adjourned the meeting 
at 1400 hrs on February 1, 2001. 
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R. Andrews, Director, Government and Industry Relations, Fishery Products International, 70 O’Leary Ave., 
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 N.S.  B0J 1R0 
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 Phone: +613 692 8249 - Fax: +613 692 8250 - E-mail: bchapman@sympatico.ca 
T. Dooley, Director, Resource Policy, Dept. of Fisheries and Aquaculture, P. O. Box 8700, St. John´s,  
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 Phone: +709 729 0335 – Fax: +709 729 6082 - E:mail - tdooley@matl.gov.nf.ca 
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S. Horsey, Finance and Administration Advisor, International Affairs, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 
 Kent Street, Stn. 13159, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6 
 Phone: +613 993 1898  - Fax: +613 993 5995 - E-mail: horseys@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
B. Lester, Resource Management Officer-Groundfish, Resource Management – Atlantic, Fisheries 
 Management, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6 
 Phone: +613 990 0090 – Fax +613 990 7051 – E-mail: lesterb@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
A. MacLean, Director, Conservation and Protection Br., Maritimes Region, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 
 176 Portland St., 5th Floor, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia B2Y 4T3 
 Phone: +902 426 3625 – Fax +902 426 8003 – E-mail: MacLeanA@mar.dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
E. McCurdy, President, Fishermen, Food and Allied Workers Union/CAW, P. O. Box 10, St. John's, 
 Newfoundland A1C 5H5 
 Phone: +709 576 7276 - Fax: +709 576 1962  
P. McGuinness, Vice-President, Fisheries Council of Canada, 38 Antares Drive, Suite 110, Nepean, Ontario 
 K2E 7V2 
 Phone: +613 727 7450 - Fax: +613 727 7453 - E-mail: pmcguinness@fisheriescouncil.org 
B. J. McNamara, President, Newfound Resources Ltd., 90 O'Leary Avenue, St. John's, Nfld. A1B 4G1 
 Phone: +709 579 7676 - Fax: +709 579 7668 - E-mail: nrl@nfld.com 
A. O'Rielly, President, Fisheries Association of Newfoundland and Labrador Ltd., P. O. Box 8900, St. 
  John's, Newfoundland A1B 3R9 
  Phone: +709 726 7223 – Fax: +709 754 3339 – E-mail: aorielly@nfld.com 
G. Peacock, Director, Resource Management, Maritimes Region, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 176 
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 Phone: +902 426 3625 – Fax :902 426 9683 – E-mail: peacockg@mar.dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
A. Saunders, Legal Officer, Oceans, Environment and Economic Law Division (JLO), Dept. of Foreign 
 Affairs and International Trade, 125 Sussex Drive, Ottawa, Ontario  K1A 0G2 
 Phone: +613 996 2643 - Fax: +613 992 6483 - E-mail: allison.saunders@dfait-maeci.gc.ca 
M. Short, Special Advisor, Office of the Minister, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, Baine Johnston Center, 
 Suite 801, 10 Fort Williams Place, St. John's, Newfoundland A1C 1K4 
 Phone: +709 772 5238 - Fax: +709 772 5244 
P. Steele, Director, Enforcement Br., Conservation and Protection, Fisheries Management, Dept. of 
 Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6 
 Phone: +613 990 0109 – Fax +613 941 2718 – E-mail: steelep@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
R. Steinbock, Senior Advisor, International Affairs Directorate, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent  
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 Phone: +613 993 1836 - Fax: +613 993 5995 - E-mail: steinbob@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
R. Stirling, President, Seafood Producers Association of Nova Scotia, P. O. Box 991, Dartmouth,  
 N. S. B2Y 3Z6 
 Phone: +902 463 7790 – Fax: +902 469 8294 – E-mail: spans@ns.sympatico.ca  
L. Strowbridge, Director, Special Projects, Fisheries Management Br.,  Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. O. 
 Box 5667, St.  John's, Newfoundland A1C 5X1 
 Phone: +709 772 8021 - Fax: +709 772 2046 - E-mail: strowbridgel@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
B. Luscombe-Thomsen, Business Development Officer, Canadian Embassy, Kr. Bernikowsgade 1, DK 
 -1105, Copenhagen K, Denmark 
 Phone +45 33 483256 – Fax: +45 33 483221 – E-mail: bernadette.luscombe-thomsen@dfait-maeci.gc.ca 
B. Whelan, Head, NAFO Unit, Conservation and Protection, Fisheries Management, Newfoundland 
 Region, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's, Newfoundland A1C 5X1 
 Phone: +709 772 0928 – Fax: +709 772 0008 – E-mail: whelanb@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
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CUBA 
 
Head of Delegation 
 
E. Oltuski, Vice-Minister, Ministerio de la Industria Pesquera, 5ta Avenue y 246, Sta Fe, Barlovento 
 Phone: +537 297008 – Fax: +537 246297 –E-mail: oltuski@fishnavy.inf.cu 
 
Alternate 
 
R. Matos, Director, Pesport, Ministerio de la Industria Pesquera, 5ta Avenue y 246, Sta Fe, Barlovento 
 Phone: +537 615638 – Fax: + 537 626364 – E-mail: ferra@pesport.fishnavy.inf.cu 

Representatives 

E. Oltuski (see address above) 
R. Matos (see address above) 

 
DENMARK (IN RESPECT OF FAROES AND GREENLAND) 

 
Head of Delegation 
 
E. Lemche, Head of Representation, Gronlands Hjemmestyre, Pilestraede 52, Box 2151, DK-1016 
 Copenhagen K, Denmark 
 Phone: +45 33 69 34 35 - Fax: +45 33 69 34 01 - E-mail: el@ghsdk.dk 
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A. Kristiansen, Ministry of Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Yviri við Strond 17, P. O. Box 347, FO-110 
 Torshavn, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: + 298 35 30 30 - Fax: +298 35 30 37 - E-mail: andrask@fisk.fo 
 
Advisers  
 
J. E. Hansen, Bondaheygur 9,  FO-100 Torshavn, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: +298 312990/210810 – Fax: +298 33 35 95 – E-mail: hogi@post.olivant.fo 
K. Hansen, Ministry of Fisheries, Yviri við Strond 17, P. O. Box 347, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: +298 353035 – Fax: +298 313981 – E-mail: KjaHa@fisk.fo 
C. Hvingel, Greenland Institute of Natural Resources, P. O. Box 570, DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland 
 Phone: +299 32 1095 – Fax: +299 32 5957 – E-mail: hvingel@natur.gl 
G. Jeremiassen, , Greenland Home Rule, Box 269, 3900 Nuuk, Greenland 
 Phone: +299 34 50 00 - Fax: +299 32 47 04 - E-mail: gj@gh.gl 
J. Joensen, Manager, PF. Lidin, FO-410 Kollafjordur, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: +298 421448 – Fax: +298 421584 – E-mail: lidin@post.olivant.fo 
M. Kruse, Vaktar-og Bjargingartaenastan, P. O. Box 347, FR-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: +298 311065 – Fax: +298 383981 – E-mail: vb@vb.fo 
L. D. Madsen, Head of Section, Dept. of Industry, Greenland Home Rule, Box 269, 3900 Nuuk, Greenland 
 Phone: +299 34 53 29 - Fax: +299 32 47 04 - E-mail: ldm@gh.gl 
M. T. Nedergaard, Fiskerilicensinspektor, Head of Unit, Gronlands Fiskerilicenskontrol, Postbox 501, DK- 
 3900 Nuuk, Greenland 
 Phone: +299 345377 - Fax: +299 323235 - E-mail: mads@gh.gl 
A. Nicolajsen, Fiskirannsoknarstovan, Noatun, P. O. Box 3051, FR-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: +298 1 5092 - Fax: +298 1 8264 - E-mail: arninic@frs.fo 
J. Nordbud, Foroya Reidarafelag, Box 361, FO-101 Torshavn, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: +298 311086 – Fax:+298 320380 – E-mail: shipown@post.olivant.fo 
P. M. Pedersen, Greenland Sea Fishery and Export  Association, (APK), P. O. Box 310, 3900 Nuuk, 
 Greenland 
 Phone: +299 322 404 – Fax: +299 325689 – E-mail: peder@apk.gl 
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J. H. Toftum, Ministry of Fisheries, P. O. Box 64, FO-100 Torshavn, Faroe Islands 
 Phone: +298 353030 - Fax: +298 353035 - E-mail: jenst@fisk.fl.fo 
 

ESTONIA 
 
Head of Delegation 
 
A. Soome, Director General, Fishery Resources Dept.,  Ministry of the Environment, Marja 4d, 10617 Tallinn 
 Phone: +372 6112 987 - Fax: +372 6567 599 - E-mail: ain.soome@ekm.envir.ee 
 
