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RESTRICTED

International Commission for a the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3699
(B. z.2)

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

Ceremonial Opening

MOnday, 22 September, 1000 hrs

Proceedings No.2

The Opening Session of the Seventh Special Meeting of the Commission was convened in the Windsor Hotel
in Montreal, Canada, at 1000 hrs, on 22 September 1975.

The Chairman of the Commission, Mr Eric Gillett, Fisheries Secretary for Scotland, opened the Meeting
and expressed pleasure to introduce the Honourable Rom~o Leblanc, Minister of State for Fisheries, who
addressed the Meeting on behalf of the Government of Canada as follows:

"Ladies and Gentlemen:

"On behalf of the Government of Canada, I would like to welcome you to this Special Meeting of the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries. I hope you enjoy your stay in Montreal
and that your deliberations will be productive.

"I need not tell you the importance which the Government of Canada places on the outcome of this
Meeting. Our concern has been expressed in direct talks with representatives of some Governments and
in diplomatic communications to all Members of ICNAF. We - Canada, and all other ICNAF nations, singly
and collectively - have reached a crossroad. Which fork of the road we take in the future depends, in
large measure, on what happens here in Montreal over the next seven days (and, according to our delega
tion, the nights as well) •

liThe stocks are in a tragic state of decline. Canada, through proposals first submitted last June
in Edinburgh and being reconsidered here this week, is asking for your cooperation to halt this decline
and begin the vital rebuilding process. It will not be long before Canada, in line with the consensus
developing within the Law of the Sea Conference, will extend its fisheries jurisdiction, bringing about
a fundamental change in the management regime in waters off the Canadian coast. These facts are the
background for the choice of our future path.

"We in Canada see two alternatives. First, ICNAF Member Countries can cooperate with Canada now,
to reach agreements which will effectively halt stock declines and begin to meet coastal state needs.
Such cooperation by others now can provide the basis for Canada's cooperation in the future, when, with
improved conservation, Canada would be prepared to facilitate rather than impede the operations of
foreign fleets fishing for stocks surplus to Canadian fishermen's needs. This future has a place for
an international organization, along ICNAF lines, to work with Canada in the implementation of the new
management system based on Canadian regulation and control.

liThe second alternative is less attractive. Failure of this Meeting to develop adequate conserva
tion measures for the 1976 season will further aggravate the crisis of the fisheries. It will force
Canada to search for solutions outside ICNAF and will heighten the Canadian people's deep sense of
frustration concerning present international management approaches off the Canadian coast. Such an
atmosphere would make it difficult for the Government to be forthcoming with regard to the facilitation
of foreign fleet activities when Canada extends its fisheries jurisdiction. Liberalization of port use
and other forms of cooperation would be hard to justify to a people who would have seen no cooperation
on the part of others now. Nor would the Canadian people then see much reason to perpetuate anything
like the present ICNAF consultative system, a system which, in their eyes, had failed them in the time
of need. I wish each one of you could have accompanied me on visits I have made to Canada's Atlantic
provinces this summer. You could have sensed for yourselves the depth of feeling of all our Atlantic
population - not only the fishermen - concerning the state of the stocks and the consequent effects on
our coastal communities. If you had come with me, you would realize that what I am saying here is a
genuine reflection of the feelings of the Canadian people, on the Atlantic coast and indeed throughout
Canada.

"The first path is obviously the one which would provide the firmest base for the future - a future
I am convinced can be bright for all of us. In the future regime, fishermen of other nations will have
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access to the Canadian zone to take fish surplus to Canadian needs. It is the size of that surplus
that will be determined by the actions you take here over the next week. Sound conservation now will
assure maximum surpluses later; poor conservation now will leave little for others after coastal state
needs are met.

"I urge you in all sincerity to follow this path and to take the first steps along it by supporting
the proposals Canada is making to you. Delay in taking these steps will serve no country's interests.
Ultimately, the necessary conservation and management measures will be implemented in any event. Now
is the best time to adopt such measures and ensure their early effectiveness; here is the best oppor
tunity to do so and ensure consideration for all interests. I know that you are facing difficult deci
sions. but it is in meeting the challenge of the present that we can all find the best promise for the
future.

III would like nothing better than to be able to report to the Canadian people that Canada has
received the cooperation it requested. and that we have embarked in concert with you on a new era of
improved management that will alleviate the plight of our hard-pressed coastal communities. while at the
same time assuring fishermen of your countries that they too have a future here on our side of the Atlan
tic. I would like to be able to say that we have begun at this Meeting new forms of cooperation we all
want for the years to come.

"In conclusion, let me welcome you again in Montreal. to the Province of Quebec. and to Canada. I
hope to be able to welcome you and your organization to this country on other occasions in future.
That. in summary. is really the message I wish to leave with you today;"

The Chairman thanked the Minister for his important remarks and expressed the hope that the Commission
would report satisfactory agreement at the end of the Meeting. He then announced that the US delegation had
expressed a wish that Mr Carlyle E. Maw, Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance. Special Represent
ative of the President and Chief of the United States Delegation to the Third United Nations Conference on
Law of the Sea. address the Meeting. With the agreement of the delegates. Under Secretary of State Maw
addressed the Meeting as follows:

"Mr Chairman. Minister Leblanc. Distinguished Commissioners and Delegates. Ladies and Gentlemen:

lilt is a great pleasure for me to be in Montreal again. enjoying as always the very warm Canadian
hospitality. I had the privilege of being here just a few weeks ago when Secretary Kissinger spoke at
the annual meeting of the American Bar Association. And, now the great city of MOntreal is host to this
seventeen-nation assembly of one of the largest and oldest international fisheries commissions.

"I am here today, and have asked for this opportunity to speak briefly with you. because of the
very great importance of the outcome of this Special Meeting to the people of North America and to the
future of the fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean.

"I am especially privileged to bring to you this morning the greetings of the President of the
United States of America.

"President Ford has asked me to convey a special message to the Commission as a measure of his
great concern for world fisheries and especially for the fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic. It reads
as follows:

III1This Special Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
takes up the most difficult problem in the Commission's twenty-five year history. I send my warmest
greetings and good wishes to the participants.

""It is imperative that the Commission succeed in establishing adequate conservation measures
and enforcement procedures to rebuild the important fishery stocks of the Northwest Atlantic. If
agreement cannot be reached on reasonable conservation and enforcement measures. the ability of
the Commission to fulfill its stated purposes will be called into question. For our part, I pledge
the full support of the United States to sound fi~heries management and conservation practices,
based on scientific evidence and implemented within the framework of internationally-negotiated
agreements.

11"1 am strongly opposed to unilateral claims by nations to jurisdiction on the high seas.
However, pressures for unilateral measures do exist. and will continue to mount. if international
arrangements do no~ prove to be effective.

IIIlIt is my earnest hope that the Commission will vindicate the trust we place in it and fully
justify our mutual efforts to find cooperative approaches to fisheries conservation and management
for the benefit of all mankind. In this spirit, I send you best wishes for a productive and
rewarding session.""

8
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IlMr Chairman, in the quarter-c.entury since the establishment of this Commission, the United States
has indeed placed its trust in the ability of the Commission's Member States to sit down together and
mutually resolve the complex and difficult fisheries issues of the Convention Area. Over the years,
this Commission has set the standard for others to follow in achieving international solutions to high
seas fishery problems.

"But it is clear beyond doubt that the deliberations you begin here today. and the decisions you
must reach in the coming week, are the most critical in the Commission's history.

"Your decisions in this extraordinary meeting will not only heavily influence the proceedings of
other international fishery bodies, but your decisions here this week will likely determine whether or
not international fishery commissions can remain viable decision-making bodies in the regulation of
coastal fisheries around the world.

"If ICNAF cannot do it, with its experience and its demonstrated ability to work together for the
mutually satisfactory solution of common problems, then it is unlikely that any Commission can.

"In Washington, this past Friday, I testified before a committee of the US Congress on proposed
legislation which could unilaterally extend the fisheries zone of the United States to ZOO miles from
our shores.

III conveyed the strong opposition of the Executive Branch to that legislation. As you have noted
in President Ford's message, he strongly opposes unilateral action and supports negotiated solutions.

"On Wednesday of this week, I shall again be testifying before another US Congressional Committee
in opposition to the ZOO-mile fisheries legislation.

"We have in recent months conducted a complete re-evaluation of our policy on fisheries in view of
our disappointment at the slowness with which the Law of the Sea Conference has been proceeding.

"As Secretary Kissinger stated last month here in Montreal before the American Bar Association. we
plan to begin immediately to negotiate interim agreements as a transition to a 200-mile fisheries zone
off the coasts of the United States. We intend to do this through bilateral agreements, and wherever
possible, within the existing framework of international commissions.

"We intend, during these negotiations, to establish the philisophical underpinnings of our plan
and to accomplish through phased negotiations, rather than by unilateral action, the objectives of a
20D-mile fisheries zone, which is the emerging consensus in the Law of the Sea Conference.

"Our plan is to negotiate agreements which will accomplish the following objectives within 200
miles of our coasts:

- establishment of an effective conservation regime based on the best available scientific
evidence;

- creation of preferential harvesting rights for US fishermen to the full limits of our har
vesting capacity, with the surplus allocated among foreign fishermen;

- implementation of a standardized system for collection of fisheries data with information
contributed by both foreign and domestic fishermen;

- introduction of more effective enforcement procedures; and
- implementation of satisfactory arrangements to resolve gear conflicts and ensure adequate

foreign compensation to US fishermen in case of negligence by foreign fishermen.

"I should add here that we support these same objectives for coastal fisheries wi thin 200 miles of
the coasts of other nations. And, we would hope that these principles will before long be embodied in
a comprehensive treaty on the Law of the Sea.

"Mr Chairman, Commissioners, this Special Meeting is the first new test of our strong faith in
negotiated solutions. I appreciate fully the magnitude and difficulty of your tasks, and I am confident
that you will be able to take the very tough decisions, based on scientific evidence, which you must
make. I have every expectation that. by the end of this week, we will be able to conclude that the
fisheries stocks will be conserved, that the livelihood of our coastal fishermen will be protected, and
that enforcement procedures, including onboard observers, will be strengthened.

"Mr Chairman, I want to thank you very much for the opportunity to appear here today. Also, I
wish to express our hope and expectation that we will be able to report back to President Ford that this
Special Meeting has been successful. Thank you very much."

The Chairman thanked Under Secretary of State Maw for his frank statement and the presentation of the
letter from President Gerald Ford of the United States.
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The Chairman then declared the Seventh Special Meeting of the Commission recessed until 1130 hra when
it would reconvene in the First Plenary Session to hear the Report of the Standing Committee on Research and
Statistics (STACRES).

10



RESTRICTED

International Commission for U the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3700
(B. z.2)

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETINC - SEPTEMBER 1975

Report of First Plenary Session

Monday) 22 September) 1130 hrs

Proceedings No.3

1. Opening. The First Plenary Session of the Seventh Special Meeting of the Commission was called to order
by the Chairman) Mr Eric Gillett (UK). Delegates from 13 of the 17 Member Countries) and Observers from the
Government of Cuba and the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) were present (Appendix
I) •

2. Agenda. The Agenda (Appendix II) and Meeting Schedule were adopted without change.

3. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

4. Report of the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES). The Chairman of STACRES) Dr A.W.
May (Canada») presented a summary of the Provisional Report of STACRES. He reviewed briefly the delibera
tions on the implication of possible alternative objectives for fisheries management) the status of certain
stocks in Subareas 3 and 4) and the estimates of potential yield of the groundfish resources in Subareas 2-4.
He pointed out that an item of finfish and squid within the second-tier overall TAC in Subarea 5 and Statis
tical Area 6 had not been completed and that advice on this item would be presented to Panel 5 at its first
meeting on 23 September. The Plenary Session took note of the Provisional Report and looked forward to its
completion and consideration for approval in the Final Plenary Session.

5. The First Plenary Session adjourned at 1200 hra to enable delegates to study the scientific advice pre
sented in the STACRES Report.
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Mr D.R. Koch, Association of German Trawler Owners, Lengstrasse, 285 Bremerhaven-F
Capt W.J. Muschkeit, Association of German Trawler Owners, Lengstrasse, 285 Bremerhaven-F
Dr B. Peschau, Association of German Trawler Owners. Baudirektor-Hahn-Strasse, 219 Cuxhaven

GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC

Commissioner:

Mr F. Hartung, VVB Fischkombinat, Rostock, 251 Rostock-Marienehe

Advisers:

MS L. Fleischhacker, Georg Blankstr. 19, 1055 Berlin
Dr B. Schreiber, Institut fUr Hochseefischerei, 251 Rostock-Marienehe

ICELAND

Commissioner:

,Ambassador H. Kroyer. Embassy of Iceland, 2022 Connecticut Ave. NW, Washington, D.C. 20008 USA

ITALY

Commissioner:

Mr G. MOnaco-Sorge t Consulate of Italy, 3489 Drummond Street, Montreal, Canada H3G lX5

Adviser:

Mr E. Dobosz, FEDERPESCA, Corso Italia 92, Roma
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JAPAN

Cormnissioner:

Mr S. Ohkuchi, Nippon Suisan Kaisha Ltd., 6-2 Otemachi, 2-Chome, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo

Advisers:

Mr Y. Kawamura, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Law of the Sea Conference Section, 2-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda
ku. Tokyo

Dr F. Nagasaki, Far Seas Fisheries Research Laboratory, 1000 Orido, Shimizu, Shizuoka
Mr R. Tanabe, International Affairs Division, Fishery Agency, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo

NORWAY

COlIDllissioners:

Mr K. Raasok, Ministry of Fisheries, Oslo
Mr H. Rasmussen, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen

Advisers:

Mr N. B~lset, Utenriksdepartementet, Oslo-Dep.
Mr L. Gr~nnevet, 6170 Vartdal
Mr P.L. Mietle, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
Mr ~. Ulltang, Institute of Marine Research, P.O. Box 2906, 5001 Bergen

POLAND

Commissioners:

Mr P. Anders, Ministry of Foreign Trade and Shipping, Al. Wiejska 10, Warsaw
Mr W. Kalinowski, Fisheries Central Board, Odrowaza Street 1, Szczecin

Advisers:

Mr E. Antczak, 1119 Tower Road, #809, Halifax, N.S., Canada
Dr J. Popiel, u1 Po1anki 19, Gdansk-01iwa
Dr S. Rymaszewski, Sea Fisheries Institute, Skr. Poczt. 184, 81-345 Gdynia
Dr E. Stanek, Sea Fisheries Institute, Skr. Poczt. 184, 81-345 Gdynia

PORTUGAL

Commissioner:

Capt J.C.E. Cardoso, Secretaria de Estado das Pescas; Direcgio-Geral da Administragio~Gera1 das Pescas,
Caixa Postal 2387, Avenida 24 de Julho 76, Lisboa 2

Advisers:

Mr E. Cadima, Secretaria de Estado das Pescas, Terreiro do Pago, Lisbon
Dr M.G. Pestana, Secretaria de Estado das Pescas, Terreiro do Pa~o, Lisbon
Dr A. Tavares, Av. da Liberdade No. 211, 4 Dnt o, Lisbon

ROMANIA

Commissioner:

Mr 1.5. Anastasescu, Embassy of the Socialist Republic of Rpmania, 473 Wilbrod Street, Ottawa 2, Ont., Canada

SPAIN

Commissioners:

Mr V. Bermejo, Direccion General de Pesca, Ruiz de Alarcon 1, Madrid 14
Mr F. Condomines, Consul General of Spain, 1 Westmount Square, Room 1456, Montreal 216, P.Q. Canada
Mr J. Manuel y Pinies, Direccion General de Pesca, Ruiz de Alarcon 1, Madrid 14

Advisers:

Mr E. de Salas, Direccion General de Pesca, Ruiz de Alarcon 1, Madrid 14
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Mr E.C. Lopez-Veiga, Institute de Investigaciones Pesqueras, Muelle de Bouzes Sin, Viga
Mr J. Perez, Commercial Consulate, 151 Slater Street, Room 610, Ottawa, Ont. Canada
Mr A.Prado, Pesquera Jose Puerta Oviedo, Apartado 1011, Jacinto Benavente Sin, Viga
Mr 5.J.L. Redondo, S.A.P.I.G., Av. Camelias No. 58, Viga
Mr R. Robles, Instituto Espana! de Oceanografia, LO Oceanografico, Orillamar 47, Viga
Mr F.J. Suarez, Pescanova S.A., Chapela Ria de Viga, Viga

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

Commissioners:

Mr V.M. Kamentsev. Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Blvd., Moscow K-45
Mr A.A. Volkov. Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Blvd., MOscow K-45

Advisers:

Dr V.M. Nikolaev, CNIITEIRH, Dubininskaya 29, 113054 Moscow
Mr B. Sokolov, Zupriba, 36 Lenin Street, Riga
Mr V. Solodovnik, Foreign Department, Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Blvd., Moscow K-45
Mr G. Tchoursine, Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Blvd., Moscow K-45
Mr V. Zilanov, Polar Research Institute of Fisheries (PINRO), Knipovich Str. 6, Murmansk

UNITED KINGDOM

Commissioners:

Mr E. Gillett, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, St. Andrews House, Edinburgh 1, Scotland
Mr J. Graham. Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Great Westminster House, Horseferry Road, London

SWlP 2AE, England

Advisers:

Mr D.J. Garrod, Sea Fisheries Laboratory, Pakefield, Lowestoft, Suffolk, England NR33 ORT
Mr P.G. Jeffery, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Great Westminster House, Horseferry Road,

London SWlP 2AE, England
Mr B.W. Jones, Sea Fisheries Laboratory, Pakefield, Lowestoft, Suffolk, England NR33 ORT
Mr R. Lowson, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Great Westminster House, Horseferry Road, London

SWlP 2AE, England
Mr B.B. Parrish, Marine Laboratory, P.O. Box 101, Victoria Road, Torry, Aberdeen, Scotland

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Commissioners:

Mr R.W. Green, Holmes Packing Corp., P.O. Box 528, Ro~kland, Maine
Mr D.H. Wallace, NOAA, 6010 Executive Blvd., Rockville, Maryland 20852

Alternate Commissioners:

Mr J.E. Douglas Jr, Virginia Marine Resources Commission, Box 756, Newport News, Virginia 23607
Mr T.A. Norris, Boston Fisheries Association, Administration Bldg., Fish Pier, Boston, Massachusetts 02210
Mr Wm.L. Sullivan Jr, Coordinator of Oceans and Fisheries, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental

and Scientific Affairs, Department of State, Washington, D.C. 20520

Advisers:

Mr J. Ackert, The Gorton Group, 327 Main Street, Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930
Dr E.D. Anderson, Northeast Fisheries Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole, Massachusetts

02543
Mr M. Bendiksen, New Bedford Seafood Coop, 15 Fort Street, Fairhaven, Massachusetts 02719
Mr J. Burt, New Bedford Fishermen's Union, 62 North Water Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts 02740
Dr R.L. Edwards, Northeast Fisheries Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole, Massachusetts

02543
Mr W.G. GoTdon, Northeast Region, National Marine Fisheries Service, 14 Elm Street, Gloucester. Massachusetts

01930
Mr R.C. Hennemuth, Northeast Fisheries Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole, Massachusetts

02543
Dr E.G. Heyerdahl, Northeast Fisheries Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole, Massachusetts

02543
Capt C.F. Juechter, Commander Atlantic Area (AO), US Coast Guard) Governor's Island, New York, New York 10004
Mr v.a. Look, State House Annex, Augusta, Maine
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LT T.R. McHugh, Maritime Laws and Treaties Branch (G-OOD-4), us Coast Guard, Washington, D.C. 20590
Mr H.B. Mickelson, Sheehan, Tierney and Mickelson, 26 Seventh Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts 02740
Mr R.F. O'Rourke, Boston Fisheries Association, Administration Bldg., Fish Pier, Boston, Massachusetts 02210
Hs S. Peterson, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution, Woods Hole, Massachusetts 02543
Mr J.e. Price, Office of International Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, US Department of

Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20235
Mr R. Reed, Maine Sardine Council, 15 Grove Street, Augusta, Maine
CDR L.M. Schowengerdt, Office of Fisheries Affairs, US Department of State, OESjOFA, Room 3214, Washington,

D.C. 20520
Mr C.B. Stinson, Stinson Canning Co., Prospect Harbor, Maine 04669

OBSERVERS

CUBA

Mr C. Marrero. Instituto Nacional de la Pesca, Puerto Pesquero, Habana
Mr E. Oltuski. Instituto Nacional de la Pesca. Puerto Pesquero. Habana
Dr J.A. Varea, Centro do Investigaciones Pesqueras, Ira 2607. Miramar, Habana

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION

Mr L.K. Boerema, Fish Stock Evaluation Branch. Fishery Resources Division. Department of Fisheries, FAO,
Via delle Terme di Caracalla, OOIOO-Rome, Italy

INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL FOR THE EXPLORATION OF THE SEA

Mr Sv.Aa. Harsted, Gr~nlands Fiskeriunderspgelser, Jaegersborg AIle IB, DK-2920 Charlottenlund. Denmark
Mr H. Tambs-Lyche, ICES, Charlottenlund Slot, DK-2920 Charlottenlund. Denmark

SECRETARIAT

Mr L.R. Day, Executive Secretary. ICNAF
Mr V.M. Hodder. Assistant Executive Secretary. ICNAF
Mr W.H. Champion, Administrative Assistant. ICNAF
Mr S.A. Akenhead, Biostatistician. ICNAF
Mrs V.C. Kerr, Senior Secretary. ICNAF
Mrs E.R. Cornford, Finance and Publications Clerk-Steno, ICNAF

SECRETARIAT ASSISTANCE

Mr R.J. Clarke, Fisheries Management, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth Street.
Ottawa, Ont ,

Miss I. Laine, Marie Selick Associates Ltd., 1155 Dorchester Street West, MOntreal. P.Q.
Miss C. McDonald, Ocean and Aquatic Affairs, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth

Street. Ottawa, Ont.
Mr R.E. Quirt. Fisheries Management, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada~ 580 Booth Street,

Ottawa, Ont.
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Serial No. 3700
(B.z.2)

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

Plenary Sessions

1. Opening: Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK)

2. Adoption of Agenda

3. Appointment of Rapporteur

4. Report of STACRES

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.3
Appendix II

Note: Results of the deliberations of STACRES and its Assessments Subcommittee during the period
17-20 September 1975 will be presented by the STACRES Chairman, Dr A.W. May.

5. Further consideration of fishing effort reduction on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3 and 4

Note: A Canadian proposal (Camm.Doc. 75/8) for reduction of fishing effort on groundfish stocks in
Subareas 2. 3 and 4 was discussed at the 1975 Annual Meeting (June 1975 Meeting FPoaeedings 53 13 and
17) and deferred for further consideration to the September 1975 Special Meeting. An elaboration of
the Canadian proposal is available as Comm.Doa. 75/IX/40 for study.

6. Further consideration of vessel gear and area restrictions on Georges Bank in Subarea 5

Note: The US proposal for amendment of the ICNAF haddock regulations for Subarea 5 (Comm.Doa. 75/30)
dealing with a closed area on Georges Bank has been referred to the September 1975 Specia~ Commission
Meeting by action of the June 1975 Annual Meeting (June 1975 Meeting Proaeedings 11). This item will
allow further discussion of modifications to the US proposal with a view to adopting it.

7. Further consideration of conservation of all finfish and squid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

Note: The USA has advised Depositary Government of their formal objection to the Proposal (11) for
the conservation of finfish and squids in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 adopted at the 1975 Annual
Meeting (June 1975 Meeting Proceedings 19~ Appendix I). Accordingly the USA has requested that the
Commission reconsider the TAe and national allocations and the exclusion of squid (June 1975 Meeting
Proaeedings 11). The USA has proposed that the TAC for 1976 be set at 550,000 metric tons, including
squids.

8. Further consideration of the Scheme of Joint Enforcement: fishing vessel licensing

Note: The USA has requested further consideration of this matter from the 1975 Annual Meeting (June
1975 Meeting Proaeedinqs 4) with a view to adopting a proposal on fishing vessel licensing (ComnDoc,
75/22, Revised).

9. Further consideration of exemption clauses in trawl regulations in Subareas 3, 4 and 5

Note: The USA has requested further consideration of this matter from the 1975 Annual Meeting (June
1975 Meeting Proaeedings 13) with a view to adopting further modifications in exemption clauses in
trawl regulations in Subareas 3, 4 and 5 (Comm.Doa. 75/15). The USA will present an elaboration on
its proposal.

10. Consideration of 1976 catch limitation requirements for the following particular stocks referred from
the June 1975 Annual Meeting:

(a) Ddv , 3NO cod
(b) Subdiv. 3Ps cod
(c) Div. 4T-Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr) cod
(d) Subdiv. 4Vs-Div. 4W cod
(e) Div. 4X(offshore) cod
(i) Div. 4X haddock
(g) Div. 3P redfish
(h) Div. 4VWX redUsh
(i) Div. 3LNO American plaice
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11. Consideration of Danish request to have Member Countries transfer "unwanted" portion of 1975 catch
quotas for cod in Subarea 1 to Denmark.

Note: This item was introduced in the Meeting of Panel 1 (June 1975 Meeting Proceedings 7) at the 1975
Annual Meeting and referred for further consideration to the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting.

12. Consideration of Statement of Government of Cuba

Note: Comm.Doc. 75/IX/39 contains an analysis of the results of the 1975 Annual Meeting in relation to
the mintmum needs of Cuba in their intended fishing operations in the Convention Area in 1976. The
statement has been forwarded for circulation to Member Governments so that due consideration may be
given it at the September Special Commission Meeting.

13. Other Business

14. Adjournment
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International Commission for II the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3701
(E. e. 75)

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3. and 4

MOnday, 22 September, 1445 hrs
Friday, 26 September, 1125 hra

Saturday, 27 September, 1110 hrs
Sunday, 28 September, 1130 hrs

Proceedings No.4

1. The Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK), was elected Chairman of the Joint Meeting of Panels
2, 3, aod 4. All countries, except Bulgaria, Iceland (represented at meetings of 26, 27, and 28 September),
and Romania (represented at meetings on 28 September), were represented. Observers from the Government of
Cuba and ICES were also present.

2. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Under Plenary Agenda Item 5, Fishing Effort Reduction on Groundfish Stocks in Subareas 2> 3, and 4. the
Chairman drew attention to the Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 75/8) introduced at the June 1975 Annual Meeting
and to the elaboration of the proposal (Camm.Doc. 75/IX/40) as a basis for its further consideration. The
delegate of Canada, in re-opening the discussion of the proposal, referred to the poor state of the groundfish
stocks and the need for reduction of effort to restore them to greater productivity. Cod cat~hes were still
declining in spite of increased effort. pointing to a clear case of overfishing. He noted that STACRES
recorded lower TACs than Canada had suggested at the June 1975 Meeting. He said that if effort stays high
the stocks will decrease still further. There was no certainty that TACs would reduce effort. The STACRES
Report on the remit given to it at the June 1975 Meeting to look at levels of reduction indicated that the
Canadian proposal for 40% effort reduction from that in 1973 was correct. He requested comments and modifi
cations which would not weaken the proposal but would make it more acceptable to all. He pointed out that
the new Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 751IX/40) for fishing effort reduction for 1976 applies to only five
geographic areas in Subareas 2, 3. and 4, and further suggests a 45% reduction from the 1972-73 average.
This could be subject to some change. Further elaboration includes a table giving the data for the 1972-73
average with the exemption level at 200 fishing days. The measure was designed to benefit all countries and
the stocks. The delegate of Denmark said he could give modifications to the Canadian proposal tomorrow. The
delegate of France reviewed the history of French fis,bing in Subareas 2. 3, and 4 in recent years which showed
continuous decline in catch per day. France understood the Canadian concern and favoured any reasonable con
servation measure based on scientific advice. The decrease in French fishing effort showed her concern and
responsibility. It was suggested that those not responsible for the present situation should not be given
the same reduction as those who had been. The delegate of Portugal said he understood the problem and Cana
dian concern but that Portugal had greatly reduced effort and felt she was not responsible for the decline.
He requested more detailed information on what the proposal was asking of countries and, particularly, if the
proposal was based on 1973 or 1972-73 data. The delegate of Canada stated that Canada was flexible and was
prepared to let countries choose 40% from 1973 or 45% from 1972-73. He said that the Canadian fleet size was
now frozen by a licensing system. Canadian fishermen had suffered greater declines in catches than most other
countries and in the inshore fishery. in spite of greater effort, catches had declined one-half. The delegate
of the USA noted that the situation in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 groundfish stocks was a repeat of the Subarea 5
Statistical Area 6 situation where there had been overfishing and ultimate stock decline. Total allowable
catches were not being attained. All countries were responsible for the declines in the stocks and must come
to grips with the problem now. The delegate of the USSR agreed that the responsibility must be shared by all.
He understood the Canadian proposal but considered that the use of days fished or days on ground were not a
sound basis for effort limitation since they did not reflect the fishing capacity of the fishing vessel and
gear. He pointed out that the June and October 1973 Meetings attempted effort limitation using days fished
but had to settle for the two-tier catch quota system. He noted that the USSR was having difficulties with
the Canadian proposal because of bilateral relations. The delegate of the FRG believed that effort limitation
was a good measure for conservation and enforceable management. The Canadian proposal was sound, and he was
ready to accept it to a certain extent. The FRG fishery fluctuated but had not increased for ten years or
more. He felt that, in order to avoid unfairness in relation to the vessel size categories when fleet compo
sition changes, he would like canada to consider converting fishing days of vessels smaller than 2,ODO-ton
vessels to fishing days of greater units. The delegate of Spain agreed there was a critical situation and
understood the need for protection of the stocks. However, the Canadian proposal provided a great hardship
for Spain. He requested details of the Canadian proposal which he favoured in general. The delegate of Norway
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understood the Canadian proposal and agreed that a reduction in fishing effort would give a more reliable
guarantee of conservation. The delegate of Poland said that the proposal should be based on scientific advice
and that further study such as was conducted for the Subarea 5-Statistical Area 6 effort limitation proposal
was necessary. In the meantime, he felt it would be helpful to reduce TACe. The delegate of Japan pointed
out that his country was dependent for food on its distant-water fisheries and that the spirit of compromise
was necessary in settling different national interests. He felt that days fished and days on ground could
not be used as a yardstick for different vessels and countries but was willing to participate in measures
to att~pt conservation objectives. The delegate of the UK appreciated the gravity of the problem leading
to the Canadian proposal. He was convinced some such action was needed and that drawbacks in the proposal
were not great enough to cause objection and, therefore, supported the Canadian proposal. He felt that even
with the proposal there would still be a by-catch problem and, in some cases, in high proportions since the
effort limitation would not change methods of fishing. He noted that there might be a need to return to
methods and techniques of fishing to give best conservation results. This would also apply to the enforce
ment problem. He stated he would like to see details of the proposal. The delegate of Canada was grateful
for the comments and proposed to provide detailed calculations for each country in a supplementary paper by
Friday. He invited technical comments for consideration for incorporation.