Representative  
 
A. Soome (see address above) 
 
Advisers  
 
K. Märtin, Officer, Fisheries Department, Ministry of the Environment, Marja 4d, 10617 Tallinn 
 Phone: +372 656 7315 - Fax: +372 6567 599 – E-mail: kaire.martin@ekm.envir.ee 
T. Roose, Deputy Director General, Estonian Environmental Inspectorate, Kopli 76, 10416 Tallinn 
 Phone: +3726962233 – Fax: +3726962237, E-mail: tarvo.roose@kki.ee 
V. Ruul, General Manager, Permare Ltd., Rüütli14/Nikolai 7, 80011 Pärnu 
 Phone: +372 44 70303 / 70301 – Fax: +372 44 70302 – E-mail: permare@hot.ee 
T. Saat, Director, Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu, 18b Viljandi Road,  11216, Tallinn 
 Phone: +372 6281 570 - Fax: +372 6281 563 - E-mail: tsaat@sea.ee  
A. Sõna, Manager, Reyktal Ltd., Veerenni 39, 10138 Tallinn 
 Phone: +372 6276 552 - Fax: +372 6276 555 - E-mail: reyktal@trenet.ee 
T. Tamme,  Roosikrantsi 2, 10119 Tallinn 
 Phone: +372 6110810 - Fax: +372 6110811 - E-mail: toomeu@alvinab.ee 
L. Vaarja, Councellor, Ministry of the Environment, Fishery Resources Dept., Marja 4d, 10617 Tallinn 
 Phone: +372 656  - Fax: +372 6567 599 – E-mail: lauri.vaarja@ekm.envir.ee 
O. Ynvgason, Managing Director, Icelandic ExportCenter Ltd., Sidumuli 34, P. O. Box 1764, 121 Reykjavik, 
 Iceland 
 Phone: +354 588 7600 – Fax: +354 588 7610 – E-mail: ottar@iec.is  
 

EUROPEAN UNION 
 

Head of Delegation 
 
J. Spencer, Head of Unit, International and Regional Arrangements, European Commission, Fisheries  
 Directorate-General, 200 Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium 
 Phone: +32 2 295 6858 - Fax: +32 2 295 5700 – E-mail: edward-john.spencer@cec.eu.int 
 
Advisers 
 
F. Wieland, Deputy Head of Unit, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries, External Policy 
 and Markets, International and Regional Arrangements, Rue de la Loi 200, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium 
 Phone: +32 2 296 3205 - Fax: +32 2 296 5951 - E-mail: Friedrich.Wieland@cec.eu.int 
B. O'Shea, Senior Administrative Assistant, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries, Rue de 
 la Loi/Wetstraat 200 (J99 1/27), B-1049 Brussels, Belgium 
 Phone: +32 2 296 6748 - Fax: +32 2 296 2338  – Email: brendan.o'shea@cec.eu.int 
S. Ekwall, Administrator, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries, External Policy 
 and Markets, International and Regional Arrangements, Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat 200, B-1049 Brussels, 
 Belgium 
 Phone: +32 2 299 6907 - Fax: +32 2 295 5700 - E-mail: Staffan.Ekwall@cec.eu.int 
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K. Patterson, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries, Rue de la Loi 200, B-1049 Brussels, 
 Belgium 
 Phone: + 32 2 299 8227 -  Fax: +32 2 295 5621 – Email: kenneth.patterson@cec.eu.int 
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 Phone: +32 2 295 6445 – Fax: +322 299 1046 – E-mail: per.heller@cec.eu.int 
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L. Svensson, Administrator, Council of the European Union, DG-BIII-Fisheries, Rue de la Loi 175, B-1048 
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 Madrid, Spain 
 Phone: +34 91347 6047 – Fax: +34 913476049 – E-mail: fcurcio@mapya.es  
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 Phone +46 08 405 1122 - Fax: +46 08 10 5061 - E-mail: rolf.akesson@agriculture.ministry.se 
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 Copenhagen, Denmark 
 Phone: +45 33 92 35 60 – Fax: +45 33 11 82 71 – E-mail: sfe@fvm.dk  
Y. Becouarn, Direction des pêches maritimes et d l’aquaculture, Bureau de la ressource, de la réglementation 
 et des affaires Internationales, Ministère de l’agriculture et de la pêche, 3, place de Fontenoy 75007 Paris  
 Phone: +33 01 49 55 82 38 – Fax: +33 01 49 55 82 00/74 37 – E-mail: yann.becouarn@agriculture.gouv.fr 
H. Pott, Bundesministerium fur Ernahrung, Landwirtschaft und Forsten, Rochusstr. 1, D-53125 Bonn,  
 Germany 
  Phone: +49 228 529 4124  - Fax: +49 228 529 4410 – Email: hermann.pott@bml.bund.de 
E. Riediger, Doggerbank Seefischerei GmbH, Groenlandstrasse 1, 27531 Bremerhaven, Germany 
 Phone: +49 047171096 – Fax: +49 047173437 
H.-J. Rätz, Institut fur Seefischerei, Palmaille 9, D-22767, Hamburg, Germany 
 Phone: +49 40 389 05169 – Fax: +49 40 389 05263 – E-mail: raetz.ish@bfa-fisch.de 
M. Stein, Institut fur Seefischerei, Palmaille 9, D-22767, Hamburg, Germany 
Phone: +49 40 389 05174 – Fax: +49 40 38905 263  E-mail: stein.ish@bfa-fisch.de 
E. Monteiro, Director-General, Direccao Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Edificio Vasco da Gama, Rua 
 General Gomes Araujo, 1399-006 Lisbon, Portugal 
 Phone: +351 21 3914387 -  Fax: +351 21 3979790 - E-mail: euricom@dg-psces.pt 
M. H. Figueiredo, Directora de Servicos, Dept. de Relacoes Comunitarias, Internacionais e de Cooperacao, 
 Direccao Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Edificio Vasco da Gama, Rua General Gomes Araujo, 1399-006 
 Lisbon, Portugal 
 Phone: +351 21 391 3560   Fax: +351 21 3979790   E-mail: hfigueir@dg-pescas.pt 
M. I. Aragon, Jefa Seccion de la Subdireccion General de Organismos Multilaterales de Pesca, 
 Secretaria General de Pesca Maritima, Jose Ortega y Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid, Spain 
 Phone: +34 91 4025000 - Fax: +34 91 3093967 - E-mail: iaragonc@mapya.es 
A. Hermida Trastoy, Director General de Estructuras y Mercados de la Pesca, Conselleria de Pesca y Asuntos 
 Maritimos Xunta de Galicia, Calle del Sar, 75,  Santiago de Compostela 15702, A Coruna, Spain 
 Phone: + 34981546347 -  Fax: +34981546288 – E-mail: andres.hermida.trastoy@xunta.es  
J. Del Hierro, Subdireccion General de Inspeccion Pesquera, Secretaria General de Pesca Maritima, 
 c/Castellana 112, 5a Plto, Madrid, Spain 
 Phone: +34 91 3471645 - Fax: +34 91 3471512 – E-mail: jdelhier@mapya.es  
P. Rueda Crespo Palma , Delegada Territorial de Pontevedra en Vigo, Conselleria de Pesca y Asuntos 
 Maritimos, c/2, Vigo 36002, Spain 
 Phone: +34 986 817139 – E-mail: paloma.rueda.crespo@xunta.es 
E. De Cardenas, Institute Espanol de Oceanografia, Avenida de Brasil 31, 28020 Madrid, Spain 
 Phone: +34 91 5974443 – Fax: +34 91 5974770 – E-mail: e.decardenas@md.ieo.es 
M. Rimmer, Sea Fisheries Conservation Div., Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Room 
 423b Nobel House, 17 Smith Square, London SW1P 3JR 
 Phone: +44 (0)20 7238 6529 - Fax: +44 (0)20 7238 5721 - E-mail: mike.rimmer@defra.gsi.gov.uk 
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P. Franca, Presidente, A.D.A.P.I. – Associacao Armadores das Pescas Industriais, Docapesca, Edificio Dos 
 Armadores 13-A, Pedroucos, 1400-038 Lisbon, Portugal 
 Phone: +213015020 - Fax: +213019438 - E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt. 
A. Paiao, Director, A.D.A.P.I.-Associacao dos Armadores das Pescas Industriais, Docapesca, Edificio dos 
 Armadores, 13-A, Pedroucos, 1400-038 Lisbon, Portugal 
 Phone: +351 213015020 – Fax: +351 213019438 – E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt 
J. R. Fuertes Gamundi, Director Gerente, ANAMER-ANAVAR-AGARBA, Puerto Pesquero, Apartado 
 1.078, 36200 Vigo, Spain 
 Phone: +34 986 433844 - Fax: +34 986 439218 – E-mail: soccoopa@aranzadi.es 
M. Liria Franch, Presidente, Federacion Espanola de Organizaciones Pesqueras (FEOPE), C/Comandante 
 Zorita, 12, Escalera 4a - 1°D, 28020 Madrid, Spain 
 Phone: +34 915 33 3884 – Fax: +34 915 34 3718 – E-mail: feope@feope.com 
C. Real Rodriguez, Presidente de "ASPE", Vigo, Spain 
 Phone: +34 986 818190 – Fax: +34 986 818318 – E-mail: cesar.real@pescanova.es 
M. Iriondo, Director Gerente, Pesquera Laurak Bat S.A., Armadores de Buques de Pesca, Edificio 
 Consignatarios, 3a Planta. Puerto Apdo. de correos, 88 20110 Pasajes, Spain 
 Phone: +34 943 354177 – Fax: +34 943 353993 – E-mail: langa99@teleline.es 
J. L. Meseguer Sanchez, Secretario General, ARBAC – Asociacion de empresas de pesca de bacalao, especies  
 afines y asociadas, Enrique Larreta, 10-3°, 28036 Madrid, Spain 
 Phone: +34 913 151965 – Fax: +34 913 152673 
R. Pombo,Director Gerente, Transpesca, S.A., Plaza de Compostela, 17 - 5°B, 36201 Vigo, Spain 
 Phone: +34 986 443190 – Fax: +34 986 221485 – E-mail: transpes@infonegocio.com  

 
FRANCE (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon) 

Head of Delegation 
 
M. Plantegenet, Président du Conseil General de Saint Pierre et Miquelon, B.P. 187, 97500 Saint-Pierre et 
 Miquelon 
 Phone: +508 410102 – Fax: +508 412297 – E-mail: mplantegent@cencom.net 
 
Alternate 
 
D. Silvestre, Chargé de Mission, Secrétariat Général de la mer, 16, boulevard Raspail, 75007 Paris  
 Phone: +53634153 – Fax: +53634178 – E-mail: daniel.silvestre@sgmer.premier-ministre.gouv.fr 
 
Advisers 
 
M. Chapalain, Chef du Service des Affaires maritimes, 1 rue Gloanec, 97500 Saint-Pierre et Miquelon 
 Phone: +508 411530 – Fax: +508 414834 – E-mail: chefsam@cancom.net 
B. Detcheverry, Directeur General, Interpeche S.A., Société des Pêches de Archipel, Quai du Môle 
 Frigorifique, B.P.4249, 97500 Saint-Pierre et Miquelon 
 Phone: +508 413991 – Fax: +508 413838 / 419947 – E-mail: interpeche@wanadoo.fr 
D. Ortolland, Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres, 37 quai d’Orsay, 75007 Paris 07 SP 
 Phone: +0143175339 – Fax: +0143175505 – E-mail: didier.ortolland@diplomatie.gouv.fr 

 
ICELAND 

 
Head of Delegation 
 
T. Skarphedinsson, Legal Adviser, Ministry of Fisheries, Skulagata 4, 150 Reykjavik 
 Phone: +354 560 9670 – Fax: +354 562 1853 - E-mail: thorir@hafro.is  
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Advisers 
 
H. Gisladottir, The Icelandic Directorate of Fisheries, Ingilfsstraeti, 150 Reykjavik 
 Phone: +354 5697900 - Fax: +354 5697991 - E-mail: hrefnag@fis kistofa.is  
H. Laxdal, President, The Icelandic Engineer Officers Association, Borgartun 18, 105 Reykjavik 
 Phone: +354 562 9062 – Fax: +354 562 9096 –E-mail: hl@vsfi.is  
K. Ragnarsson, Chairman, Federation of Icelandic Fishing Vessel Owners, P. O. Box 893, 121 Reykjavik 
 Phone: +354 550 9500 - Fax: +354 550 9501 – E-mail: kristjan@liu.is   
T. Sigurdsson, Marine Research Institute, Skulagata 4, 101 Reykjavik 
 Phone: +354 5520240 - Fax: +354 5623790 - E-mail: steini@hafro.is 
H. Steinarsson, The Icelandic Directorate of Fisheries, Ingilfsstraeti, 150 Reykjavik 
 Phone: +354 5697900 - Fax: +354 5697991 - E-mail: hostein@hafro.is  

 
JAPAN 

 
Head of Delegation 
 
S. Yuge, Councillor, Resources  Management Dept., Fishery Agency Government of Japan, 1-2-1  
 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100 
 Phone: +81 3  3502 8111 (ext. 7007) - Fax: +81 3 3502 0571 
  
Alternate 
 
K. Iino, Minister Counsellor, Embassy of Japan, Pilestraede 61, 1112 Copenhagen K, Denmark 
 Phone: +45 33 11 33 44 – Fax: +45 33 11 33 77 
 
Advisers 
 
S. Fukui, International Affairs Division, Fisheries Agency, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100- 
 8907 
 Phone: +81 3 3591 1086 – Fax: +81 3 3802 0571 – E-mail: shingo-fukui@nm.maff.go.jp 
K. Sawano, 3-27, Kioi-cho, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 102-0094 
 Phone: +81 3 3265 8302 – Fax: +81 3 3262 2359 – E-mail: sawano@jamanc.go.jp 
K. Suzuki, Assistant Director, Fisheries Div., Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2-11-1 
 Shibakoen, Minato-ku, Tokyo 105-8519 
 Phone: +81 3 6402 2234 – Fax:  +81 3 6402 2233 – E-mail: keiko.suzuki@mofa.go.jp 
N. Takagi, Director, Executive Secretary, Japan Deep Sea Trawlers Association, Ogawacho-Yasuda Bldg.,  
  6 Kanda-Ogawacho, 3-Chome, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 101-0052 
  Phone: +81 33 291 8508 – Fax: + 81 33 233 3267 – E-mail: jdsta-takagi@msg.biglobe.ne.jp 
M. Fischer (Interpretor), General Manager, Miki Travel Agency ApS, Gammel Koge Landevej 117-1,  
 DK-2500 Valby, Copenhagen, Denmark 
 Phone: +45 36 178811 – Fax: +45 36 178812 – E-mail: miki@mikitravel.dk 

 
LATVIA 

 
Head of Delegation 
 
N. Riekstins, Director, National Board of Fisheries, Ministry of Agriculture, 2, Republikas laukums, 
 LV-1010 Riga 
 Phone: +371 732 3877 - Fax: +371 733 4892 - E-mail: fish@com.latnet.lv 
 
Alternate 
 
R. Derkacs, Head of International Agreements and Legal Division, National Board of Fisheries, Ministry 
 of Agriculture, 2, Republikas laukums, LV-1010 Riga 
 Phone: +371 732 3877 - Fax: +371 733 4892 - E-mail: fish@com.latnet.lv 
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Advisers 
 
U. Rinkis, Senior Officer, Fisheries and Fish Resources Div., National Board of Fisheries, Ministry of 
 Agriculture, 2, Republikas laukums, LV-1010 Riga 
 Phone: +371 733 4478 - Fax: +371 733 4892 - E-mail: fish@com.latnet.lv 
D. Kalinov, President, "Mersrags" Ltd., Brivibas Gatve 215A-46,  LV-1039 Riga 
 Phone: +371 754 2471 – Fax: +371 755 2593 – E-mail: skaga@latnet.lv 
 

LITHUANIA 
 
Head of Delegation 
 
V. Vaitiekunas, Director, Fisheries Dept. under the Ministry of Agriculture, 19 Gedimino str., Vilnius 2600 
 Phone: +370 02 391174 – Fax:  37002 341176 – E-mail:  vytautasv@zum.lt 
 
Alternate 
 
A. Rusakevicius, Fisheries Department under the Ministry of Agriculture, 19 Gedimino St., 2600 Vilnius 
 Phone: +370 2 391183 - Fax: +370 2 391176 - E-mail:  algirdasr@zum.lt 
 

NORWAY 
 

Head of Delegation 
 
P. Gullestad, Directorate of Fisheries, P. O. Box 185, N-5804 Bergen 
 Phone: +47 55 23 80 00   Fax: +47 55 23 80 90   E-mail: peter.gullestad@fiskeridir.dep.telemax.no 
 
 
Alternate 
 
T. Lobach, Senior Legal Adviser, Directorate of Fisheries, P. O. Box 185, N-5804 Bergen 
 Phone: +47 55 23 80 00   Fax: +47 55 23 80 90   E-mail: terje.lobach@fiskeridir.dep.telemax.no 
 
Advisers  
 
W. Barstad, Norwegian Fishing Vessel Owners Association, P.O. Box 67 Sentrum, 6001 Aalesund 
 Phone: +47 70 10 14 60 - Fax: +47 70 10 14 80 - E-mail: webjorn@fiskebatreder.no 
E. K. Viken, Executive Officer, Norwegian Ministry of Fisheries, P. O. Box 8118 Dep., 0032 Oslo 
Phone: +47 22 24 6482 – Fax: +47 22 24 9585 – E-mail: ellen.viken@fid.dep.no 
 

POLAND 
 

Head of Delegation 
 
J. Gozdzikowski, Deputy Director, Fisheries Department of the Ministry of Agriculture & Rural 
 Development, Wspólna 30, 00-930 Warsaw 
 Phone: +48 22 6280826 – Fax: +48 22 623 2204 – E-mail: jan.gozdzikowski@minrol.gov.pl 
 