4. Under Plenary Agenda Item 12, Catch Quota Requirements for Cuba in 1976. the Chairman asked the Observer
from Cuba to introduce his document (Comm.Doc. 75!IX!39) which was a result of a re-assessment of the Cuban
catch quota requirements following the setting of catch quotas by the Commission at the June 1975 Annual
Meeting. The Observer from Cuba explained that all Cuba's stated requirements had taken into consideration
the by-catch in directed fisheries. He indicated that in the Div. 2J-3KL cod fishery he could further reduce
his requirement to 6,000 tons and in the witch fishery in Div. 3NO, he could accept 100 tons but expected
the by-catch to amount to 500 tons. He pointed out that the Cuban vessels will have fishmeal and oil plants
and will 'have no discards. He inquired what effect reduction in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 would have on Cuba's
quotas as Cuba has no fishing days. He was sympathetic with the Canadian effort limitation proposal but had
doubts regarding its practicality. He felt that catch allocation was a more sound conservation measure and
pointed out that the Cuban by-catch considerations had taken into account what Canada had said was needed
from effort control. The delegate of Japan noted the similarity between the Cuban and GDR experiences with
the only difference being GDR's historic performance. He noted that allocating 6,000 tons to Cuba from the
"Ocher-a" category for the Div. 2J-3KL cod stock would leave nothing in this category. The delegate of the UK
felt that the Cuban case was fair and he would like to accommodate their request. He said it was wrong to
have nothing left in the "Others" category. It was difficult for count'rdes with a long histoiy in a fishery
to see countries with no historic performance obtain catch quocas, He suggested including 10,000 tons tn the
"Others" category by adding 4,000 tons to the TAC. The delegate of Portugal thought the quotas should stay
as allocated at the June 1975 Meeting and the Commission should take note of the amount required by Cuba as
fair and well considered. The delegate of Japan felt that the Cuban request and the Portugpese suggestion
were reasonable. The delegate of Spain agreed in principle but expressed concern about possible future
changes to the "Others" category. The delegate of the FRG considered it wise to have Cuba in the Commission
structure and he felt it was reasonable for Cuba to know what her quotas would be when bound as a member. He
suggested using an asterisk after "Others" and a footnote saying Cuba stated her intention to take 6,000 tons.
The delegate of Portugal believed that the Cuban request for silver hake in Subarea 4 was the crux of the
Cuban problem as Cuba had indicated this fishery was important to her and she could not reduce the amount
requested. The Observer from Cuba said her catch figures were indicative of the Cuban fishing capabilities.
Cuba was ready to take legal steps to join ICNAF. Cuba was in favour of conservation· and needed the quotas
as a member in 1976. The delegate of Portusal suggested that a Commission resolution might say that Cuba was
not bound by the quotas for 1976 but by the Cuban figures. The delegate of Canada saw no difficulty in a
Cuban allocation for cod in Div. 2J-3KL but he did in other stocks. He did not like the idea of exceeding
the TAC and noted that the CDR received allocations before it became a member of the Commission. He stated
that Canada would give 1,000 tons to the "Ot.hexa" category in Div. 2J-3KL cod, making a total of 7,000 tons
and allowing 6,000 tons to Cuba with 1,000 tons left in the "Others II category.

In consideration of a Cuban allocation in the Subarea 2-Div. 3K redfish fishery for 1976, the delegate
of Canada suggested that Cuba be allocated 1,000 tons leaving 3,750 tons for "Others". In the Div. 3M cod
fishery, the delegate of Canada suggested that Cuba reduce its request to 1,800 tons in order to leave 200
tons for "Others". The Chairman said that discussions should be considered as preliminary and any figures
stated would be provisional.

5. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2. 3. and 4 agreed to recess at 1830 hrs, Monday, 22 September, and refer
the Cuban allocation of silver hake in Div. 4VWX to Panel 4 and allocation of other stocks in various Divi
sions to their appropriate Panel or Panels.

6. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2. 3, and 4 'reconvened at 1125 hrs, Friday, 26 September.

7. The Chairman returned to consideration of Plenary Agenda Item 5, Fishing Effort Reduction for Groundfish
Stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4, and drew attention to a further Canadian paper (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/49) giving
additional details of the Canadian proposal for fishing effort reduction on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2,
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3, and 4 in 1976. The delegate of Canada introduced the proposal, noting that it had additional statistical
information provided by Denmark, Norway, and the UK. He pointed out that Member Countries could use effort
reduction figures of 45% from the 1972-73 average or 40% from the 1973 effort, that longliners would be exempt
from effort reduction, that consideration would be given to limited transfer of effort between tonnage cate
gories of vessels, and that Member Country effort would be reported during the season on a basis similar to
that for the monthly reporting of catch data.

The delegate of the UK noted that it seemed logical that Canada, in accepting 45% reduction from 1972-73
or 40% reduction from 1973. might be prepared to accept 50% of 1972 effort. He suggested that there might be
some provision for lateral transfer of effort into other areas to allow smaller Member Countries a better
opportunity to catch their quotas. He asked if Canada might consider raising the 200 days fishing exemption
to 300 days fishing.

The delegate of Portugal said there was no scientific basis for reduction. Poor statistics and limited
research over the years provided little information on the state of the gradually diminishing stocks. With
improved data there had been a steady reduction of TACs in an effort to stop decline and restore the stocks.
The proposal had difficult aspects as witnessed in the effort reduction study for Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6 and the fact that effort may be assigned in areas where vessels cannot fish due, for example, 'to ice.
He proposed that attempts be made to solve individual country problems bilaterally and raised the point that
the statistics used might not be reliable or correct.

The delegate of Spain agreed in principle with the Canadian proposal but reserved the right to revise
statistics. He had difficulty with the definition of days fished and days on grounds. The main difficulty
was having excess fishing days and no quota or vice-versa.

The delegate of Iceland thanked the Chairman for his welcome and hoped his late arrival had not caused
any inconvenience. He stated that, although Iceland had sought other solutions to her problems, she did not
wish to stand in the way of Canada's efforts to seek effective conservation of the fish stocks round her
coasts. Iceland was not fishing much in the ICNAF Area but this may be only temporary. Iceland favours the
Canadian proposal 8S it is in the best interests of everyone.

The Chairman pointed out that the table in Comm.Dcc , 75/IX/49 did not include provision for "Ocher-a",

The delegate of the USSR agreed that effort limitation was one means of regulating but found that it did
not reflect actual fishing effort. He noted that some delegations favour catch quotas and that TACs have
been sharply reduced (60% for USSR) since 1972. He believed the by-catch problem was best solved by two-tier
quotas by Subareas, and stated that the figures included in the Canadian proposal for USSR require clarifica
tion as fishing conditions have changed since these figures were raised. He suggested that such figures
should be subject to bilateral review~

The delegate of the
effort at conservation,
easier system to control

USA supported
2) protected
than two-tier

the Canadian proposal as it considered all needs, e.g. 1) directed
Canadian fishermen, 3) allowed foreign fleets to participate, 4)
system, and stated that prompt action was needed.

The delegate of the CDR said the GDR will support all sensible and scientifically-based proposals for
stock regulation. One measure for regulating stock is proposed in the Canadian document by adopting an effort
limitation. In dealing with the Canadian proposal, the GDR is guided by the fact that the regulation of stocks
must be improved; that the by-catch problem can be tackled in a better manner; that the control of adherence
to the Commission's decisions can be improved in the interest of all Member Countries. He said that GDR advo
cates the principle that, for the purpose of his people's nutrition, a sensible scientifically-founded fishery
is based on the admissible MSY. The GDR is fishing only for her needs and has a clear, directed fishery with
only small by-catches. He noted that the TACs for the important stocks were drastically reduced at the Woods
Hole and Edinburgh Meetings in order to secure a long-term stable fishery with the highest admissible catch
level and the recovery of stocks. The decisions were taken at the Edinburgh Meeting in a very responsible
manner and were fully supported by the GDR. The GDR is of the opinion that the Commission can, on principle~

agree with the Canadian proposal. However, there are a number of proposals which still have to be discussed
and solved. One is the correct definition of fishing days on the basis of a clear definition of the fishing
effort. In the Canadian proposal the tonnage class is given as a measure. However, we know that vessels of
the same tonnage class have very differing performances depending on their horse power, fishing gear, crew,
etc., so that the proposed measure does not guarantee a just, equitable treatment of all Member Countries.
Another problem is that the definition of fishing days in the proposal envisages the division into fishing
areas and vessel classes. This constitutes a serious interference with national regulations and planning of
Member Countries and at the same time, makes control much more complicated. The GDR also shares the opinion
of the delegate of the UK that a transfer of effort between vessel classes and areas could be carried out.
By so doing, countries could select the economically best fleet structure without exceeding the quotas or the
fishing effort. Taking into consideration such possibilities, the GDR regards the application of the Canadian
proposal as acceptable.

The delegate of France supported the Canadian proposal as it is the best way to deal with by-catch and
ensures effective regulation.

..21



- 4 -

The delegate of the FRG said that the PRG was at a disadvantage because it had a small coast with a large
population to feed and, therefore, must cooperate with coastal states to ensure supply of fish as food. He
stated that the FRG favoured an effort regulation along the lines of the Canadian proposal which would balance
the deficiencies of the present quota system and its implementation. He agreed with others regarding the use
of a 1972 data basis, lateral transfer between areas, and transfer between vessel categories when the compo
sition of a fleet changed. He believed that effort limitation should be reduced if a particular stock
increases. e.g. the cod stock in Div. 2J-3KL.

The delegate of Japan believed that effort should be reduced in accordance with scientific advice and
stated that the reduction rate seemed too sharp. He said that practical and technical difficulties could be
overcome by study.

The delegate of Canada expressed gratitude for the support given by the delegates and felt that most of
the technical modifications suggested could be accommodated. He urged all Member Countries to provide tech
nical difficulties and modifications to canada, in writing, for analysis and incorporation by Canadian experts
in a further paper on details of the Canadian proposal.

8. The Joint Panels agreed to meet at 1100 hrs, Saturday, 27 September, to consider such a paper.
further agreed that those attending the meeting should include two delegates, including the head of
from each Member Country of the Panels.

9. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 recessed at 1320 hrs, Friday, 26 September.

It was
delegation

10. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 reconvened at 1110 hrs, Saturday, 27 September, to continue
consideration of Plenary Agenda Item 5, Fishing Effort Reduction on Groundfish Stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4.
The delegate of Canada requested that Dr R.G. Halliday (Canada) review the technical changes embodied in the
Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/49 Revised). Attention was directed to five major changes: 1) base
period is now 1972-73 - 45%, 1973 - 40%, or 1972 - 50%; 2) Div. 3M and 3p have been combined with Div. 3LNO
to give only three areas for management; 3) base effort level has been raised to 300 days fishing from 200
days fishing; 4) revised statistics received from the GDR and Japan have now been included in the calcula
tions; and 5) conversions of effort between tonnage categories have been incorporated in footnotes to the
table.

The delegates of Denmark and Portugal expressed a preference for use of 1973 as a base period. The
delegate of the USSR preferred the "swept volume method" instead of "days fd shed" as a measure of effort. He
noted that the basic year used was incorrect in some cases and requested consideration for use of the year of
best effort. He also requested that effort expended at a depth of 500-600 m and deeper, e.g. for roundnose
grenadier, should be excluded.

The delegate of Portugal presented five difficulties for his country. In Div. 3M there was no need for
effort reduction as the cod stock was stabilized and TAC regulation would be sufficient. Div. 3M was outside
the 200-mile zone and he could not accept a reduction in effort in Div. 3M. Another problem was the fact
that the areas, into which the effort was contained, did not coincide with the areas through which single
stocks extend and consequently, it might be necessary while fishing for one stock to transfer effort from one
effort area to another. A factor of flexibility in this transfer of effort should be introduced or else the
limitation of effort should not be sub-divided by areas but apply to the sum total of the Subareas considered.
He felt there was a need for a definition of days fished. Effort limitation, in his opinion, was more diffi
cult to control than catch quota. Minor points included difficulties with effort for gillnetters, dory vessels
and midwater trawls.

The delegate of the UK felt the smaller nations needed an element of flexibility and requested ~hat there
be a provision for transfer of fishing days from area to area and vessel to vessel expressed in general terms.
The delegate of Denmark supported the UK. The delegate of the GDR could agree to effort limitation or the
two-tier quota system but it must be scientifically based. Any regulation should allow best and most econo
mical use of vessels. Regulation must be fair and give all countries an opportunity to fish their quotas.
He agreed that roundnoae grenadier should not be included in the reduction scheme as it was found in deep
water and the stock was in good state.

The delegate of Iceland said Iceland has not accepted allocation of quotas as a regulatory measure.
One hundred days for "Others" in each geographic area was not a realistic amount and he suggested the amount
should be up to or at the level for Cuba. Choice of base period bas introduced strong inequity for Iceland
which had considerable fishing in earlier years but none. now. He was instructed to vote for the Canadian
proposal but against quota allocation.

The delegate of Poland said no account had been taken of the fishing pattern changes in 1973 in the
Polish fisheries. Like other countries, Poland had an example of an allocation of fishing effort with no
quota.
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The delegate of Norway felt there was a need for more flexibility, and requested that Norway be allowed
transfer between gear categories. The delegate of the USSR supported the need for more flexibility. In reply,
the delegate of Canada noted that he had already said there was no objection to the transfer of days fishing
between vessel categories on the basis of the relative effectiveness of the vessels as demonstrated by the
Member Countries. He explained that the years 1972 and 1973 had been chosen as a reference point because they
had the best published statistics. The definition of days fished was included in the reNAF Statistical Bulletin.
Also, there was a reference to it in paragraph A of the proposal. Regarding the proposed omission of Div. 3M,
he said there was no relevance of the 20G-mile zone to this proposal. The groundfish stocks should not be
exempt from the benefit of the Canadian proposal. In response to a question from the delegate of the USSR, he
felt there was a precedent for treating USA as a coastal state in the southwestern part of Subarea 4, and
canada in Subarea 5 as well as France in Subarea 4.

Following further consideration of the difficulties countries had expressed regarding the proposal, the
delegate of Canada reported that Canada could agree to 1) the 1972-73, 1973, and 1972 base periods with 45%,
40%, and 50% effort reduction, respectively, based on ICNAF Statistical Bulletin data, 2) transfer of effort
between vessel categories with conversion factor based on catch per day fished reported in the ICNAF Statistical
Bulletins, 3) limited transfer of effort from one of the three areas to another and a suggested 15% or 50 days
fished limit, whichever was larger, with application against the area from which the effort was taken, 4)
allow 45 days for countries to send corrections or missing figures and information on transfers planned for
1976 to the Executive Secretary,S) immediate reporting of transfers between areas as soon as known during
the year, 6) need for more information on roundnose grenadier effort and by-catch, 7) include Div. 3M in
the scheme, 8) some increase for "Others", perhaps 150 days fished instead of 100, but not large, 9) trans
fer between any gear categories but conversion factors must be based on data on days fished reported in the
ICNAF Statistical Bulletin, 10) transfer of effort (15% or 50 days fished) to other areas by countries in
the "Others" category, and 11) transferability could take care of situations where quotas extend over two
areas, e s g, quota in Div. 2J-3KL difficult to divide in Subarea-Ddv , 3K and Div. 3LNO - some stocks are found
in Div. 2J-3KL, others in Dfv , 3LNO. The delegate of canada felt Canada could not entertain the USSR proposal
to base effort reduction on various years, whichever was most favourable, as it would have a rather large
effect on the scheme.

In summarizing further Canadian views, the delegate of Canada pointed out that Member Countries must send
within 45 days information on the reference year they wish to use, any corrections to the statistics, and where
countries wish to use their effort in the five previously-named areas in 19_76. Canada would agree that COWl

tries could increase their effort by 10% (not 15% as previously agreed) or 50 days fished by transfer from any
one of the five areas during the year. Canada expected that the results of the compilations by the Executive
Secretary would be reviewed at the January 1976 Special Meeting of the CoImJdssion in Rome.

In response to further questioning regarding the proposal, the delegate of Canada felt more information
was needed on midwater trawls used by the various Member Countries. The difficulty raised by Portugal regard
ing gillnetter and longliner effort should be analyzed and reported.

The Chairman, noting that Portugal would vote against the proposal if Div. 3M was left in, reminded the
Panel Members that the Canadian proposal for management of the effort regulation allowed members to vote on
any line entry in the proposal rather than on the whole proposal.

11. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 recessed at 1730 hrs, 27 September.

12. The Joint Panels reconvened at 1130 hrs, 28 September, to consider a further modification of the Canadian
proposal for effort reduction on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2. 3, and 4 (Corom.Doc. 75/IX/49 - 2nd Revision).