Advisers 
 
L. Dybiec, Counsellor to the Minister, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, Fisheries 
 Department, Wspólna 30, 00-930 Warsaw 
 Phone: +48 22 628 9684 – Fax: +48 22 623 2204 – E-mail: leszek.dybiec@minrol.gov.pl 
B. Szemioth, Parkowa 13/17/123, Warszawa 
 Phone: +48228408920 – Fax: 48228408920 – E-mail: szemioth@alpha.net.pl 
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RUSSIA 
 

Head of Delegation 
 
A. N. Makoedov, Deputy Chairman, State Committee for Fisheries of the Russian Federation, 12 
 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow 103031 
 Phone: +7 095 928 5527  - Fax: +7095 928 5527  
 
Representative  
 
A. N. Makoedov (see address above) 
 
Advisers  
 
V. E. Agalakov, “MURMANRYBVOD”, Kominterna 5 str., 183672 Murmansk 
 Phone: +7 8152 453562 – Fax: +47 789 10217 – E-mail: mrv@an.ru 
V. K. Babayan, Head of Laboratory for System Analysis of Fishery Resources, VNIRO, 17, V. 
 Krasnoselskaya, Moscow 107140 
 Phone: +70 95 264 6983 – E-mail: vbabayan@vniro.ru 
O. I. Novokrechenov, Deputy Chief, International Dept., State Committee for Fisheries of the Russian 
 Federation, 12 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow 103031 
 Phone: +7095 928 2679 – Fax: +7095 9213463 – E-mail: mikulina@fishcom.ru 
A. Okhanov, Russian Representative on Fisheries in Canada, 47 Oceanview Drive, Bedford, Nova Scotia, 
 Canada B4A 4C4 
 Phone: +902 832 9225 – Fax: +902 832 9608 – E-mail: rusfish@ns.sympatico.ca 
Y. Piskarev,  Russian Fisheries Representative, Embassy of the Russian Federation, Kristianiagade 5, 2100 
 Copenhagen, Denmark 
 Phone: +45 3542 5585/86 – Fax: +45 3542 3741 – E-mail: fis.comm@mail.tele.dk 
B. F. Prischepa, Head of Department, “MURMANRYBVOD”, Kominterna 5 str., 183038 Murmansk 
 Phone: +7 8152 458679 – Fax: +47 789 10676 – E-mail: mrv@an.ru 
V. Shibanov, Research Director, PINRO, 6 Knipovich St., Murmansk 183763 
 Phone: +7  8152 4734 61 – Fax: +47 789 10 518 – E-mail: inter@pinro.murmansk.ru 
V. N. Solodovnik, Deputy Chief, Dept. of International, Legal and Biological Foundations in Fisheries, 
 VNIRO, 17, V. Krasnoselskaya, Moscow 107140 
 Phone: +7095 264 9143 – Fax: +7095 264 9187 
E. Volkovinskaya, Interpreter, PINRO, 6 Knipovich St., Murmansk 
 Phone: +7  8152 4734 61 – Fax: +47 789 10 518 – E-mail: inter@pinro.murmansk.ru 
 

UKRAINE 

Head of Delegation 
 
V. B. Chernik, Deputy Chairman, State Department for Fisheries of Ukraine, 82A Turgenivska str., Kiev, 
 04050 
 Phone: +38044 226 2405 - Fax: +380 44 226 2405 – E-mail: nauka@i.kiev.ua 
 
Advisers  
 
V. Litvinov, Senior Expert, Div. for International Fishing Policy, State Department for Fisheries of Ukraine, 
 82A Turgenivska str., Kiev 252053 
 Phone: +38044 246 8984 - Fax: +38044 246 8984 – E-mail: nauka@i.kiev.ua 
Y. Pavlov, Counsellor, Charge d’Affaires a.i., Embassy of Ukraine, Toldbodgade 37 A, 1 sal, DK-1235 K, 
 Copenhagen, Denmark 
 Phone: +45 33 161635 – Fax: +45 33 160074 – E-mail: embassy.ua@mail.tele.dk 
L. Petsyk, Director, Chernomorskaya Rybolovnaya Kompania Ltd., 12, Safronova, Sevastopol 
 Phone: +38 0692451905 – Fax: +38 0692 577277  
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Head of Delegation 

P. Kurkul, Regional Administrator, Northeast Region, National Marine Fisheries, 1 Blackburn Drive, 
 Gloucester, MA 01930  
 Phone: +978 281 9250 - Fax: +978 281 9371 - E-mail: pat.kurkul@noaa.gov 
 
Representatives 

P. Kurkul (see address above) 
J. Pike, Director, Government Relations, Scher and Blackell, Suite 900, 1850 M Street NW, Washington, DC 
 20036 
 Phone: +202 463 2511 - Fax: +202 463 4950 - E-mail: jpike@sherblackwell.com 
B. D. Stevenson, Seller’s Representative, 2 Portland Fish Pier, Suite 109, Portland, ME 04101 
 Phone: +202 775 5450 – Fax: +207 773 9096 – E-mail: bds02@sprynet.com 
 
Advisers 

J. Anderson, Fisheries Management Specialist, Northeast Region, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. 
 Department of Commerce, 1 Blackburn Dr., Gloucester, MA 01930 
 Phone: +978 281 9226 - Fax: 978-281-9135 - E-mail: jennifer.anderson@noaa.gov 
P.  Martin, Lieutenant Commander, Coast Guard Liaison Officer, Office of Marine Conservation (Rm 
 5806), U.S. Department of State, 2201 C Street NW, Washington, D.C. 20520 
 Phone: +202 647 3177 - Fax: +202 736 7350 - E-mail: pmartin@comdt.uscg.mil 
R. Mayo, Northeast Fisheries Science Center, NMFS, 166 Water St., Woods Hole, MA 02543 
 Phone: +508 495 2310 - Fax: +508 495 2393 - E-mail: ralph.mayo@noaa.gov 
P. Moran, International Fisheries Div., F/SF4, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 
 1315 East-West Hwy., Silver Spring, MD 20910 
 Phone: +301 713 2276 - Fax: +301 713 2313 - E-mail: pat.moran@noaa.gov 
W. Quinby, Director, Mayflower Shipping Ltd., 655 Summer Street, Boston, MA 02210  
 Phone: +843 577 0560 – Fax: +843 577 6644 – E-mail: mayflower@mindspring.com 
F. M. Serchuk, Chief, Resource Evaluation and Assessment Division, Northeast Fisheries Science Center, 
 NMFS, 166 Water St., Woods Hole, MA 02543-1097 
 Phone: +508 495 2245 - Fax: +508 495 2258 - E-mail: fred.serchuk@noaa.gov 
D. E. Swanson, Chief, International Fisheries Div., F/SF4, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Dept. of 
 Commerce, 1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, MD  20910 
 Phone: +301 713 2276 - Fax: +301 713 2313 - E-mail: dean.swanson@noaa.gov 
 

OBSERVER 

D. J. Doulman, Senior Fishery Liaison Officer, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
 (FAO), International Institutions and Liaison Service, Fishery Policy and Planning Division, Fisheries 
  Dept. Viale delle Terme di Caracalla, Room F-409, 00100 Rome, Italy 
 Phone: +39 0657 056752 – Fax: +39 0657 056500 – E-mail: david.doulman@fao.org 
 

SECRETARIAT 

L. I. Chepel, Executive Secretary 
F. D. Keating, Administrative Assistant 
B. J. Cruikshank, Senior Secretary 
S. Goodick, Accounting Officer 
G. Moulton, Statistical/Conservation Measures Officer 
F. E. Perry, Desktop Publishing/Documents Clerk 

SECRETARIAT ASSISTANCE 

M. Hansen, Greenland Home Rule Office, Copenhagen 
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Annex 2. Agenda 
 

 
1. Opening by the Chairman, P. Gullestad (Norway) 
 
2. Appointment of Rapporteur 
 
3. Adoption of Agenda 
 
4. Report of STACTIC June 2001 Meeting 
 
5. Possible amendments t o the Conservation and Enforcement Measures  
 
6. Report of STACTIC at the Special Meeting 
 
7. Canadian Management Measures for Cod in Div. 2J3KL in 2001 
 
8. Summary of Scientific Advice by the Scientific Council 
 
9. Management and Technical Measures for Fis h Stocks in the Regulatory Area, 2002 
 
 9.1 Shrimp in Div. 3M 
 
10. Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks Straddling National Fishing Limits, 2002 
 
 10.1 Shrimp in Div. 3LNO 
 10.2 Greenland halibut in Div. 3LMNO 
 10.3 Redfish in Division 1F 
 
11. Formulation of Request to the Scientific Council: 
 
 a) Timetable and Frequency of Assessments  
 b) Scientific advice on the management of fish stocks in 2003 
 
12. Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman 
 
13. Time and Place of the Next Meeting 
 
14. Other Business 
 
15. Adjournment  
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Annex 3.  Increased Mesh Size  
(FC W.P. 02/13-Rev.) 