13. The Panels accepted the Chairman's proposal for procedure that Canada should first present the mpdifica
tions, then the Panels would take a decision on any suggested amendments and finally take a decision on the
proposal as a whole. The delegate of Canada referred to Comm.Doc. 75/IX/49 - 2nd Revision and requested the
following insertions to which the Panels agreed: 1

(1)

(2)

page 2, paragraph lee), line 5: for "statistical data" read "relative catch rates (catch per day
-- fished)"

page 2: delete last sentence of paragraph lee) and replace it with the following new sentence which
wUl replace paragraph 4 on page 3: "During the 1976 fishing season, further transfers
involVing the movement of fishing effort from area to area shall be limited to 10% of
the total number of fishing days for the Contracting Government allocated for the 1~76

fishing season in the area to which the transfer is made or 50 fishing days, whichever
is the greater."

14. The delegate of
all other pelagics".
and 1973" in lines 7

Portugal suggested that "large pelagics" in paragraph I of page 1 be changed to read "and
This was agreed by the Panels. A further suggestion to change "for the years 1971, 1972

and 8 of paragraph lee) on page 2 was, with Panels' agreement, changed to "for the last
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three years for which such data are available". He further noted that 1I •••• to which the transfer is made .••. 11

in new paragraph 4 on page 3 had read in previous drafts II •••• from which the transfer is made... .... The Panels
agreed to retain the present wording and to reconsider the matter at the January 1976 Special Commission Meet
ing when more basic information would be available. Hfs further suggestion that IIwi t h i n 45 days from 29 Sep
tember 1975" in line 1 of paragraph 2 on page 2 be changed to read "within 60 days from 29 September 1975"
resulted in Panel agreement to alter the phrase to read "by 30 November 1975".

15. At the request of the delegate of the USSR, the Panels agreed that the vessel categories, 1000-1999.9
tons, should be shown for the USSR in the table at Attachment 2. In dealing with the USSR suggestion that
roundnose grenadier be left out of the effort limitation scheme, the Panels noted that this was a deep-water
species and fished at great depths and agreed that USSR inforamtion on by-catch would form the basis for fur
ther discussion at the January 1976 Special Commission Meeting.

16. The Panels agreed to suggestions that "illustrative" be added before " t able" in line 6 of paragraph l(a)
on page 1 and that "for the categories indicated in the attached illustrative table and other categories as
necessary" should replace "in the attached table and as may be amended" in line 3 of paragraph 3 on page 3.

17. The delegate of Canada could not accept a Polish proposal that paragraph l(a) on page 1 should be amended
to show that Contracting Governments should reduce their effort to a level which would allow them to fulfill
their national quotas for 1976 based on appropriate catch rates. The delegate of Canada, strongly supported
by the delegate of the USA, rejected a Polish proposal to substitute a second-tier quota scheme for the effort
reduction scheme, and a Romanian proposal to include in paragraph l(a) on page 1 the suggestion that reduction
should not affect Contracting Governments which fish less than 10,000 tons and have a developing fishery.

18. The delegate of Portugal pointed out that it would be impossible for his country to report monthly effort
statistics as required by a proposed Canadian resolution (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/49, Attachment 3). The delegate of
~, supported by the delegate of the UK, pointed out that statistics had been a long-time requirement of
the Member Countries. The flow of information must be improved. Both were essential to the control of fishery
operations in the ICNAF Area.

19. The Chairman noted that specific amendments had been discussed and decisions taken and proposed to take a
formal or indicative vote on the proposal as a whole and as amended. The results of an agreed indicative vote
were 14 'yes' with a reservation by Portugal regarding the inclusion of Div. 3M as one of the areas for limit
ing effort and 1 absent (Bulgaria). Therefore, Panels 2, 3, and 4, in joint session,

~5reed to accept the vote as formal and to recommend

that the Con:a:nission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Governments,
proposal (1) for International Regulation of Fishing Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the
Convention Area (Appendix I).

20. Following discussion and amendment of the Canadian proposal for early implementation of the proposal for
effort limitation for groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4, Panels 2, 3, and 4, in joint session,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt Resolution (1) Relating to the Implementation of the Proposal (1) for Inter
national Regulation of Fishing Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area
(Appendix II).

21. The Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3, and 4 adjourned at 1300 hra, 28 September.
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Serial No. 3701
(A.a.4)

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.4
Appendix I

(1) Proposal for International Regulation of Fishing Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2. 3. and 4 of the
Conventicn Area

Panels 2, 3, and 4, in joint session, recommend that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govern
ment the following proposal for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"1. That Contracting Governments other than the coastal states take appropriate action in 1976 to limit
fishing effort for groundfish, i.e., all finfish except herring, mackerel, capelio, and all other pela
gics, billfishes, and sharks, by persous under their jurisdiction in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Conven
tion Area in accordance with the following:

(a) Each Contracting Government in 1976 shall reduce the number of days fishing for groundfish by
40% based on the number of fishing days reported in 1973, OT 45% based on the average number
of fishing days reported in 1972-73, or 50% based on the number of fishing days reported in
1972, for each of the tonnage, gear and area categories listed in the attached regulation and
illustrative table. Each Contracting Government shall have the option of choosing the base
period to be applied to its fleet, provided that the base period selected shall be the same
for all tonnage, gear and area categories;

(b) For each Contracting Government having vessels under its flag using longline gear, the number
of days fished by such vessels shall not be reduced but shall be limited to the number of days
fished during the selected base period;

(c) Contracting Governments with less than 300 days fished in a particular tonnage, gear and area
category during the selected base period shall not be required to reduce the number of days
fished for that tonnage, gear and area category, but shall be required to limit the number of
days fished in that tonnage, gear and area category to the number of days fished, during the
selected base periodj

(d) Contracting Governments with the number of days fished during the selected base period for a
particular tonnage, gear and area category in excess of 300 shall not in any event be required
to reduce the number of days fished in 1976 to less than 300;

(e) Contracting Governments shall be permitted, in establishing their effort allocations for 1976,
to transfer effort between tonnage, gear and area categories for all vessels under their flag.
Conversion factors used for transfers between vessel tonnage and gear categories shall be based
upon averages of relative catch rates (catch per day fished) for that Contracting Government
reported to the Commission for all of Subareas 2, 3, and 4 for the last three years for which
such data are available.

"2. That Contracting Gcvernments , by 30 November 1975, shall submit to the Executive Secretary a list
of the number of fishing days to apply in 1976 for each tonnage, gear and area category, in accordance
with the requirements stated in paragraph 1 above. Such information shall include:

(a) The single base period which each Contracting Government intends to use in applying the regu
lation of fishing effort for groundfish by all vessels under its flag;

(b) Proposed amendments, if any, a Contracting Government wishes to make in the statistical data
as reported to the Commission for the years 1972 and 1973 upon which the regulation of fishing
effort for groundfish is to be applied and an explanation for any such adjustments;

(c) A description of any redistribution of fishing effort for groundfish among the various vessel
tonnage, gear and area categories for 1976 that a Contracting Government wishes to make for
vessels fishing under its flag.

113. That the Commission, at the Eighth Special Commission Meeting in January 1976~ shall review the
data supplied pursuant to paragraph 2 above and confirm national allocations for fishing effort for the
categories indicated in the attached illustrative table and other categories as necessary, in accordance
with the provisions of paragraph 1 above.

"4. During the 1976 fishing season. further transfers involving the movement of fishing effort from
area to area shall be limited to 10% of the total number of fishing days for the Contracting Government
allocated for the 1976 fishing season in the area to which the transfer is made or 50 fishing days,
whichever is greater."
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- 2 - Attachment 1

Regulation - Integral part of Proposal (1) for International Regulation of Fishing Effort for Groundfish in
Subareas 2, 3. and 4 of the Convention Area. adopted by the International Commission for the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on 28 September 1975

"1. That each national allocation of effort in the attached table 1s an integral part of this regulation.

112. That, for any effort allocation for a particular vessel tonnage, gear and area:

(a) Each Contracting Government shall limit the number of days fished for groundfish (24-hour
periods. reckoned from midnight to midnight, during which any fishing took place) by persons
under its jurisdiction in the areas referred to in the table to the number of fishing days
listed for that Contracting Government or, in the case of Contracting Governments not listed
by name, to the amount listed under "Others";

(b) Each Contracting Government mentioned by name in the table shall prohibit fishing for groundfish
by persons under its jurisdiction on the date on which

accumulated reported number of days fished,
estimated unreported number of days fished, and
the number of fishing days estimated to be expended before closure could be introduced,

equal 100 percent of the allowable number of fishing days. Each Contracting Government men
tioned by name in the table shall promptly notify the Executive Secretary of the date on which
such prohib~tion has been put into effect. The Executive Secretary shall promptly inform all
Contracting Governments of such notification.

(c) Each Contracting Government not mentioned by name in the table shall notify the Executive
Secretary in advance if persons under its jurisdiction intend to engage in a fishery to which
this regulation applies, together if possible with an estimate of the number of fishing days
to be expended; and it shall also promptly report the number of days fished for groundfish
by persons under its jurisdiction in the areas mentioned in the table in increments of 25 days.
The Executive Secretary shall notify all Contracting Governments of the date on which

accumulated reported number of days fished,
estimated unreported number of days fished, and
the number of fishing days estimated to be expended before closure could be introduced.

by persons under the jurisdiction of Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the table
equal 100 percent of the allowable number of fishing days designated for "Others" in the table.
Within 10 days of the receipt of such notification from the Executive Secretary, each Contract
ing Government not mentioned by name in the attached table shall prohibit fishing by persons
under its jurisdiction using vessels of the particular tonnage and gear category in the areas
mentioned in the regulation.

Recording of Effort

"3. That all Contracting Governments take appropriate action to ensure that all vessels under their
jurisdiction which fish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area record their fishing effort on a
daily basis according to position, date) and type of gear.*

Other

"4. That, with regard to any effort allocation, each linear and columnar entry in the table shall be
considere4 a separate proposal under Article VIII of the Convention as amended. FUrther, sub-paragraph
2(c) shall apply to each Contracting Government without a specific effort allocation in any linear and
columnar entry in the table notwithstanding that sub-paragraph 2(b) may apply to each such Government'
with respect to another linear and columnar entry in the table.

"5. That the effort allocations in the table are without prejudice to future allocations. II

* This paragraph of the regulation is not intended to lessen in any way the obligation of Member
Countries to report all other data on fishing effort, such as hours fished. in Subareas 2, 3, and 4
of the Convention Area and all data on fishing effort in Subareas 1 and 5 of the Convention Area and
Statistical Areas a and 6.
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Serial No. 3701
(A••• 4)

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.4
Appendix II

(1) Resolution Relating to the Implementation of the Proposal for International Regulation of Fishing
Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2, 3. and 4 of the Convention Area

The Commission

Recognizing that proposals designed to achieve the conservation and optimum utilization of groundfish
stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area throughout 1976 through the limitation of fishing
effort for groundfish have been adopted at the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting and subject to
review at the January 1976 Special Commission Meeting;

Taking into Account that under Article VIII of the Convention, as amended, this proposal would not enter
into force until six months after the date on the notification from the Depositary Government transmit
ting the proposals to the Contracting Governments, which could not occur before April 1976 at the
earliest;

Havins Considered that the purpose of the Convention is to promote the conservation and optimum utiliza
tion of fish stocks on the basis of scientific investigation, and economic and technical considerations,
and that this purpose cannot be completely achieved unless the proposal referred to above is applied
throughout 1976;

RecOgnizing that, in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention, fishing activity
in the area must be conducted in accordance with this proposal throughout 1976;

1. Invites the attention of Governments to the above matters;

2. Stipulates that the proposal referred to above should apply throughout 1976;

3. Requests Governments whose vessels conduct fishing operations in the areas to implement the proposal,
subject to any modification that may be unanimously agreed by the Delegations present and voting at
the January 1976 Special Meeting of the Commission, beginning on 1 January 1976;

4. Expects that all Members of the Commission will conduct their fishing operations in accordance with
the proposal beginning on 1 January 1976 unless any of the Members of Panels 2, 3, and 4 notifies
an objection to the Depositary Government prior to that date.
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Serial No. 3702
(B. e. 75)

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

Report of Meetings of Panel 5

Tuesday, 23 September, 0900 hra
Wednesday, 24 September, 0900 hra

Friday, 26 September, 1645 bra

Proceedings No.5

1. The Meeting of PanelS was convened by the Chairman, Mr WID.L. Sullivan Jr (USA). All Members of Panel
5, except Bulgaria and Romania, were present. Representatives from Denmark, Norway, and the UK, and Observers
from Cuba attended.

2. LT T.R. McHugh (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. The Agenda, to include Plenary Items 4, Report of STACRES, 6, Further Consideration of Vessel. Gear and
Area Restrictions on Georges Bank in Subarea 5, 7,FUtther ConSideration of All Finfish and Squid in Subarea
5 and Statistical Area 6, and 12, Consideration of Statemeritof-the Government of Cuba, from the Plenary Agenda,
was adopted.

4. The Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, Part A), relating to the consideration of finfish and squid within
the second-tier overall TAC in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, was presented by the Chairman of STACRES, Dr
A.W. May (Canada). The delegate of the USA pointed out that Item 5 of Addendum 1 to the Report stated that
"consideration of this item was not as complete as would have been desirable since not all Member Countries
were represented by experts in this field (in some cases, discussion of this item had not been anticipated)."
As the USA had filed an objection to the second-tier quota and had asked that the item be placed on the agenda
more than 60 days in advance of the Special Meeting, and further had asked each country to consider the matter
in preparation for the Special Meeting, it was difficult to reconcile the requirement in Rule 6 of the Com
mission I s Rules of Procedure that STACRES provide sound scientific advice on which the Commission could base
its decisions with the failure of some of the Member Countries of the Panel to contribute to the formulation
of that scientific advice. The Chairman of STACRES felt that the absence of some of the members did not con
strain those who were present from analyzing the data, and that the Report, with additional observations con
tained in Addendum 1, had been accepted as it stands by all present at the STACRES Meeting. There were no
further couunents on the Report.

5. The delegate of the USA opened discussion of the Plenary Agenda Items by stating that the proposals for
vessel, gear, and area restrictions on Georges Bank in Subarea 5 (Item 6), and further consideration of con
servation of all finfish and squid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Item 7) had to be linked together as
an initial step in obtaining adequate protection for the stocks of fish off the US coast. As had been pointed
out, the USA intended to act now through negotiations to obtain such protection. There was a comprehensive set
of issues to be dealt with. The resolution of these issues was extremely important because the USA's two
branches of Government were opposed on the course of action to be taken. As an illustration of the views in
the Congress, the delegate of the USA quoted from a highly critical assessment of the 1975 Annual Meeting
delivered by Senator Magnuson during hearings on 19 September 1975. The delegate of the USA continued that
the House of Representatives Committee responsible for fisheries had voted 36 to 3 in favour of a 20o-mile
limit bill. The President was opposed to unilateral extension of jurisdiction, but Congress would not be
satisfied if no agreement was reached to conserve the fish stocks.

The USA objected to the second-tier quota set at the 1975 Annual Meeting because it was too high to meet
US conservation goals. The USA had proposed that the quota be set at a level of 550,000 tons including squid,
a level that still requires at least five years for recovery to MSY. with only a 90% probability that recovery
will begin in 1976. STACRES saw no reason to exclude squid from the overall quota. This quota level repre
sents a rational approach to the conservation problem but, if it is not adopted, the probability is that the
goal of restoring the fish stocks will not be met in a reasonable time. Temporary short-term economic dislo
cations may be felt by the distant-water fishermen, howeVer, US and Canadian fishermen have been feeling such
a dislocation for a period of time and this burden should be shared by others.

With regard to the US proposed vessel, gear, and area restriction on Georges Bank (Comm.Doc. 75/rx/47),
the mixed species populations and the effect of directed fisheries for certain species on other species have
caused damage to important commercial stocks. The closure in effect off New England and the Middle Atlantic
States, also established to control bottom fishing, has resulted in some indications of recovery for the
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flounder stocks as reported by US fishermen. The proposal extends the closure out onto Georges Bank to remove
botto~fishing pressure from the important haddock and yellowtail flounder stocks.

The delegate of the USA said that both items are matters of major importance to the USA, and are critical
to the future of ICNAF. The USA, disturbed by the rejection of adequate conservation measures by ICNAF, would
have to re-evaluate its position if no agreement is reached on these items. The USA had not filed an objection
to a fundamental conservation proposal before in an international fisheries organization. International fish
eries commissions were on trial here. If this Meeting was not successful, the USA would have to take a second
look at its position. The alternatives to working out solutions through negotiation were not desirable.

6. Consideration of Vessel, Gear a and Area Restrictions on Georges Bank in Subarea 5 (Carom. Doc. 75/IX/47).
The delegate of Japan expressed appreciation for the modifications made in the proposal, introduced at the
Annual Meeting, to accommodate the squid and argentine fishermen, and stated that he would meet informally
with the USA to discuss further alterations. The delegate of the USSR noted that the closure to bottom fishing
was aimed at eliminating the haddock by-catch problem, but would affect the USSR'S ability to take its TACs
allocated in other fisheries, namely, cod, redfish, silver and red hake, and certain of the flatfishes. Under
the terms of the proposal, it would be impossible to continue in the fishery for hakes, the most important
fisheries in the area for the USSR, with allocations of some 74,000 tons. The species are caught between 80
and 300 m on the southern part of Georges Bank and between 50 and 150 m on the northeast slope during the last
half of the second quarter and the third quarter of the year. The Corsair Canyon hake fishery is very import
ant during the period between June and August each year. Argentine and redfish are taken between 150 and 250 m
on the northern slope of Georges Bank. In some areas, the closure extends to 200, even 250 m, making it imposs
ible to take many of the quotas allocated to the USSR. The losses would range up to 60-70% of the allocations.
Other regulations, such as mesh size, quotas, by-catch restrictions, and the closure of the spawning grounds,
already provide protection for the haddock stocks. The delegates of the· USSR and Spain advised that they would
discuss the matter informally with the USA.

7. Consideration of the Conservation of Finfish and Squid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate
of the USA opened the discussion by reiterating that there was no more important issue for the USA. He requested
that all members consider this item a declaration of intent to deal with the conservation problema in a reason
able time. The Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, Part A) re-affirmed the US position with regard to including
squid in the second-tier quota. It is in the best interest of all countries fishing in Subarea· 5 and Statistical
Area 6 to restore the stocks to the maximum level in the shortest period of time. The delegate of Spain noted
that Spain had also filed an objection to the second-tier quota. Copies of the objection (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/48)
would be distributed to outline Spain's position in further discussion. The delegate of Japan reviewed the
history of Japan's allocations, both for squid and the second-tier quota, and remarked that the Commission
might not be able legally to re-open the question of the quota allocation and the exclusion of squid as these
matters had been decided at the 1975 Annual Meeting and had not yet come into effect. He noted that the squid
and the second-tier quotas for Japan were the same in 1974 (24,300 tons), while for 1975 the squid allocation
was left unchanged, and the second-tier quota was reduced to 21,250 tons. He pointed out that the condition
of the squid stock does not show any decline and the quota has been set at the same level. Japanese fishing
activity, which concentrates on squid, is less responsible for the overall depletion of the biomass than somG
others. At the 1975 Annual Meeting, STACRES recommended a level of 650,000 tons for the second-tier quota.
STACRES also reviewed the status of the squid stocks and separated £Oligo and Illex, while leaving the aggre
gate quota for squid at the same level as 1974. Japan expected special consideration in the second-tier
allocation, although it was seen that the Japanese second-tier quota would be reduced sharply because the
coastal states would ask for the same or higher share of the available biomass. Spain had asked at the 1975
Annual Meeting that squid be separated from the second-tier quota; Japan had supported this because the stocks
had not suffered a serious decline, and the separation was biologically justified because the squid had such a
short-life cycle. Refraining from squid fishing would not appreciably contribute to the rebuilding of the
total biomass. There is, therefore, no reason to reduce the squid catch. Because of the second-tier alloca
tion, the Chairman reminded the delegates that an established TAC and allocation had been revised in the simi
lar case of herring when that species was discussed at the November 1974 Special Commission Meeting. The
delegate of Spain expressed support for the Japanese position. The delegate of canada stated that Canada had
been opposed to the exclusion of squid from the second-tier quota at the 1975 Annual Meeting and that position
had not changed. The delegate of the USA considered that the Japanese and Spanish position, which was the
basis of the US objection to the proposal, appeared to be unchanged from that at the 1975 Annual Meeting. 'The
second-tier quota, if excluding squid, was not a quota for rapid recovery as it was effectively a 724,000-ton
quota. There was also a by-catch problem related to the squid fishery, which Spain would deal with as part
of a second-tier quota. Neither Spain nor Japan has a second-tier quota. The USA would remain unequivocally
opposed to an effective 724,OOO-ton quota. The delegate of Spain said that squid should be excluded from the
second-tier quota, but that Spain was addressing that problem, not the size of the TAC. He pointed out para
graph 3 of Addendum 1 to the Report of STACRES, which indicated that the effect of excluding squid from the
TAC on the recovery of the total biomass was as yet unknown; species such as menhaden were also excluded from
the second-tier quota although they are a part of the biomass.

The delegate of Japan stated that it was his position that the allocations of the second-tier quota had
been disadvantageous to Japan whose fisheries were primarily for squid. He noted that the Spanish objection
argued for a second-tier allocation of 5,790 tons for Spain and inquired if Spain intended to fish that amount.
The delegate of the USA pointed out that the figures presented in the discussion did not take into consideration
the high by-catches in the squid fishery which often ranged up to more than 50% of the catch. Assuming a 50%
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by-catch, the by-catch in the squid fishery would amount to 37~OOO tons, a level that was not provided for
either in the allocations for "Other Finfish" or for the second-tier quota. In the "Other Finfish" category,
only 15,000 tons was allocated to "othera", The by-catch necessary in the squid fishery would not even allow
for Cuba's needs. The delegate of Japan explained that Japan did not have a second-tier quota because squid
had been excluded from that quota and Japan intended to report by-catch under "Orhe'ra" in that quota. Although
squid was the usual target species, butterfish had been taken by Japanese fishermen and recorded under "Others 11

in the "Ocher Finfish" category. Future butterfish catches would also be reported under "Others" in the "Other
Finfish" category. The percentages of by-catch usually were not as high as mentioned by the US delegate. The
delegate of the USA replied that even if the by-catch was only 25%, 18,500 tons would have to be allocated to
"cchera" for the "Ochex Finfish" TAC. As the total in the "Others" category is only 15,000 tons, squid fishing
would have to stop when the by-catch reached 15,000 tons. The USA is still opposed to the procedures attempted
here and at the 1975 Annual Meeting, as they do not meet the needs of the total biomass which, to be effective,
requires protection of all species. The delegate of Spain reported that the by-catches were not as large as
the USA had indicated, and that new gear would be used in 1976 to ensure that the by-catch problem in the squid
fishery would be reduced.

The delegate of Canada pointed out that the Report of STACRES indicated that a 750,000-ton quota, effect
ively the size of the current 650,00o-ton quota which excluded squid, would result in a period of 11 years to
recovery to MSY with only a 67% chance that the recovery would start in 1976. This was not considered good
enough. Previous US statements clearly indicated that the US Congress would take action, as they did in the
House Committee vote taken earlier, to extend the jurisdiction of the USA; Canada could not be restrained from
following that lead shortly after such action was taken. Canada would prefer negotiated solutions, but the
Commission could bring about the situation that would cause the US Congress to extend jurisdiction and pressure
for tmilateral extension in Canada would follow. ICNAF's credibility would be diminished. ICNAF or some simi
lar organization might not survive unilateral extension of jurisdiction. He felt that the discussion was pro
ceeding on two points: firstly, whether squid should be included in the second-tier quota, and secondly, what
the level of that quota should be. His delegation remained of the opinion that the decisions made at the 1975
Annual Meeting do not meet tOday's conservation requirements. Such issues have been reconsidered by the Com
mission in the past after agreement was reached at earlier meetings.

The Chairman suggested bringing the question of inclusion or exclusion of squid to a vote. The delegate
of Spain suggested discussing the TAC level for the second-tier quota before any vote was taken. The delegate
of the FRG suggested an indicative vote be taken on a quota of 650,000 tons including squid, and if that vote
were passed, then vote on the allocations for that level. The delegate of the USA felt that a vote might
polarize the Meeting, and suggested that a vote be taken on the US proposal for a quota of 550,000 tons includ
ing squid.

8. Further informal discussion was considered appropriate, and the Meeting recessed at 1230 hrs, 23 September.

9. Panel 5 reconvened at 1430 hrs, 23 September.

10. The Chairman noted that there were two questions currently before the Panel, first the second-tier quota
set at the 1975 Annual Meeting which had been objected to by the USA and Spain, and second, the US proposal
for a quota of 550,000 tons including squid. The delegate of Italy suggested that a first step might be to
separate the squid from the overall quota and find levels for each quota. The delegate of France stated that
the French fishery was small. France favoured including squid in the second-tier quota as a means of solving
the by-catch problem.

The delegate of the USA reminded the participants that there were two questions to be addressed. First
was the protection of certain species on Georges Bank through the proposal concerning gear and area restric
tions, and second, the question of the two-tier quota. Not to be lost in the US emphasis on these two issues
was its concern for the reconciliation of Canada's proposal concerning effort limitation off the Canadian
coast, another important factor in ICNAF's success. The USA had proposed a second-tier quota of 550,000 tons
including squid but was determined to work out a solution acceptable to the countries present. The USA would
be interested in other proposals and would entertain anx proposal that excluded squid if the TACs were set at
low enough levels. Despite the emphasis on the second-tier quota, the USA still had not abandoned its desire
for greater protection on Georges Bank. The delegate of the USA suggested that a vote be taken on the US
proposal.

The delegate of Japan stated that he understood the political implications of such a vote and was prepared
to discuss the matter further. The USA was, however, the only country that wished to have the subject re
opened. An indicative vote, rather than a binding vote" might be more suitable for evaluation of the countries I

positions with regard to this question. Such a vote should be taken on whether or not the decision taken at
the 1975 Annual Meeting should be reconsidered.

The delegate of Italy suggested that the solution be worked out privately and further recommended that the
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Meeting be recessed to facilitate such compromise. The delegate of Canada advised that a failure by the Panel
to change the 1975 Annual Meeting decision was unacceptable to Canada, and if that decision were left unchanged~

his Government would file an objection. It may be possible, he continued, to work out some type of compromise,
suggesting that the figure of 550,000 tons, excluding squid, be set as the second-tier quota. The delegate of
the FRG noted that his delegation could Dot accept the compromise suggested by Canada as it would be at the
expense of countries that did not fish for squid. At the 1975 Annual Meeting, the FRG had voted for the
650,OOo-ton quota including squid, but the majority had decided against including squid. Since the 1975 Annual
Meeting, two countries had objected to the decision taken at that time to exclude squid. The scientists had
not changed their position since the 1975 Annual Meeting. The delegate of the GDR reported that the GDR would
support any measures that would lead to greater stocks of fish, but noted that the GDR had taken the following
position at the 1975 Annual Meeting. First, the GOR believed that the scientists' estimate that a TAC of
650,000 tons would lead to recovery, and that a higher TAC was possible without significant effect; second,
that the second-tier quota was aimed at the by-catch problem in 1973, and that through steps the GDR had
reduced her by-catch coefficient from 3.1% to 0.4%; third, that the GDR squid fishery, amounting to 900 tons
in 1974, had revealed a low by-catch. The GDR did not think that separating the squid from the second-tier
quota was contrary to the STACRES recommendation, but suggested that all countries take a proportional reduc
tion in their second-tier quota.

Discussion followed concerning the absence of two Members of the Panel (Bulgaria and Romania) and whether
it would still require eight affirmative votes for the Panel to adopt a proposal. Although it was possible
to conduct a poll by telephone or telex if necessary, the Chairman indicated that it appeared doubtful that any
measure could be adopted unless it received eight or more affirmative votes in the Panel. An indicative vote
on whether the 1975 Annual Meeting decision to exclude squid from the TAC should be changed resulted in 4 'yes',
3 'no', 3 'abstain', and 2 'absent'.

The delegate of Japan noted that, even if it were possible to reach agreement on a second-tier quota, much
work remained to be done to allocate such a quota among the Panel Members. The delegate of the USA expressed
his chagrin at the results of the indicative vote. The only conclusion he could draw was that the other Members
of Panel 5 did not believe that the USA was serious about the need for conservation. There seemed to be little
point in proceeding with the discussion unless specific proposals were forthcoming that would begin to meet
the US requirements. There would be sacrifices to be made by all the participants. The USA was serious about
its position, but was now faced with immediate drastic decisions. Based on the indicative vote" just taken, it
was possible that the USA would remove itself from further substantive discussions. It was possible for the
USA only to express its greatest concern over the matter.

The delegate of Japan noted that he had requested the indicative vote to show what the attitudes of the
other participating Governments were. Japan, he reported, was fully prepared to move forward to reach a solu
tion to the problems. The delegate of Spain alsO reported being ready to move toward a solution.

The delegate of Canada stated that the indicative vote may have been a signal to the US Congress to extend
jurisdiction. It was not the case that Member Governments were relieved of responsibility for their actions
by participating in an indicative vote; if indicative votes were a means of exploration, it may be appropriate
to see which of the suggested courses of action might lead to a resolution of the difficulties. The delegate
of the USA, having given a fresh appraisal of the political realities, suggested that those interested in an
agreement might give an indication of where compromise might lie. Two delegations who voted 'no' to the ques
tion of whether the decision made during the 1975 Annual Meeting should be reconsidered had already indicated
a willingness to take a new look. The delegate of Canada suggested voting on the proposals which had been made
to see which might lead to an area of compromise. The delegate of the GDR supported this suggestion.

The first vote, taken on the FRG's suggestion that the second-tier quota be set, as was done originally
at the 1975 Annual Meeting at 650,000 tons including squid, resulted in an indicative vote of 5 'yes', 3 'no',
2 'abstain', and 2 'absent'. The second vote, the Canadian compromise suggestion that the second-tier quota be
set at 550,000 tons excluding squid, resulted in an indicative vote of 4 'yes', 2 'no', 4 'abstain', and 2
'absent'. The final vote on the US proposal that the second-tier quota be set at 550,000 tons including squid
resulted in a vote of 2 'yes', 5 'no', 3 'abstain', and 2 'absent'.

Following the votings, the delegate of the USA noted th~t the result of the first vote regarding the
reconsideration of the second-tier quota excluding squid told the story. The further votings almost consti
tuted a charade, as it appeared that the minds of the delegates were already made up. The failure of ICNAF
to come to grips with this problem would have profound effects on US policy. The failure of ICNAF to seek
appropriate solutions would add to the already serious pressures being brought to bear on this matter.

The delegate of Canada, quoting Shakespeare, remarked "Perseverence keeps honour bright ll
• The historical

doctrine of the freedom of the seas has been modified either by international agreements and regulations, or
extensions of jurisdiction. Freedom of the seas may become more destructive through the application of advanced
technology in the fisheries. Extension of jurisdiction implies the responsibility of the coastal state to main
tain the stocks and see that any surpluses are fully utilized by others. It had been an integral part of the
Canadian position that there was a need for an international body such as ICNAF to manage the fisheries. If
the members persist in taking no action, a call for extension of jurisdiction by the coastal states would follow
at an early date. The delegate of Canada suggested a meeting of the heads of delegations at the earliest

34



- 5 -

possible time to discuss the fundamental underlying problems, such a meeting to have priority over the other
Agenda Items now before the Commission.