 
Part V, Schedule IV of the NAFO Control and Enforcement measures shall read as follows : 
 

Authorised Mesh Size of Nets 
 

Species      Mesh Size 
 
a) All principal groundfish, flatfishes and 
 other groundfish and other fish with the 
 exception of capelin and skate, as listed  
 in Part V, Schedule II, Attachment II  130 mm 
 
b) skate  -  codend     280 mm(1) 
 all other parts of trawl    220 mm(2) 
 
 
Existing b) and c) be re-lettered c) and d). 

 
(1)This measure shall apply from 01 July 2002. 
(2)This measure shall apply from 01 January 2003. 
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Annex 4.  NAFO Ad hoc Group on NAFO Management of Oceanic Redfish 
Terms of Reference 
(FC W.P. 02/17-Rev.) 

 
 
An Ad hoc Group on NAFO Management of Oceanic Redfish shall be established to meet during 2002 to 
consider management of the oceanic redfish stock in the NAFO Convention Area.  The Ad hoc Group shall 
report its recommendations to the NAFO annual meeting in September 2002.  
 
The Ad hoc Group shall consider all aspects of management including: 
 

a) the distribution of the oceanic redfish stock in the Northwest Atlantic; 
 
b) scientific advice from ICES; 

 
c)  relationship and management process between NAFO and NEAFC. 
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Annex 5. Fisheries Commission's Request for Scientific Advice on Management 
in 2003 of Certain Stocks in Subareas 3 and 4  

 
1. The Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the Coastal State as regards the stocks below which 

occur within its jurisdiction, requests that the Scientific Council, at a meeting in advance of the 2002 
Annual Meeting, provide advice on the scientific basis for the management of the following fish and 
invertebrate stocks or groups of stocks in 2003: 

 
Redfish (Div. 3M) 
Shrimp (Div. 3M, 3LNO) 
Greenland halibut (Subarea 2 and Div. 3KLMNO) 
Capelin (Div. 3NO) 

 
2. The Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the Coastal State as regards the stocks below which 

occur within its jurisdiction, requests that the Scientific Council, at a meeting in advance of the 2002 
Annual Meeting, provide advice on the scientific basis for the management of the following fish stocks 
on an alternating year basis: 

 
Cod (Div. 3NO; Div. 3M) 
Redfish (Div. 3LN) 
Yellowtail flounder (Div. 3LNO) 
American plaice (Div. 3LNO; Div. 3M) 
Witch flounder (Div. 2J3KL; Div. 3NO) 
Squid (Subareas 3 and 4) 

 
• In 2001, advice was provided for 2002 and 2003 for cod in 3NO, witch flounder in 2J3KL 

and redfish in 3LN.  These stocks will next be assessed in 2003. 
• In 2001, advice was provided for 2002 and 2003 for American plaice in 3LNO. The 

Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the Coastal State, requests Scientific Council 
in advance of the 2002 Annual Meeting, to conduct a full analytical assessment of 
American plaice in Div. 3LNO and to review its advice for 2003. Scientific Council is 
further requested to analyse and comment on the precision of the estimates of the recent 
increase in fishing mortality. The next assessment will then take place in 2003 as per the 
alternate year schedule.  

• In 2002, advice will be provided for 2003 and 2004 for cod in 3M, American plaice in 3M, 
yellowtail flounder in 3LNO, witch flounder in 3NO and squid in SA 3 & 4.  These stocks 
will next be assessed in 2004.  

 
The Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to continue to monitor the status of all these 
stocks annually and, should a significant change be observed in stock status (e.g. from surveys) or in 
by-catches in other fisheries, provide updated advice as appropriate. 

  
3. The Commission and the Coastal State request the Scientific Council to consider the following in 

assessing and projecting future stock levels for those stocks listed above: 
 

a) The preferred tool for the presentation of a synthetic view of the past dynamics of an exploited 
stock and its future development is a stock assessment model, whether age-based or age-
aggregated.  

b) For those stocks subject to analytical-type assessments, the status of the stocks should be reviewed 
and management options evaluated in terms of their implications for fishable stock size in both the 
short and long term.  As general reference points, the implications of fishing at F0.1  and F2001 in 
2003 and subsequent years should be evaluated.  The present stock size and spawning stock size 
should be described in relation to those observed historically and those expected in the longer term 
under this range of options. 
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c) For those stocks subject to general production-type assessments, the time series of data should be 
updated, the status of the stock should be reviewed and management options evaluated in the way 
described above to the extent possible.  In this case, the general reference points should be the 
level of fishing effort or fishing mortality (F) which is calculated to be required to take the MSY 
catch in the long term and two-thirds of that effort level. 

d) For those resources for which only general biological and/or catch data are available, few standard 
criteria exist on which to base advice.  The stock status should be evaluated in the context of 
management requirements for long-term sustainability and the advice provided should be 
consistent with the precautionary approach. 

e) Spawning stock biomass levels considered necessary for maintenance of sustained recruitment 
should be recommended for each stock.  In those cases where present spawning stock size is a 
matter of scientific concern in relation to the continuing reproductive potential of the stock, 
management options should be offered that specifically respond to such concerns. 

f) Information should be provided on stock size, spawning stock sizes, recruitment prospects, fishing 
mortality, catch rates and TACs implied by these management strategies for the short and the long 
term in the following format: 

 
I. For stocks for which analytical-type assessments are possible, graphs of all of the 

following for the longest time -period possible: 
• historical yield and fishing mortality; 
• spawning stock biomass and recruitment levels; 
• catch options for the year 2003 and subsequent years over a range of fishing 

mortality rates (F) at least from F0.1 to Fmax; 
• spawning stock biomass corresponding to each catch option; 
• yield-per-recruit and spawning stock per recruit values for a range of fishing 

mortalities. 
II. For stocks for which advice is based on general production models, the relevant graph of 

production as a function of fishing mortality rate or fishing effort.  Age-aggregated 
assessments should also provide graphs of all of the following for the longest time-period 
possible: 
• exploitable biomass (both absolute and relative to BMSY) 
• yield/biomass ratio as proxy for fishing mortality (both absolute and relative to FMSY) 
• estimates of recruitment from surveys, if available. 

III. Where analytical methods are not attempted, the following graphs should be presented, 
for one or several surveys, for the longest time-period possible:  
• time trends of survey abundance estimates, over: 

• an age or size range chosen to represent the spawning stock (SSB) 
• an age or size-range chosen to represent the fishable stock biomass 

• recruitment proxy or index for an age or size-range chosen to represent the recruiting 
population. 

• fishing mortality proxy, such as the ratio of reported commercial catches to a 
measure of the fishable stock. 

 
For age-structured assessments, yield-per-recruit graphs and associated estimates of yield -per-
recruit based reference points should be provided.  In particular, the three reference points, 
actual F, F0.1 and Fmax should be shown.   
 

g) For shrimp in Div. 3M, including the area in footnote 1 of Part I, G of the Conservation and 
Enforcement Measures (the 3L ‘box’), Scientific Council is requested, in advance of the annual 
NAFO Meeting of September 2002, to provide information on the monthly distribution of shrimp 
by size as taken in the commercial fishery and to comment on these distributions in relation to the 
closed area of Div. 3M as defined by co-ordinates in footnote 2 of Part I, G of the Conservation 
and Enforcement Measures and the consequences to the stock of the following scenarios: a) 
closure of the area during June 1 through December 31, and b) no closure at any time. 
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4. Noting the progress made by the Scientific Council on the development of a framework for 
implementation of the Precautionary Approach, the Fisheries Commission requests that the Scientific 
Council provide the following information for the 2002 Annual Meeting of the Fisheries Commission 
for stocks under its responsibility requiring advice for 2003, or 2003 and 2004: 

a) the limit and target precautionary reference points described in Annex II of the UN Fisheries 
Agreement indicating areas of uncertainty (when precautionary reference points cannot be 
determined directly, proxies should be provided);  

b) information including medium term considerations and associated risk or probabilities which 
will assist the Commission to develop the management strategies described in paragraphs 4 and 
5 of Annex II in the Agreement; 

c) information on the research and monitoring required to evaluate and refine the reference points 
described in paragraphs 1 and 3 of Annex II of the Agreement;  these research requirements 
should be set out in the order of priority considered appropriate by the Scientific Council;  

d) any other aspect of Article 6 and Annex II of the Agreement which the Scientific Council 
considers useful for implementation of the Agreement's provisions regarding the precautionary 
approach to capture fisheries; 

e) propose criteria and harvest strategies for re-opening of fisheries and for new and developing 
fisheries; and 

f) to work toward the harmonization of the terminology and application of the precautionary 
approach within relevant advisory bodies. 

 
5. In addition, the following elements should be taken into account by the Scientific Council when 

considering the precautionary approach:  

a) Many of the stocks in the NAFO Regulatory Area are well below any appreciable level of Blim 
or Bbuf.  For these stocks, the most important task for the Scientific Council is to inform on how 
to rebuild the stocks. In this context and building on previous work of the Scientific Council in 
this area, the Scientific Council is requested to evaluate various scenarios corresponding to 
recovery plans with timeframes of 5 to 10  years, or longer as appropriate. This evaluation 
should provide the information necessary for the Fisheries Commission to consider the balance 
between risks and yield levels, including information on the consequences and risks of no 
action at all.   