The Chairman of the Commission noted that the questions to be faced were very broad, and that the sincerity
of the Canadian delegation should not be underestimated. The issues at stake at this session of the Commission
raised serious questions for any type of international fisheries management scheme. With the attendant Law of
the Sea problema also at stake, there should be a meeting of the heads of delegations as soon as possible. The
delegate of the UK. noting that the UK was not a Member of Panel 5, suggested that the Members of Panel 5 could
decide the fate of the Commission and that those Member Govenunents not Members of Panel 5 should have some
share in the decision. Commenting on the dispute at hand, without reference to the particulars of the scien
tific information, he considered that the action of the Members of the Panel at the 1975 Annual Meeting in
removing species from a quota already decided without making a reduction in the overall TAC itself amounted to
sharp practice and constituted the worst sort of basis for making a decision. The delegate of Denmark supported
the position taken by the UK delegate, stating that decisions which affect the wider membership of the Com
mission should be taken by the entire membership of the Commission. He noted that the indicative vote had been
taken not to complicate the issues, but to remove the problems inherent in a final vote.

11. The Meeting of Panel 5 was recessed at 1600 hrs, 23 September.

12. The Panel reconvened at 0900 hrs, 24 September, with the heads of the Panel Member delegations, the
heads of the Danish, Norwegian, Portuguese, and the UK delegations, and the Observer from Cuba present.

13. The Chairman called for further discussion of the conservation of all finfish and squid in Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6, and reviewed the status of attempts during meetings of the Panel on 23 September to resolve
Panel Members' differences regarding the TAC and national allocation for all finfish and squid and the exclusion
of squid from the second-tier quota. He reviewed the history and purpose of the two-tier quota system for the
benefit of heads of the non-Panel member delegations prese~t.

A lengthy discussion followed during which the participants repeated the views they had expressed during
the earlier Panel session on how the two-tier quota system should be applied in the circumstances. Italy,
Japan, and Spain, those countries interested primarily in the squid fishery, maintained that the unique biolo
gical characteristics of the squid should be taken into consideration. Its short-life cycle set it apart from
the other species under regulation, and the scientific evidence indicated that the squid stocks were not in
the same danger of depletion as some of the other species included in the second-tier quota. Therefore, sub
stantial fishing should be allowed to prevent the loss of a valuable resource. If squid were included in the
second tier, the countries which fished for squid would suffer such reductions in their second-tier quota that
they would not be able to take all the available squid after by-catch was considered. The delegate of Spain
suggested that a TAC of 576,000 tons, excluding squid, was an appropriate level, both to separate the squid
and keep the TAC under 650,000 tons.

The alternate position, taken by those countries whose fisheries do not rely primarily on squid, was that
the conservation requirements necessary now and the removal of the squid from the TAC reduced their potential
allocations to the point where the sacrifice necessary to meet the conservation ends of the Commission would
not be shared equally. The delegate of the USA pointed out that it was necessary to allow for the excessive
unreported by-catch noted by US inspectors by reducing the second-tier TAC to 550,000 tons even if squid were
excluded. The delegate of the GDR reminded the delegates that countries fishing for herring and mackerel could
pose the question of removing those species from the second-tier TAC. The delegate of the USA stated that such
an erosion would threaten the entire ICNAF management system.

Delegates suggested various compromise overall TACs and allocations during the course of the discussion.
The first compromise noted that the middle ground between the decision taken at the 1975 Annual Meet~ng for a
650,000-ton quota excluding squid, and the current US position of 550,000 tons including squid, was 600,000
tons excluding squid. A second compromise called for including the squid fisheries with the highest by-catch
in the second-tier TAC and removing those with the cleaner fisheries. Although allocations were calculatea
removing IZZex from the TAC, the Panel decided that the scientific evidence available did not support such a
separation, as pointed out in the Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, Part A).

Lengthy discussion centered on two points: first, that 650,000 tons would be the ceiling figure for the
second-tier TAC. and, second, whether squid would be included in that TAC. The delegate of Canada noted that
Canada's second-tier allocation would more accurately reflect Canada's needs if set at 18,000 tons, and offered
the 4,00Q-ton difference between that and the 22,OOO-ton allocation set for Canada at the 1975 Annual Meeting
to help balance the needs of the others who fish in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.

14. The Meeting of Panel 5 recessed at 1305 hrs, 24 September.
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15. The Meeting of Panel 5 reconvened at 2115 hrs, 24 September, to consider five proposals for the allocation
of second-tier TACs of 650,000 tons including squid and 576,000 tons excluding squid. After lengthy consider
ation of these possibilities, and further modifications, the delegate of Japan, seconded by the delegate of the
USA, moved that the Panel vote on the following allocation of a 576,OOO-ton quota which excluded squid:

Bulgaria
Canada
France
Federal Republic of Germany
German Democratic Republic
Italy
Poland
Romania
USSR
USA
Others

13,750 tons
18,000

2,950
13,750
47,500
1,750

68,000
3,850

169,000
213,000

24,450

576,000 tons

The motion was defeated by a vote of 5 'yes', 3 'no', 2 'abstain', and 2 'absent' (Romania and Bulgaria). The
delegate of Spain, seconded by the delegate of the USA. then moved that the Panel adopt the following alloca
tions. based on a 650,000-ton TAC including squid:

Bulgaria
Canada
France
Federal Republic of Germany
German Democratic Republic
Italy
Japan
Poland
Romania
Spain
USSR
USA
Cuba
Others

14,400 tons
18.000 "

2,950
14,900 "
48,750 "

6.800 "
18.000 "
76.500 "
3,850 "

16,000 "
177 ,250 "
230,000 "
21,000 "
1.600 "

650,000 tons

These allocations were adopted by Panel 5 by a vote of 10 'yes' and 2 'absent', noting that Cuba intends to
take 21,000 tons in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. Therefore. Panel 5

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 second-tier TAC and allocation of finfish and squid. as adopted at the 1975 Annual Meeting
of the Commission. be amended to read as shown in Table 1.

16. The Meeting of Panel 5 recessed at 0115 brs. 25 September.

17. Panel 5 reconvened at 1645 hrs, 26 September. for further consideration of vessel. gear, and area restric
tions on Georges Bank in Subarea 5. The delegate of the USA introduced Commissioner's Document 75/IX/47
(Revised) which showed a smaller area than that originally proposed for the gear restriction on Georges BanK.
The delegate of the USSR added that the revisions in the proposal were the result of lengthy and difficult
discussions and although the USSR was greatly affected by the proposal. and had opposed it, the USSR delegation
considered themselves co-authors of the revised proposal and were prepared to accept it. The delegate of Japan,
who had expressed difficulties with the original proposal, stated that he was prepared to accept the revised
proposal. The delegate of the CDR noted that the proposal would not affect the large GDR pelagic fisheries in
tbe area. and stated that his delegation was in favour of it. The delegate of Poland stated that his delegation
was prepared to accept the proposal.

The delegate of Spain stated that he had expressed his opposition to the proposal at two earlier meetings
of the Commission. As some parts of the northeast portion of the closed area were areas of importance for the
Spanish cod fishery. he could not accept the proposal and would vote against it.

The Panel. by a vote of 9 'yes', 1 'no', and 2 'absent'.
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agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (2) for international regulation of fishing gear employed in the fisheries in Subarea 5
of the Convention Area and in the adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6
(Appendix I).

18. Consideration of the Statement of the Government of Cuba (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/39). The Observer from Cuba
pointed out, in the course of discussing revision of the 1975 Annual Meeting allocation of "Others" quotas to
take into account the request of Cuba for quotas in certain stocks for 1976 that Cubals directed fisheries in
the Subareas would be for mackerel and hakes, snd that the other requests were primarily intended to cover the
calculated by-catch in those fisheries. It was noted that the cuban request for an allocation of herring would
be considered at a Special Meeting to be held in January 1976. After some revision of the original Cuban pro
posal~ the Panel

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the "Others" allocations as determined at the 1975 Annual Meeting for 1976 for certain stocks of
finfish and squid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 be amended as shown in Table 1.

The delegate of Italy declared that mackerel was an important part of Italy·s fishery program, but that he
could agree to a 2,OOO-ton allocation for the "Others" category in which Italy would fish in 1976. He stated
that Italy intended to take 1,800 tons of mackerel in 1976, and possibly would seek an allocation of that
species at some time in the future.

19. There being no further business, the Meeting of Panel 5 adjourned at 1800 hra, 26 September.
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Table 1. Summary of revised 1976 allocations for certain stocks in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.

All
Other Squid finfish2

Cod Mackerel Silver hake Red hake finfish 1 Loligo + squid

5Z 5+6 5Ze 5Zw+6 5Ze 5Zw+6 SA 5+6 SA 5+6 SA 5+6

TAe re couunended by 35,000 254,000 50,000 43,000 26,000 16,000 150,000 44,000 650,000Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria - 16,300 600 - - - 4,000 - 14,400

Canada 4,519 4,400 - - - - - - 18,000

Denmark - - - - - - - - -
France - - - - - - - - 2,950

FRG - 1,200 - - - - - 1,000 14,900

GDR - 48,900 - - - - 3,000 - 48,750

Iceland - - - - - - - - -
Italy - - - - - - - 3,300 6,800

Japan - - - - - - - 15,700 18,000

Norway - - - - - - - - -
Poland 457 78,300 - - - - 10,000 1,700 76,500

portugal - - - - - - - - -
Romania - 3,200 - - - - - - 3,850

Spain 6,645 - - - - - - 8,800 16,000

USSR 2,314 88,000 36,400 30,000 19,000 9,000 50,000 2,000 177 ,250

UK - - - - - - - - -

USA 20,000 4,700 8,500 9,000 1,000 6,000 68,000 8,500 230,000

Cuba 400 7,000 4,250 3,750 1,400 900 3,000 1,000 21,000

Others 665 2,000 250 250 4,600 100 12,000 2,000 1,600

Total allocated 35,000 254,000 50,000 43,000 26,000 16,000 150,000 44,000 650,000catches

Estimated catch out-
side Convention Area

1
2

Excluding TAC species and also menhaden, tunas, bi11fishes, and large sharks other than dogfish.
Excluding menhaden, tunas, billfishes, and large sharks other than dogfish.
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(2) Proposal for International Regulation of Fishing Gear Employed in the Fisheries in Subarea 5 of the
Convention Area and in the Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical Area 6

Panel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal for
joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That Proposal (1) for International Regulation of Fishing Gear Employed in Subarea 5 and in Adjacent
Waters to the West and South within Statistical Area 6, adopted at the November 1974 Fifth Special
Commission Meeting (November 1974 Meeting Proceedings, pages 26-27) and entered into force on 27 July
1975, be replaced by the following:

"1. That each Contracting Government take appropriate action to prohibit the taking of fish,
other than crustacea, from vessels over 130 feet (39.6 m) in length by persons under its juris
diction with fishing gear other than pelagic fishing gear (purse seines or true midwater trawls,
using midwater trawl doors incapable of being fished on the bottom), in the area adjacent to the
United States coast within that part of Subarea 5 (Southern New England and Gulf of Maine) and
the adjacent waters to the west and south which lies north of 39°00'N and north of straight lines
connecting 39°00'N, 73°30'W; 40020'N, 72°33'W and 40020'N, 68°l5'W, and south and west of a
straight line drawn between the points: 40020'N, 68°15'W and 43°17'N, 70000'W (Area I).

112. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the taking of fish other
than crustacea and scallops, by vessels over 155 feet (47.2 m) in length by persons under their
jurisdiction with fishing gear other than pelagic fishing gear (purse seines, or true midwater
trawls, using midwater trawl doors incapable of being fished on the bottom), in the area of Subarea
5 bounded by straight lines connecting 42°20'N, 67°00'W; 42°00'N, 65°40'W; 4Io03'N, 67°00'W;
40037'N, 68°24'W; 41017'N, 68°50'W; and 42°15'N, 67°30'W (Area II).

"3. That Contracting Governments prohibit any person to whom paragraphs 1 and 2 above would apply
from attaching any protective device to pelagic fishing gear or employing any means which would,
in effect, make it possible to fish for demersal species in the areas described in paragraphs 1
and 2 above.

"4. That nothing in this proposal shall affect the trawl mesh-size requirements in force in
Subarea 5."

Attached is a chart illustrating the Areas I and II affected by this proposal.
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Chart illustrating Areas I and II affected by Proposal (2) for International
Regulation of Fishing Gear Employed in the Fisheries in Subarea 5 of the
Convention Area and in the Adjacent Waters to the West and South within
Statistical Area 6
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42<120'N
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Serial No. 3703
(B. u, 75)

Proceedings No.6

SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

Report of Meeting of the Standing COlIDlittee on International Control (STACTle)

Wednesday, 24 September, 1430 bra

1. Opening. The Meeting of STACTle was called to order by the Chairman, Mr W.G. Gordon (USA).

2. Participants.
Federal Republic of
UK, and USA.

Representatives were present from the following Member Countries: Canada, Denmark, France,
Germany, German Democratic Republic, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, USSR,

3. Rapporteur. Capt C.F. Juechter (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

4. Plenary Agenda Item 8, Further Consideration of the Scheme of Joint Enforcement: Fishing Vessel Licensing.
The Chairman reviewed the discussions held at the Special Meeting of STACTIC held 4-7 March 1975 in Leningrad,
USSR (1974/75 Meeting Proceedings, Part III) relating to a US proposal for a system of vessel registration
for Member Governments as a means of improving compliance with the Conunission's complex system of quota
regulations. He pointed out that further consideration had been given the US proposal at the Commission's
Annual Meeting in June 1975 (June 1975 Meeting Proceedings No.4) and called upon the USA to present its new
proposal. The delegate of the USA presented the US proposal (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/45) explaining that it took
into account the discussions and suggestions made at the 1975 Annual Meeting and thus had been modified
accordingly. The delegate of Canada endorsed the US proposal but suggested certain changes and additions be
made to it with a view to strengthening the registration scheme proposed. The delegate of the USSR stated
that the wished to reserve opinion on this proposal until the matter of Canadian port closures was resolved.

After considerable discussion concerning substantive and editorial changes, STACTIC

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, a proposal (3) for national registration of vessels engaged in fishing or in the treatment of
sea fish in the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 (Appendix I).

5. The Meeting of STACTlC adjourned at 1600 hra ,
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(3) Proposal for National Registration of Vessels Engaged in Fishing or in the Treatment of Sea Fish in the
Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6

STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal for
joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the Convention, as amended by the 1963 Protocol, the
following arrangements for national registration of fishing vessels be made for the purpose of more
effectively managing the fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean:

"1. All vessels over 50 gross tons engaged in fishing or in the treatment of sea fish in the
Convention Area or Statistical Areas 0 and 6 shall be registered by the Flag State. A report of
this registration shall be filed with the ICNAF Secretariat prior to I January of each year, when
possible, or in a timely manner following departure of the vessel from its home port, or by message
within 30 days if the Flag State changes the terms of its registration.

"2. Such report shall include:

(a) Name of vessel, both native and Latin alphabet spelling,
(b) Official number of the vessel registered by appropriate authorities of the Flag State,
(c) Home port and nationality of vessel,
(d) Owner or charterer of vessel,
(e) Certification that master has been provided with the regulations in force for the area

or areas where the vessel will be engaged in fishing for sea fish,
(f) Principal target species of the vessel while engaged in fishing for sea fis~ while in

the Convention Area or Statistical Areas 0 and 6,
(g) Subareas where the vessel will be expected to fish.

"3. A document of registration of the vessel in a form. prescribed by the national legislation
shall be maintained aboard the vessel and shall be made available to any authorized inspector con
ducting an inspection under the provisions of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement.

"4. If the activities or purposes of any properly registered vessel as stated on the registration
form are changed, endorsements with the changes noted shall be submitted to the ICNAF Secretariat
as soon as possible after the date of the change but in any event no later than 30 days after the
date of the change, and message endorsements may be appended to the registration form aboard the
vessel to reflect the Flag State's acknowledgement of such changes.

"5. The ICNAF Secretariat will provide to Member Governments requesting such information monthly
listings of all vessels registered to fish in the Convention Area or Statistical Areas 0 and 6,
including the activities the vessels are authorized to conduct."
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Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 3, 4. and 5

Wednesday, 24 September, 1630 hra
Sunday, 28 September, 1015 bra

1. A Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4. and 5 was convened by Mr E. Gillett (UK).

2. Mr V.H. Hodder (ICNAF) was appcdrrted Rapporteur.

Proceedings No.7

3. The Panels met to consider Plenary Agenda Item 9, Further Consideration of Exemption Clauses in Trawl
Regulations in Subareas 3, 4, and 5. The delegate of the USA introduced a draft proposal for the simplifi
cation of the trawl regulations relevant to the exemption clauses for certain species when fishing is con
ducted for other species with small-meshed gear. He indicated that it was necessary to prepare the text of
the amendment for each of Subareas 3, 4, and 5 separately to take account of the different species that would
be affected. There was general agreement to the proposed amendments, but most delegates felt the need to
examine tbe text of the amendments before agreeing to the proposal.

4. The Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 recessed at 1700 brs, 24 September.

5. The Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 reconvened at 1015 hrs, Sunday, 28 September.

6. The draft text of the amendments to the mesh regulations for Subareas 3, 4, and 5 was considered, and
Panels 3, 4, and 5. in joint session,

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Governments,
Proposal (4) for mesh regulation of the trawl fishery in Subarea 3 (Appendix I). Proposal (5) for mesh
regulation of the trawl fishery in Subarea 4 (Appendix II), and Proposal (6) for mesh regulation of the
trawl fishery in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Appendix III).

7. The Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 adjourned at 1025 hrs, 28 Sept~ber.
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(4) Proposal for International Mesh Regulation of the Trawl Fishery for Cod, Haddock, Redfish, Halibut.
Witch, Yellowtail Flounder, American Plaice, Greenland Halibut, Pollock, and White Hake in Subarea 3
of the Convention Area

Panel 3, in joint session with Panels 4 and 5. recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal for joint action by Contracting Governments:

That paragraph 3(1) of the Trawl Regulations for Subarea 3. adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting
(Annual Report, Vol. 24, 1973/74, page 92) and entered into force on 11 January 1975, be replaced by
the following:

"3. (1) In order to avoid impairment of fisheries conducted primarily for other species and which
take small quantities of cod, haddock, and other regulated species incidentally, except
as provided for in paragraph 3(ii), the Contracting Governments permit persons under their
jurisdiction to take cod, haddock, and other regulated species with nets having a mesh
size less than that specified in the preceding paragraph, so long as such persons do not
have in possession (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) on board a vessel fishing
primarily for other species which has been fishing in the Convention Area or in Statisti
cal Area 6, cod, haddock, and other regulated species mentioned in paragraph 1 above taken
together in amounts in excess of 2,500 kg (5,510 lbs) for each or 10% by weight for each,
of all fish on board such vessel, whichever is greater."
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(5) Proposal for International Mesh Regulation of the Trawl Fishery for Cod, Haddock, and Flounders in
Subarea 4 of the Convention Area

Panel 4, in joint session with Panels 3 and 5, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal for joint action by Contracting Governments:

That paragraph 2(i) of the Trawl Regulations for Suarea 4, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting
(Annual Report, Vol. 24, 1973/74, page 93) and entered into force on 11 January 1975, be replaced by
the following:

"2. (1) In order to avoid impairment of fisheries conducted primarily for other species and which
take small quantities of cod, haddock, and flounders incidentally. except as provided for
in paragraph 2(ii). the Contracting Governments permit persons under their jurisdiction
to take cod. haddock. and flounders with nets having a mesh size less than that specified
in the preceding paragraph. so long as such persons do not have in possession (either at
sea or at the time of off-loading) on board a vessel fishing primarily for other species
which has been fishing 1n the Convention Area or Statistical Area 6. cod. haddock. and
flounders in amounts 1n excess of 2.500 kg (5,510 Ibs) for each or 10% by weight for each.
of all fish on board such vessel. whichever 1s greater. II
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(6) Proposal for International Mesh Regulation of the Trawl Fishery for Cod. Haddock, and Yellowtail Flounder
in Subarea 5 of the convention Area, and in the Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical
Area 6

Panel 5, in joint session with Panels 3 and 4, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal for joint action by Contracting Governments:

That paragraph 2(1) of the Trawl Regulations for Subarea 5, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting
(Annual Report, Vol. 24, 1973/74, page 94) and entered into force on 11 January 1975, be replaced by
the following:

112. (L) In order to avoid impairment of fisheries conducted primarily for other spedces and which
take small quantities of cod, haddock, and yellowtail flounder incidentally, except as
provided for in paragraph 2(ii), the Contracting Governments permit persons under their
jurisdiction to take cod, haddock, and yellowtail flounder with nets having a mesh size
less than that specified in the preceding paragraph, so long as such persons do not have
in possession (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) on board a vessel fishing
primarily for other species which has been fishing in the Convention Area or in Statis
tical Area 6, cod, haddock, or yellowtail flounder in amounts in excess of 2,500 kg
(5,510 lbs) for each or 10% by weight for each, of all fish on board such vessel, which
ever is greater ;"
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1. The Meeting of Panel 3 was opened by the Chairman, Mr R.B. Letaconnoux (France).

2. Mr J .5. Beckett (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. The Agenda, Consideration of Items 10 and 12 from the Plenary Agenda, was adopted.

Proceedings No.8

4. All members of the Panel, except Bulgaria and Romania, were present. A representative of the FRG, and
Observers from Cuba were in attendance.

5. Conservation Requirements. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 3, Mr B.B. Parrish (UK),
reported on the recommendations of SIACRES with regard to ~ch stock as it was considered; and drew attention
to Table 1 of the Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, page 16) which set out the long-term results of controlling
fishing intensities at Fmax and at lower levels.

(a) Div. 3NO cod. The delegate of Canada drew attention to the fact that the new recommendation of
STACRES (43,000 tons at Fmax) was in fact below Canada's call for a lower TAC (60,000 tons) than that (85,000
tons) recommended by STACRES prior to the 1975 Annual Meeting. He emphasized, through clarification by the
Chairman of the Scientific Advisers. the benefits, in terms of the speed with which the stock would recover,
of fishing below Fmax•

The delegate of Canada expressed the strong conviction that the TAC should be below that necessary to
achieve Fmax• but agreed to accept a TAC of 43,000 tons since this was less than half the TAC for 1975.

The Panel

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 TAC for Div. 3NO cod be as shown in Table 1.

(b)
fishermen

Fmax•

Subdiv. 3Ps cod. The delegate of Canada noted that this stock was very important to Canadian
and called for a TAC lower than the 48,000 tons estimated by STACRES as being necessary to achieve

The Panel

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 TAC for Subdiv. 3Ps cod be as shown in Table 1.

(c) Div. 3P redfish. The deleRate of Canada stated that. while it was desirable to fish below Fmax
since the status of this particular stock was close to the MSY level and since good recruitment was anticipated,
he would agree to the TAc being set at the Fmax level.

The Panel

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 TAe for Div. 3P redfish be as shown in Table 1.

6. National Allocations

(a) Div. 3NO cod. The Observer from Cuba drew attention to Comm.Doc. 75/rX/39 which contained .an
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assessment of Cuba's quota requirements for various stocks, including 2,500 tons of Div. 3NO cod.

After some discussion on the method of accommodating the Cuhan request, the Panel agre~d to recommend a
specific national allocation for Cuba rather than to make some provision within the "Others' category.

The delegate of Norway stated that his country would be prepared to carry out no fishing for cod in
Div. JNO provided a satisfactory amount of cod was allocated in Subdiv. 3Ps.

The delegates of Canada. France! and Spain requested allocations of 8,000, 500, and 21,000 tons, res
pectively. The Panel, by a vote of 11 in favour, 1 against (Spain), and 2 absent,

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the ~976 allocations of Div. 3NO cod be as shown in Table 1,

provided that Norway's request could be satisfied in Subdiv. 3Ps (see paragraph 10(a) below).

(b) Subdiv. 3Ps cod. The delegates of Canada. France! Norway, and Spain requested allocations of 15,000
tons (plus 15,000 tons estimated outside the Convention Area), 4,400 tons (plus 1,000 tons estimated outside
the Convention Area), 1,400 tons, and 13,500 tons, respectively,

The Panel considered the results of pro-rated reductions in the quotas and the delegate of Spain stated
that his Government would have great difficulty in accepting an allocation as small as that (6,415 tons) which
would result from straight pro-rating.

Following some debate, the Panel decided to leave discussion of this stock for the time being.

(c) Div. 3LNO American plaice. The TAC for this stock was set at the 1975 Annual Meeting.

The delegate of Canada stressed the importance of this stock to Canadian fishermen and suggested the
national allocations set out in Table 1. He noted that these suggestions represented major reductions for the
USSR and Poland and offered 3,000 tons of the Canadian allocation of the Subarea 2-Div. 3K redfish stock to
the USSR and 700 tons of Div. 3M cod to Poland. Both these offers were accepted by the respective delegates.

The delegate of Portugal expressed his opposition to the principle of a country, particularly a coastal
state with a preferential allocation, giving away part of its quota after this had been determined by the
Commission. Panel 3

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the Commission approve the quota transfers proposed by Canada.

The delegate of Denmark expressed his reluctant acquiescence to this action. The Panel by unanimous vote
of those present

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 national allocations of Div. 3LNO American plaice be as shown in Table 1.

7. The Meeting of Panel 3 recessed at 1245 hrs.

8. The second Meeting of Panel 3 was held with Mr E. Gillett (UK), the Chairman of the Commission, in the
chair, on Thursday, 25 September, at 1700 hrs, to consider specific allocations to Cuba from the "Others"
category in a number of stocks. The Panel

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the following allocations be assigned to Cuba and "Others" for 1976:

Stock Cuba "Otber-s"

Div. 3M cod 1,900 tons 100 tons
Div. 3M redfish 2,200 " 200 "
Div. 3LN redfish 2,700 " 200 "
Div. 30 redfish 1,000 " 200 "

Div. 3LNO yellowtail. Cuba withdrew her request for a specific allocation. but the Panel noted that
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Cuba expected to catch 300 tons as by-catch in 1976.

DiVe 3NO witch. Cuba withdrew her request for 8 specific allocation, but the Panel noted that Cuba
expected to catch 500 tons as by-catch in 1976.

9. The Meeting of Panel 3 recessed at 1815 bra, Thursday, 25 September.

10. The third Meeting of Panel 3 was reconvened at 1500 bra, Friday, 26 September, to further consider
national allocations for the two outstanding stocks. Subdiv. JPa cod and DiVe 3P redfish.

(a) Subdiv. Jps cod. The Panel, by unanimous vote of those present.

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations of Subdiv. 3Ps cod be as shown in Table 1.

The dele~ate of Norway confirmed that the allocation of Subdiv. 3Ps cod was satisfactory to bis delegation
and that he could withdraw the proviso attached to the Div. JNO cod allocations.

(b) Div. JP redfish. The Panel, by unanimous vote of those present,

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations of Div. 3P redfish be as shown in Table 1.

11. The Meeting of Panel 3 adjourned at 1525 hrs, Friday, 26 September.
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Table 1. Summary of 1976 revised TACs and allocations for certain stocks in Subarea 3.

Cod Redfish American
plaice

3M 3NO 3Ps 3M 3LN 30 3P 3LNO

TAe recommended by
40,000 43,000 48,000 16,000 20,000 16,000 18,000 47,000Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria - - - - - - - -
Canada 2,100 8,000 14,000 1,000 1,300 500 I 12,500 43,000

Denmark 6,840 - - - - - - -
France 6,650 500 4,400 - - - 1,500 700

FRG 500 - - - - - - -

GDR - - - - 1,000 - - -
Iceland - - - - - - - -

Italy - - - - - - - -

Japan - - - - - - - -
Norway 1,330 - 1,400 - - - - -
Poland 1,460 - - - - - - -
portugal 10,000 2,600 - - 1,000 - - -
Romania - - - - - - - -
Spain 2,090 18,400 9,250 - - - - -
USSR 4,940 10,200 950 12,600 13,800 14,300 3,800 3,000

UK 2,090 - - - - - - -
USA - - - - - - - -
Cuba 1,900 2,000 - 2,200 2,700 1,000 - -
Others 100 1,300 1,500 200 200 200 200 300

Total Allocated Catches 40,000 43,000 31,500 16,000 20,000 16,000 18,000 47,000

Estimated catch outside 15,000 (CAN)
Convention Area 1,000 ()'RA)
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1. Opening. The meeting was convened by the Chairman, Mr K. LtSkkegaard (Denmark). All Panel members I

except Bulgaria, were represented, as well as Observers from Cuba.

2. Rapporteur. Mr V.M. Hodder (ICNAF) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Panel agreed to consider Plenary Agenda Items 10 and 12 insofar as they pertained to Panel 4.

4. Report of Scientific Advisers. Mr R.C. Hennemuth (USA), Chairman of Scientific Advisers to Panel 4, re
viewed those sections of the Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, Part A) relevant to Panel 4. He noted that STACRES
considered the TACs for three stocks and provided advice not only on the TAC levels at Fmax but also, for two
cod stocks, on catch levels corresponding to F-values lower than Fmax (Redbook 1976, page 11). He observed
that the lower the TAC is set b~low the level corresponding to Fmax' the quicker will be the recovery of the
stocks to their long-term equilibrium levels. It was also noted that, for haddock in Div. 4X, there was no
change in the advice provided by Scientific Advisers at the 1975 Annual Meeting (Redbook 1975, page 35).

5. Conservation Requirements

(a) Haddock in Div. 4X. The Panel noted that the Scientific Advisers at the 1975 Annual Meeting had
advised that there should be no directed fishery on this stock but that a by-catch of haddock in fisheries for
other species in the area would be about 15,000 tons. The delegate of Canada indicated the desirability of
setting a TAC for the by-catch of haddock and of allocating the TAC 8S was done for 1975. The Panel accord
ingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 TAC for haddock in Div~ 4X be 15,000 metric tons with the allocations as set out in Table 1.

(b) Cod in Div. 4X (offshore). The Panel noted that it had agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting to a 1976
TAC of 4,000 tons in accordance with the advice of the Scientific Advisers at that Meeting, but that the allo
cation of this TAC was deferred to this Special Meeting. The Panel accordingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the allocation of the 1976 TAC of 4,000 metric tons of cod in Div. 4X (offshore) be as set out in
Table 1.

(c) Cod in Subdiv. 4Vs and Div. 4W. The Panel took note of the advice of STACRES at this Meeting that
the TAC at Fmax; should not exceed 30,000 metric tons for 1976. The delegate of Canada suggested that the TAC
should be set at 29,000 tons, a level slightly lower than that at Fmax' but reluctantly agreed to 30,000 tons,
after several delegates indicated the severity of the reduction from the 1975 TAC of 60,000 tons. The Observer
from Cuba indicated his desire for an allocation of 2,800 tons from this stock but noted that the drastic reduc
tion in the TAC from the 1975 level would necessarily have an effect on Cuba's requirement. While the delegate
of Canada had initially requested an allocation of 18,000 tons from this stock for 1976, he agreed to reduce
the request to 17,500 tons in favour of providing an allocation for Cuba and leaving a small amount for
"Ocbers'", The Panel, by unanimous vote of the members present (Bulgaria absent)

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 TAC for cod in Subdiv. 4Vs and Div. 4W be 30,000 metric tons with the allocations as set
out in Table 1.
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(d) cod in Div. 4T (Jan-Dec) and Subdiv. 4Vn (Jan-Apr). The Panel took note of the advice of STACRES
at this Meeting that the TAe at Fmax should not exceed 30,000 tons for 1976, and also that this represented
a reduction from the 1975 TAe of 50,000 tons. The delegate of canada, in requesting an allocation of 23,000
tons (of which 4,000 tons would be taken outside the Convention Area), suggested a set of figures as a basis
for allcation. The Panel accordingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 TAe for cod in Div. 4T (Jan-Dec) and Subdiv. 4Vn (Jan-Apr) be 30,000 metric tons with the
allocations as set out in Table 1.