 
References to “risk” and to “risk analyses” should refer to estimated probabilities of  stock 
population parameters falling outside biological reference points. 

b) Where reference points are proposed by the Scientific Council as indicators of biological risk, 
they should be accompanied by a description of the nature of the risk incurred if the reference 
point is crossed (e.g. short-term risk of recruitment overfishing, loss of long-term yield, etc.) 

c) When a buffer reference point is proposed in order to maintain a low probability that a stock, 
measured to be at the buffer reference point may actually be at or beyond the limit reference 
point, the Scientific Council should explain the assumptions made about the uncertainty with 
which the stock is measured, and also the level of ‘low probability’ that is used in the 
calculation. 

d) Wherever possible, short and medium term consequences should be identified for various 
exploitation rates (including no fishing) in terms of yield, stability in yield from year to year, 
and the risk or probability of moving the stock beyond Blim or Bbuf.  Whenever possible, this 
information should be cast in terms of risk assessments relating fishing mortality rates to the 
risks of falling below Blim and Bbuf, as well as of being above Flim and Fbuf, the risks of stock 
collapse and recruitment overfishing, as well as the risks of growth overfishing and the 
consequences in terms of both short and  long term yields. 

e) When providing risk estimates, it is very important that the time horizon be clearly spelled 
out.  By way of consequence, risks should be expressed in timeframes of 5, 10  and 15 years 
(or more), or in terms of other appropriate year ranges depending on stock specific dynamics.  
Furthermore, in order to provide the Fisheries Commission with the information necessary to 
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consider the balance between risks and yield levels, each harvesting strategy or risk scenario 
should include, for the selected year ranges, the risks and yields  associated with various 
harvesting options in relation to Blim (Bbuf) and Btarget, and Flim (Fbuf) and Ftarget,. 

  
6. For squid (Illex) in Subareas 3 and 4, the Scientific Council is encouraged to further analyze available 

data toward developing possible indicators that could be used under an in-season management regime. 
 
7. The Fisheries Commission, with the concurrence of the Coastal State, requests that the Scientific 

Council comment on the possible relationship of witch flounder in 2J3KL to that reported as caught in 
Div. 3M based on examination of all survey and biological data available. 

8. Regarding pelagic S. mentella redfish in NAFO Subareas 1-3, the Scientific Council is requested to 
review the most recent information on the distribution of this resource, as well as on the affinity of this 
stock to the pelagic redfish resource found in the ICES Sub-area XII, parts of SA Va and XIV and to 
the shelf stocks of redfish found in ICES Sub-areas V, VI and XIV, and NAFO Subareas 1-3.  

 
9. With regard to shrimp in Divisions 3LNO, the Fisheries Commission, with the concurrence of the 

Coastal State, requests that the Scientific Council, in advance of the September 2002 Annual Meeting, 
provide information on the geographical distribution of this resource including the relative and 
seasonal distribution inside and outside the NAFO Regulatory Area by both Division and age group. 
With reference to the proposed closed area in the region of the South East Shoal in Div. 3N as 
referenced in FC Working Paper 02/10, Scientific Council is further requested to provide information 
on the abundance and distribution of shrimp in the area proposed for closure. 
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Annex 6. Fisheries Commission/Scientific Council Precautionary 
Approach Meeting 

(FC W.P. 02/15) 
 

Three joint meetings between Fisheries Commission and Scientific Council have been held between 1998 
and 2000.  Scientific Council held its first Workshop in advance of the 1998 joint FC/SC meeting to 
develop methods to apply the Precautionary Approach Framework to a variety of stocks.  In 1999 Scientific 
Council held a second meeting immediately before the joint FC/SC meeting to focus on three candidate 
stocks for which sufficient information was available to conduct stock projections and risk analyses.  No 
Scientific Council workshops have been held since 1999, but Scientific Council has provided information 
within the PA framework to Fisheries Commission during each year since for Yellowtail flounder in Div. 
3LNO, Cod in Div. 3NO and American plaice in Div. 3LNO.  It has not been possible as yet to provide 
information within the PA framework for other stocks. 
 
Scientific Council intends to hold another workshop during spring 2003 to develop information within the 
PA framework for a number of additional stocks. With a view to making further progress on the 
implementation of the Precautionary Approach, it was agreed at the 2000 Annual Meeting 
 ‘ … that a small group of technical experts will meet in the first half of 2001 to advance future work in the 
Fisheries Commission Working Group.  The small meeting will be organized by the European Community.  
A report from this meeting will be circulated to all Contracting Parties, with a recommendation whether 
the Working Group should meet prior to the 23rd Annual meeting, and if so, provide an agenda for the 
meeting.’  
 
This meeting of Technical Experts has not as yet taken place.  In order to advance the Precautionary 
Approach within NAFO, it is proposed that this small group of technical experts meet to carry out the work 
agreed at the 2000 Annual Meeting.  The group of technical experts representing the Fisheries Commission 
and the Scientific Council will: 

 
1) establish a basis for implementation of  the Precautionary Approach for stocks for which the 

Scientific Council has provided PA reference points, and  

2) develop recommendations for future work of the Fisheries Commission/Scientific Council 
Working Group 

 
The report of the meeting of Technical Experts will be presented to the Fisheries Commission at the 2002 
Annual Meeting. 
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PART II 
 

Report of the Standing Committee on 
International Control (STACTIC) 

 
1. Opening of the Meeting 

 
The Chairman, Mr. David Bevan (Canada), opened the meeting at 10:10 on 29 January 2002. 
Representatives from the following Contracting Parties were present: Canada, Denmark (in respect of 
Faroe Islands and Greenland), Estonia, the European Union, France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), 
Iceland, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russian Federation, Ukraine and the United States.  
 

2. Appointment of Rapporteur 
 
Mr. Paul Steele (Canada) was appointed rapporteur. 
 

3. Adoption of the Agenda 
 
The proposed agenda was adopted without amendments (see Annex 1). 
 

4. Discussion of the Conservation and Enforcement Measures as the follow-up 
of STACTIC June 2001 Meeting 

  
4(a) Program for Observers and Satellite Tracking for shrimp in Division 3M 

 
The representative from Iceland made a presentation regarding Iceland’s proposal for an alternative 
observer program for shrimp fisheries in Division 3M (STACTIC WP 02/1).  The position of Iceland is that 
100% observer coverage is not required for the 3M shrimp fishery, as this is a relatively clean fishery 
where bycatches and discards are not major problems.  The alternative program proposed by Iceland is 
based on weekly catch reports, 20% observer coverage, mandatory dockside inspection of all landings by 
vessels without observers and a prohibition from fishing other regulated species during fishing trips where 
fishing for shrimp is conducted in Division 3M.  The dockside inspections of vessels without observers 
would be more detailed than the dockside inspections currently being done on vessels with observers 
onboard.  Information on catch composition would be gathered for future comparison to similar data for 
vessels carrying observers.   
 
The representative of Norway welcomed the proposal and stated that Norway concurs with Iceland’s view 
that 100% observer coverage is not necessary in the 3M shrimp fishery.  He questioned whether the 
proposal applies only to Division 3M or would shrimp fisheries in Division 3L also be included.  The 
representative from Iceland indicated that the proposal relates only to Division 3M.  The Norwegian 
representative pointed out that 3L shrimp is a regulated species and that the Iceland proposal as currently 
written would prohibit vessels from fishing for shrimp in Divisions 3M and 3L on the same trip.  He 
suggested that this be amended as it would not be practical.   
 
The representative from the European Union noted that a review of the NAFO observer program is already 
planned for this year and that the European Union would prefer to wait and address the Icelandic proposal 
in the context of this review.  

The representative from Canada questioned the rationale for the proposed 20% coverage level.  He also 
pointed out that most shrimp vessels fishing in the Regulatory Area offload their catches in Canadian ports.  
Therefore the Icelandic proposal should be clear as to which Contracting Party will be responsible for 
conducting dockside inspections of these vessels. 

 
The representative from Iceland stated that due to the geographic size of the fishing areas in Division 3M and 
the fact that the scientific data has proven that bycatch is only approximately 1% of total catch in the shrimp 
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fishery, it is Iceland’s position that 20% observer coverage is satisfactory.  He also noted, in giving advice to 
NEAFC in 1998 on an appropriate monitoring scheme for the oceanic redfish fishery, ICES advised that 25% 
coverage is sufficient.  Iceland feels that, given the discussions at NEAFC and the limited size of the fishing 
areas in Division 3M, 20% coverage would be sufficient for the 3M shrimp fishery.  
 
The representative from the United States stated that they continue to support 100% observer coverage in 
all fisheries taking place in the Regulatory Area.  She also questioned how Iceland would propose to deal 
with the potential problem of discarding/highgrading in the shrimp fishery. 
 
The representative from Japan questioned how the issue of discarding/highgrading would be addressed for 
vessels without observers onboard.   
  
The representative from Iceland stated that the discarding problem could be addressed by conducting 
comparisons of the catch composition of vessels carrying observers with those vessels not carrying 
observers. 
 
The representative from Denmark (in respect of Greenland and the Faroe Islands) noted that Iceland’s 
proposal for 20% coverage would apply only to Division 3M and not Division 3L where a quota 
management system is currently in effect.  In view of this, he questioned whether Iceland’s proposal would 
still apply to Division 3M if a quota management system were to be implemented for the 3M shrimp 
fishery.  The Icelandic representative confirmed that this would be the case. 
 
The representative from Canada asked who would be responsible for doing the comparative analysis of 
catch data from observed vs. unobserved vessels.  The representative from Iceland responded that these 
details have not yet been worked out but that the NAFO Secretariat may be able to carry out this task and 
then transmit the results to the Contracting Party/flag state and to other Contracting parties with an 
inspection presence in the Regulatory Area.  The NAFO Secretariat commented that there may be 
additional costs incurred by the Secretariat if their role is enhanced or if the volume and type of information 
received from fishing vessels is changed.  
 
The representative from Canada asked if the scope of the Icelandic proposal had been expanded since it 
was initia lly submitted at the June 2001 STACTIC meeting.  At that time the reduced level of observer 
coverage was proposed only for Icelandic vessels whereas the current proposal seems to call for reduced 
coverage of all vessels fishing for shrimp in Division 3M.  The representative from Iceland confirmed that 
this is the case.      
 
The representative from Ukraine indicated that Ukraine is not certain at this time as to the appropriateness 
of the Icelandic proposal.  He suggested a decision regarding the proposal should be delayed until the 
September, 2002 annual meeting.  
 
It was agreed that Iceland would revise their proposal to address comments made by the other Contracting 
Parties.  The revised working paper (FC Working Paper 02/6) was then submitted to the Fisheries 
Commission for their consideration. 
 

4(b) Canadian Proposals to Protect Juveniles and Reduce Bycatch 
   

The representative from Canada briefly summarized two proposals that had been introduced at the June, 
2001 STACTIC meeting to address the recommendations made by the Scientific Council in 1999 and 2000 
about the need to examine measures for the protection of juvenile fish and the reduction of by-catch. 
 
The first Canadian proposal (STACTIC WP 01/1) is to implement a depth restriction of 700m for the 
Greenland halibut fishery. The Canadian representative indicated that such a restriction would be effective 
in minimizing the capture of juvenile fish and reducing bycatch but would not place undue hardship on the 
viability of the Greenland halibut fishery. 
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The second Canadian proposal (STACTIC WP 01/4) relates to the possible adoption of new measures to 
protect flounder species in the skate fishery, where these species are taken as incidental catch.  The 
Canadian representative indicated that vessels using larger mesh size can effectively fish for skate while 
avoiding incidental catches of flounder.  On the other hand, vessels using 130mm mesh experience 
excessive incidental catches of moratoria species.  
 
The Canadian representative noted that Scientific Council reports over the last three years have made 
numerous recommendations that the Fisheries Commission take all possible steps to ensure by-catches of 
American plaice are reduced significantly and restricted to true and unavoidable by-catches in fisheries 
directed for other species.  The Scientific Council has also continually recommended measures be 
considered to reduce, as much as possible, the exploitation of juvenile Greenland halibut in all fisheries.  
More recently, in September, 2001 the Scientific Council stated that exploitation of American plaice should 
be reduced through elimination of mixed fisheries in shallower than 800 m depths and mesh size regulation 
for the skate fishery.  The Council also expressed concern regarding the high proportion of juveniles caught 
in the Greenland halibut fishery. 
 
The Canadian representative noted that for most of the NAFO Regulatory Area, there are only three 
legitimate fisheries for groundfish stocks which are not under moratoria: Greenland halibut, yellowtail 
flounder, and skate. He expressed the view that a depth restriction for the Greenland halibut fishery, 
coupled with an increased minimum mesh size for the skate fishery (305mm for the cod-end and 254mm 
for all other parts of the trawl) would effectively eliminate the opportunity for directed fisheries of 
moratoria species and that such measures would also provide some protection for juvenile Greenland 
halibut. 
 
The representative from the European Union stated that STACTIC is not the appropriate forum for taking 
decisions with regard to proposed new management measures for fisheries in the Regulatory Area.  He 
indicated that these proposals must be discussed by the Fisheries Commission and that the European Union 
is not prepared at this point to endorse any recommendation from STACTIC to the Fisheries Commission 
in relation to the Canadian proposals. 
 
The Chairman indicated that he would report to the Fisheries Commission, on behalf of STACTIC, on the 
current status of the scientific advice and on the outcome of the discussions regarding the Canadian 
proposals at the two most recent STACTIC meetings. 
 
A third Canadian proposal  (STACTIC WP 01/5) dealt with a possible enhancement of the closed area for 
the 3M shrimp fishery.   Canada’s initial proposal had been to expand the current 3M shrimp closure from 
the 300m depth contour to the 450m depth contour and to extend the closure from the current period (June 
1 to September 30) to a year round closure.  Recognizing that this would require a major alteration to 
current fishing activity, however, Canada agreed at the June 2001 STACTIC meeting to amend the 
proposal so as to retain the coordinates of the current closed area while extending the time period of the 
closure to the entire year. 
 
The representative from Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) introduced a proposal 
(STACTIC WP 02/2) whereby fishing for shrimp would be prohibited within the area in question during 
the period of June 1, 2002 to December 31, 2002.  The representative from Iceland supported this proposal. 
 
The representative from Japan stated that, in accordance with the Scientific Council’s special comment 
(SCS Doc. 01/26), the effectiveness of selective fishing gear (sorting grates) should be further evaluated as 
an alternative to an area closure.  Japan feels that the use of dual sorting grates can provide sufficient 
protection for juvenile shrimp.  The representative from the European Union agreed that more scientific 
advice should be sought regarding gear selectivity in the shrimp fishery.  The representative from Denmark 
(in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) stated that he has not yet seen results from gear selectivity 
trials that would indicate convincingly that the use of sorting grates would be as effective as an area closure 
in protecting juvenile shrimp. 
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The representative from Japan questioned why the period of June 1 to December 31 had been chosen by 
Denmark as the appropriate period for a closure.  The representative from Denmark (in respect of the Faroe 
Islands and Greenland) stated that the intent was to avoid disturbing the fishery in the early part of the year, 
when larger shrimp tend to be more prevalent as compared to the latter part of the year when the capture of 
smaller shrimp is more likely.  He noted that, based on the experience of fishermen he has consulted, the 
shrimp taken in the proposed closed area in the latter part of the year are very small, and it is possible to 
conduct a viable fishery for larger shrimp outside the boundaries of this area.  
 
The representative from Norway agreed that it would not be appropriate to close the area in the early part of 
the year, when larger shrimp are more available. The representative from the United States pointed out that 
the Scientific Council advice was that the most effective time for a closure would be in the March-April 
timeframe. 
 
The Chairman of the Scientific Council (Mr. Ralph Mayo) commented that the March-April period is the 
time when fishing effort is at its highest level, therefore a closure would have a greater impact during this 
period.  He noted that the Scientific Council had recommended a year-round closure and more extensive 
use of sorting grates.   He also pointed out that the Scientific Council will not be meeting this week and 
therefore there will be a delay in responding to any request that STACTIC or the Fisheries Commission 
puts to them for additional information on this issue.  The Chairman indicated that he would provide a 
verbal report to the Fisheries Commission regarding the dis cussion at STACTIC on this matter. 
 
The representatives from Norway, the European Union, Iceland, Estonia and Latvia expressed support for 
the proposal made by Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland).  The representative from 
the United States also supported the proposal, although stating a preference for a year round closure as 
recommended by the Scientific Council.   
 
The representative of the Russian Federation supported the proposal in principle but would prefer to review 
it in more detail and re -visit it at the September, 2002 annual meeting. 
 
The representative from Japan stated that Japan does not support the proposal because it is uncertain that 
the period of June 1 to December 31 is the appropriate period for a closure. 
 
A fourth Canadian proposal (STACTIC WP 01/2) deals with the possible creation of a closed area on the 
Southeast Shoal area of the Grand Bank in Division 3N.  This area has been identified by the Scientific 
Council as a nursery area for 3NO cod, 3LNO American plaice, 3LNO yellowtail flounder and 3NO witch 
flounder.  The Canadian proposal has been referred to the Fisheries Commission for review; therefore it was 
not discussed at this STACTIC meeting. 
 

5. Discussion of Possible Amendments to the Conservation and Enforcement Measures 
 

The Chairman summarized the work that has been done to date on this issue.  A working group meeting 
was held in Ottawa May 1-3, 2001 to begin a review of the Conservation and Enforcement Measures.  This 
group produced a working paper (STACTIC WG WP 01/2 – Inconsistencies/Redundancies in the NAFO 
Conservation and Enforcement Measures) which proposed a framework for revisions to the format of the 
measures.  The Chairman asked for comments from Contracting Parties regarding this working paper and 
the approach proposed for carrying out the review of the measures.   
 
The representative from the European Union expressed agreement with the proposed approach and 
suggested that a small working group be established to begin work on drafting amendments to the 
measures.  The drafting exercise would focus on removing redundancies and inconsistencies found in the 
current Measures and on reformatting the document in accordance with the framework proposed in 
STACTIC WG WP 01/2.  No substantive changes would be made to the Measures. 
 
It was agreed to proceed in this manner.  Canada, the United States and the European Union will provide 
representatives for the working group.  The proposed amendments will be presented to STACTIC at the 
annual meeting in September, 2002. 



 36 

6. Review of Operation of the Automated Hail/VMS System 
 
The NAFO Secretariat provided an update regarding the operation of the automated hail/VMS system.  
Most Contracting Parties have successfully tested their capability to provide automated reports .  Reference 
was made to a table compiled by the Secretariat (see Annex 2) which summarizes the current situation with 
regard to each Contracting Party.  Some are providing all reports in automated form while others are 
providing positional information in automated form and the other reports manually.  

The Secretariat encouraged all Contracting Parties to continue working with them to fully implement 
automated reporting of all required information.  They also indicated that some Contracting Parties have 
not yet provided names of contacts for this initiative to the Secretariat.  Those Contracting Parties that have 
not yet done so were asked to advise the Secretariat of their representatives/contacts as soon as possible. 

The European Union representative pointed out that the coordinates for delineating the NAFO Regulatory 
Area are not available to Contracting Parties and that this is making it difficult for some vessels and 
Contracting Parties to comply with the automatic reporting requirements. The Secretariat indicated that 
they had been provided with coordinates but have not received approval to circulate them.  STACTIC 
Working Paper 02/3, introduced by Denmark (in respect of Greenland and the Faroe Islands) and Norway, 
proposes an amendment to the Conservation and Enforcement Measures to add a requirement for 
Contracting Parties to cooperate with the Executive Secretary in order to establish a database delineating 
the Regulatory Area by latitude and longitude coordinates. The representatives from Canada and the United 
States undertook to provide accurate coordinates, in WGS 84 format, to the NAFO Secretariat as soon as 
possible. The Executive Secretary will promptly circulate these coordinates to all Contracting Parties. 
  
The representative from Norway introduced STACTIC Working Paper 01/9 regarding the possible 
adoption by NAFO of certain codes and data elements set out in the North Atlantic Format.  There was 
general agreement that some elements of the working paper (see Annex 3) should be adopted immediately 
by STACTIC while other elements will require further review. 
  
The representative from Denmark (in respect of Greenland and the Faroe Islands) referred to STACTIC 
Working Paper 01/15 on the issue of security and confidentiality of electronic reports and messages.  This 
paper had been submitted at the June 2001 STACTIC meeting and has since been revised based on 
comments received at that meeting.  While there was general agreement in principle with this paper, it was 
decided that a more detailed review of the proposal should be conducted by the ad hoc committee on 
communications that had met in 2001 to address the issue of VMS/Hail reports. The representative from 
Canada agreed with this approach but noted that he had some concerns regarding the procedures proposed 
for the transmission of vessel positional information to Contracting Party inspection vessels. It was also 
agreed that the ad hoc committee on communications will be asked to review those elements of the 
Norwegian proposal (STACTIC WP 01/9) that were not decided upon at this meeting.  

7.  Election of Chairman 
 

By unanimous agreement, Mr. David Bevan was re-elected for another two-year term.  

8. Time and Place of the Next Meeting 
 
It is recommended that inter-sessional meetings be held according to Annex 4. 

9.  Other Matters 
 

No other matters were discussed. 

10 . Adoption of the Report 
 

The report was adopted by STACTIC on 30 January 2002. 

11. Adjournment 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1530 on 30 January 2002. 
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Annex 1.  Agenda 
 

 
1. Opening by the Chairman, D. Bevan (Canada) 
 
2. Appointment of Rapporteur 
 
3. Adoption of Agenda 
 
4. Discussion of the Conservation and Enforcement Measures as the follow-up of STACTIC June 2001 

Meeting: 

 a) Program for observers and satellite tracking for shrimp in division 3M 
 
5. Discussion of possible amendments to the Conservation and Enforcement Measures (request from the 

Fisheries Commission) 
 
6. Review of Operation of the Automated Hail/VMS system 
 
7. Election of Chairman 
 
8. Time and Place of the Next Meeting 
 
9. Other Matters 
 
10. Adoption of Report 
 
11. Adjournment  
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Annex 2. Status report of NAFO automated HAIL/VMS activities up to December 31, 2001 

 
 

.   
        
                

Contracting Party Tested OK Entry Move Transzonal Transhipment Exit Position 

Bulgaria NA - - - - - - 

Canada 22/08/01             

Cuba Unable             

Den. Faroe Islands 10/09/01 automatic automatic     automatic automatic 

        Greenland 12/07/01             

Estonia 29/11/01 manual manual     manual automatic 

E.U. Denmark 21/08/01             

        France No reply             

        Germany Ongoing             

        Great Britain No reply             

        Portugal 10/08/01 manual manual     manual   

        Spain 25/10/01 manual manual manual     automatic 

France SPM No contact             

Iceland 07/07/01 manual       manual automatic 

Japan 29/08/01 automatic automatic     automatic automatic 

Korea No reply             

Latvia No contact manual manual     manual automatic 

Lithuania No contact manual       manual   

Norway 07/07/01 automatic       automatic automatic 

Poland 27/09/01 automatic automatic       automatic 

Romania NA - - - - - - 

Russia 18/07/01 automatic manual     automatic automatic 

Ukraine No Contact manual manual     manual   

U.S.A. Ongoing             
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Annex 3. Elements of STACTIC W.P. 01/9 that have been 
agreed upon by STACTIC 

 
Some data elements defined in the CEM are not in compliance with the current use of the North Atlantic 
Format. In order to harmonise the use of codes and reporting procedures on both sides of the Atlantic the 
following amendments should be made: 
 

• The code DI (NAFO division) should be changed to RA (relevant area) 
• The code HO (in Hold) should be changed to OB (catch on board) 
• The code DS (directed species) should be retained instead of changed to TS (Target species) 

 
We propose that NAFO in the reporting scheme uses decimal degrees (± ddd.ddd) with the data identifiers 
LG and LT instead of degrees and minutes (BDDDMM). 
 
In order to facilitate system operation, the data elements Record Number (RN), Record Date (RD) and 
Record Time (RT) should be included also in the Entry, Exit and Transhipment reports. 
 
The fields XR and NA should be made optional in the automatic reports. 
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Annex 4. Intersessional Meetings, STACTIC and 
STACTIC Working Groups, 2002 

 
1. STACTIC Working Group reviewing the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures. 
 

• This group will reorganize the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures in accordance 
with the revised format and table of contents approved by STACTIC (STACTIC W.G. W.P. 01/2 - 
Inconsistencies/Redundancies in the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures). 

- Proposed time –  July 2002 
- Proposed place – Halifax, N.S., NAFO Headquarters 
- Participation as per STACTIC recommendation (accepted by FC) – EU, U.S.,Canada 

 
2. Intersessional Meeting of STACTIC – Proposed Agenda 

 a) Review of the NAFO Observer/VMS Scheme 
- Use of observer information for scientific purposes 
- Review of performance of Automated Hail/VMS System 
- Evaluation of options to modify the observer/VMS Scheme 

• Effectiveness 
• Benefits/Costs  

 
  Ad hoc STACTIC Committee on Communication 

• This STACTIC Ad hoc group will meet to discuss 
- Confidentiality issues respecting data received as a result of the Automated Hail/VMS 

System (STACTIC W.P. 01/15) 
- Discuss improvements to the Automated Hail/VMS System. 

 b) Review of Compliance 
- As guided by section 6 of FC W.P. 02/14 (Revised), STACTIC will establish a 

framework for evaluation of compliance, identify data sources, establish timeframes 
and formats for submission of data and schedule future meetings (to be approved by 
Fisheries Commission) to conduct the analyses of the data and prepare a report on 
compliance for the Fisheries Commission. 

 c) Review of options for the control/avoidance of incidental catches 
- STACTIC will review the measures for the control of incidental catches including 

those proposed in FC W.P. 02/5 and FC W.P. 02/11 among others with a view to 
streamlining and simplifying them.  In the event that consensus cannot be reached on 
the content of streamlined and simplified measures, STACTIC will develop options 
with identified impacts for consideration by the Fisheries Commission at the next 
meeting. 

 Proposed time - 5 days in May. If work not completed, an additional 3 days prior to Annual Meeting 
(Spain).  

 Proposed location for May – Open to options from Contracting Parties 
Proposed Participants – STACTIC + any additional experts needed for Ad hoc Committee on 
Communication. 

 
 
In order to facilitate discussions, the STACTIC Chairman, invited interested Contracting Parties to submit 
discussion papers on the above subjects to the Secretariat by no later than 60 days prior to the Meeting. 
Teleconferences to discuss papers may be held among Contracting Parties submitting papers to aid in the 
preparation for the meetings. 
 

 
 
 