(e) Redfish in Div. 4VWX. The Panel took note of the advice of STACRES at this Meeting that the TAe at
Fmax should not exceed 20,000 tons in 1976, and also that this represented a reduction from the 1975 TAC of
30,000 tons. At the request of the delegate of Canada, consideration of this stock was deferred to a later
session.

6. Consideration of Request by Cuba for Allocations from Certain Stocks in Subarea 4 (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/39)

(a) Silver hake in Div. 4VWX. The Panel noted that Cuba's request for 15,000 tons exceeded the allocation
of 11,000 tons for "Others" agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The Observer from Cuba indicated that it would
be extremely difficult for him to modify his request for 15,000 tons from this stock and hoped that the Panel
could modify the allocations agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting to meet his request. Several delegates pointed
out that, even if the additional 4,000 tons were found for CUba, a small allocation of 500 tons should be pro
vided for "Others". The delegate of the USSR agreed to provide 2,000 tons and the delegate of Canada agreed
to provide 2,500 tons from their respective allocations agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The Panel accord
ingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations for silver hake in Div. 4vwx, as agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting, be amended
to those set out in Table 1.

(b) Flounders in Div. 4VWX. The Panel noted that Cuba's request for 2,800 tons from this stock exceeded
the allocation of 1,500 tons for "0 thers" agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The Observer from Cuba agreed to
reduce his request to 1,300 tons which would leave 200 tons for "Others". The Panel accordingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations for flounders (American plaice, witch, and yellowtail) in Div. 4VWX, as agreed
at the 1975 Annual Meeting, be amended to those set out in Table 1.

(c) Argentine in Div. 4VWX. The Panel noted that Cuba's request for 2,500 tons would completely deplete
the allocation for "ethers" agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting. In order to meet the Cuban request and also
provide an amount for "Others", the delegate of Japan agreed to reduce his country's aj.Iocatdon from 6,000 to
5,500 tons. The Panel accordingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations for argentine in Div. 4VWX, as agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting, be amended
to those set out in Table 1.

(d) Herring in Div. 4XWb. The Panel~ that further consideration of the TAC and allocations for this
stock would take place at a Special Commission Meeting to be held in January 1976, and agreed to defer the
Cuban request for an allocation to that Meeting.

(e) Pollock in Div. 4VWX and Subarea 5. The Panel noted that the Cuban request for an allocation from
this stock would be considered in a joint meeting of Panels ~ and 5.

7. The Meeting of Panel 4 recessed at 1700 hrs, Thursday, 25 September.

8. The Meeting of Panel 4 reconvened at 1515 hra, Friday, 26 September.

9. Conservation Requirements (continued)

(a) Redfish in Div. 4VWX. The Panel took note of the advice of STACRES at this Meeting that the TAC for
1976 should not exceed 20,000 tons, the level corresponding to Fmax' and also that this represented a reduction
from the 1975 TAC of 30.000 tons. The Observer from Cuba noted that his request for 850 tons was intended to
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cover the by-catch of redfish in the s Hver hake fishery but, considering that the TAC had now been reduced,
he would not press for a specific allocation. The Panel accordingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 TAC for redfish in Div. 4VWX be set at 20,000 metric toos with the allocations as set out
in Table 1.

10. Adjournment. The Meeting of Panel 4 adjourned at 1530 lrra , Friday, 26 September.
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Proceedings No. 10

1. A Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 was convened by Mr R.H. LetaconnOux (France) on 25 September, with
Mr J.S. Beckett (Canada) as Rapporteur. All members of the Panels, except Bulgaria and Romania, were repre
sented.

2. Redfish in Subarea 2 and DiVe 3K. The delegate of Canada requested the Panels to consider the transfer
of 3,000 tons of redfish in Subarea 2 and Div. 3K from Canada to the USSR. The Panels also noted the Cuban
request for an allocation of 1,000 tons from this stock (Comm.Doc. 75/rX/39). The Observer from Cuba indicated
his wish for 2,000 tons to compensate in part for reductions in allocations from other stocks, but finally
agreed to an allocation of 1,500 tons, leaving 3,250 tons as the allocation for "oebere". The Panels

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations for redfish in Subarea 2 and Div. 3K be as set out in Table 1.

3. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 recessed at 1220 hra, Thursday.

4. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 was reconvened at 1600 hra, Friday, 26 September, with Mr E. Gillett
(UK) as Chairman, and Mr J.C. Price (USA) as Rapporteur. All members of the Panels, except Bulgaria and
Romania, were represented.

5. Cod in Div. 2J, 3K. and 3L. The delegate of Canada proposed that the Panels consider modifications in
the allocations of cod in Div. 2J+3KL relating to the transfer of 4,000 tons from Canada to the USSR, and
1,000 tons from Canada to Spain. Noting the earlier Cuban request for an allocation from this stock, he also
requested the Panels to approve the transfer of 1,000 tons from Canada to the allocation for "nmera", raising
it to 7,000 tons, from which 5,000 tons would be allocated to Cuba.

The delegate of Portugal expressed serious concern over such a procedure. He noted that Canada had been
given the full amount of their initial allocation in the belief that this was required to fulfill a genuine
need. Be stated that this did not now appear to be the case since part of this allocation was simply being
used to bargain for gains in other areas. The delegate of Canada called attention to the fact that Canada's
catch history, even over the last ten years, showed higher catches of this stock than Portugal. He stated
that this was a pertinent point since Canada had held hopes of restoring this fishery to its former levels.
He stated that this now no longer appeared possible due to repeated reductions in the TACs for this stock.
He added that conditions having changed earlier plans, the subject re-allocations were being made to compensate
for earlier sacrifices by the countries concerned.

The delegate of the USSR noted that three months of fishing remained in 1975, and reminded the Panels
that the Div. 2J-3KL capelin quota as established at the January 1975 Sixth Special Commission Meeting did not
provide for a specific overall TAC, but in addition to the USSR quota specified additional maximum allocations
of 10,000 tons for other participants in the fishery. He stated his desire to raise in a preliminary fashion
the question of transferring allocations assigned to members who did not plan to fish this capelin stock during
the remainder of the year. He emphasized that, while the USSR desired to utilize allocations of others that
would otherwise not be fished during 1975, his intention at the present time was only to seek the general
advice and views of the Panels on this matter. The deleBate of Norway stated that he was not prepared at the
present time to respond to this question, but could attempt to do so later in the Meeting.

The delegate of Canada stated that this was a difficult and sensitive issue, particularly as the capelin
cod relationship was viewed as a particularly close one by Canadian fishermen. He concluded that the question
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was not necessarily insoluble, but that Canada was not prepared to support the suggestion at the present
time. The delegate of the FRG noted that such transfers of allocations had been conducted on a bilateral
basis in the past, and that it might now be useful for the Commission to address the general issue of the
transferability of such allocations. However. he further noted that in the specific case of Div. 2J-3KL
capelio the allocations had been made on the assumption that all the amounts would not be taken, and thus
the Panels could not consider that these amounts were available for transfer. The delegate of Denmark sup
ported the observation of the delegate of the FRG on the unavailability of such amounts for transfer in the
present situation, but stated the view that sufficient time was not available to begin a discussion of the
general issue of quota transfers. The delegate of the USSR agreed that there was not time to begin a dis
cussion of the general issue of quota transfers, but that this might be addressed at a later time. He re
emphasized that his only intention in raising the question in the case of capelin was to determine the general
view of the Panels on the issue, including the question of its legality.

The delegate of Portugal, referring to the previous discussion on Div. 2J+3KL cod, re-emphasized his view
that such changes in previously agreed allocations were undesirable, as well as dangerous since one negative
vote could upset the entire allocation. He noted that it was not Portugal's intention to object to the present
re-allocation since their concern was with the conservation of this stock, but only to stress their view that
this was a highly undesirable procedure.

The Panels finally

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations for cod in Div. 2J+3KL be as set out in Table 1.

6. There being no further business, the Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 adjourned at 1630 hra , Friday,
26 September.

Table 1. Revised 1976 allocations for stocks overlapping Subareas
2 and 3.

Cod Redfish

2J+3KL 2+3K

TAC recommended by Scientific Advisers 300,000 30,000

Bulgaria - -
Canada 24,000 500

Denmark 4,200 -
France 14,000 -
FRG 20,000 -
GDR 12,500 2,500

Iceland - -
Italy - -
Japan - -
Norway 4,000 -
Poland 18,500 4,000

Portugal 52,500 2,500

Romania - -
Spain 41,000 -
USSR 49,000 15,000

UK 3,300 -
USA - 750

Cuba 5,000 1,500

Others 2,000 3,250

Total Allocated Catches 250,000 30,000

Estimated catch outside Convention Area 50,000 (CAN) -
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Report of Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5

Friday, 26 September, 1630 bra

Proceedings No. 11

1. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 was convened by the Chairman of the Commission. Mr E. Gillett (UK).
All members of the Panels, except Bulgaria and Romania, were present.

2. Mr J.e. Price (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 was convened to consider the re-allocation of the "Others" quota
for the stock of pollock in Subareas 4 and 5 as requested by the Observer from Cuba. The Panels noted the
request for a 1,20o-ton allocation for Cuba and 400 tons for "Others", and

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations for pollock in Subareas 4 and 5 be as set out 10 Table 1.

4. The delegate of Spain drew attention to the difficulties arising in negotiating the second~tier TAe for
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, due to the pollock stock assessment covering Subareas 4 and 5~ Panels 4
and 5 accordingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that STACRES be requested to provide separate assessments for the pollock stocks in Subareas 4 and 5
for the 1976 Annual Meeting.

5. There being no further business, the Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 adjourned at 1645 hrs.
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Table 1. Summary of 1976 revised allocations for
the pollock stock overlapping Subareas
4 and 5.

Pollock

4VWX+5

58

TAe recommended by Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria

Canada

Denmark

France

FRG

GDR

Iceland

Italy

Japan

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Spain

USSR

UK

USA

Cuba

Others

Total Allocated Catches

Estimated catch outside Convention Area

55,000

33,500

1,600

3,500

1,200

2,100

11,500

1,200

400

55,000
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Report of Joint Meeting of Panels 3 and 4

Friday, 26 September, 1645 hra

Proceedings No. 12

1. The Joint Meeting of Panels 3 and 4 was convened by Mr E. Gillett (UK), with the Executive Secretary as
Rapporteur. All Panel members, except Bulgaria and Romania, were represented.

2. The primary purpose of the Joint Meeting was to consider the Cuban request for an allocation of mackerel
from the Btock in Subareas 3 and 4. The Panels agreed to an allocation of 2,000 tODS for Cuba in 1976, leaving
500 tons as the allocation for "Othera'", and accordingly

agreed to recommend to the Commission

that the 1976 allocations for mackerel in Subareas 3 and 4 be as set out in Table 1.

3. The Joint Meeting of Panels 3 and 4 adjourned at 1650 hrs.
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Table 1. Summary of 1976 revised TACs and allocations
for certain stocks overlapping Subareas 3
and 4.

Mackerel

3+4

60

TAC recommended by Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria

Canada

Denmark

France

FRG

GDR

Iceland

Italy

Japan

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Spain

USSR

UK

USA

Cuba

Others

Total Allocated Catches

Estimated catch outside Convention Area

56,000

15,300

17,700

500

2,000

500

36,000

20,000
(CAN)
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Report of the Final Plenary Session

Sunday, 28 September, 0945 bra

Proceedings No. 13

1. The Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK), opened the Meeting. Representatives of all Member Countries, except
Bulgaria. were present. The Republic of Cuba, FAD and ICES were represented by Observers.

2. The Report of STACRES (Proc , 1 with Appendices and Addendum.) was adopted. The delegate of Canada con-
gratulated the scientists for their progressive and realistic report.

3. The Reports of the Ceremonial Opening (Pree. 2) and the First Plenary Session (Prac. 3) were adopted.

4. The Report of Panel 5 (Prac. 5) with catch quota recommendations and Proposal (2) regulating fishing
gear on Georges Bank in Subarea 5 (Proc. 5, Appendix I) were adopted.

5. The Report of STACTIC (Proc. 6) with Proposal (3) for national registration of vessels fishing or treat
ing sea fish in the Convention Area and Statistical Areas D and 6 (Proc. 6, Appendix I) were adopted.

6. The Plenary recessed at 1015 hrs, 28 September, to allow a Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 to adopt
proposals for amendment of the exemption clauses to the mesh regulations in Subareas 3, 4, and 5 (Proc. 7).

7. The Plenary Session reconvened at 1020 hrs, 28 September.

8. The Report of Panel 3 (Proc. 8) with catch quota recommendations was adopted.

9. The Report of Panel 4 (Proc. 9) with catch quota recommendations was adopted.

10. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2 and 3 (Proc. 10) with catch quota reco~endations was adopted.

11. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5 (Proc. 11) with catch quota recommendations was adopted.

12. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 3 and 4 (Proc. 12) with catch quota recommendations was adopted.

13. The Plenary Session recessed at 1045 hrs, 28 September, to allow for a Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3,
and 4 to consider the revised Canadian proposal for effort limitation on groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4.

14. The Plenary Session reconvened at 1510 hrs, 28 September.

15. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2. 3. and 4 (Pro~. 4) was reviewed and Proposal (1) for regulation
of fishing effort on groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 (Proc. 4, Appendix I) was adopted with the
addition of nand co Lumnar-" after "Lfnear" in paragraph 4 of Attachment 1, and the insertion of all vessel
tonnage categories used in the Table forming Attachment 2 to the Proposal. Resolution (1) for early imple
mentation of Proposal (1) for regulation of fishing effort on groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976
(Proc. 4, Appendix II) with amendments providing for early implementation including any modifications which
might be made as a result of a review of the Proposal at a Special Commission Meeting to be held at FAO,
Rome, in January 1976 was adopted.

16.
tion
II),

The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 3, 4. and 5 (Proc. 7) with Proposals (4), (5),
clauses in mesh regulations in trawl fisheries in Subareas 3 (Proc. 7, Appendix I). 4
and 5 (Proc. 7, Appendix III) were adopted.

and (6) for exemp
(Proc. 7. Appendix
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17. The Plenary considered a Canadian proposal requiring the reporting of monthly effort statistics beginning
1 January 1976 to the Secretariat for collation and circulation to Member Governments. The delegate of Canada
explained that the requirement was to develop mutual confidence in the ICNAF effort regulation scheme as pro
vided in Subareas 2, 3, and 4, and to facilitate the planning of enforcement activities by Member Governments.
The Plenary agreed to adopt Resolution (2) relating to the provision of monthly catch statistics (Appendix I).

18. The Plenary then considered a resolution relating to the Commission's decisions regarding 1976 catch
allocations to the Republic of Cuba in Subareas 2, 3, 4, and 5 and Statistical Area 6. The Resolution (3)
(Appendix II) was adopted, with the addition of the paragraph, "Agrees that, if the Republic of Cuba becomes
a Member of the Commission before the end of 1975, she will not be bound by the quota regulations of 1975"
after the paragraph, IIRecognizing••••• force". The Observer from Cuba said that his Government was prepared
to abide by the other Commission regulations for the remainder of 1975 which would be considered as a period
of learning about the Commission's requirements.

19. The Observer from Cuba expressed his grateful pleasure at the adoption of Resolution (3) allocating the
Government of Cuba catch quotas for 1976. He thanked all delegations and participants for their warm welcome
and consideration of the Cuban request. He announced that the Government of Cuba would take the necessary
steps immediately after the Meeting to become a Member of the Commission. He also extended an invitation, on
behalf of the Government of Cuba. to the Commission to hold its 1976 Annual Meeting in Cuba. The Plenary
unanimously agreed to accept the invitation to hold its 1976 Annual Meeting from 8 to 23 June 1976 in Cuba,
and expressed its pleasure and gratitude to the Government of Cuba as hosts.

20. The Chairman drew attention to the table at Appendix III which contained TACs and allocations for 29
fish stocks or species recommended by the Panels and adopted by the Plenary for 1976. He pointed out that
the TACs and allocations were for nine stocks deferred from the 1975 Annual Meeting (Proposal (11», revised
allocations for 19 stocks agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting (Proposal (11», and revised TAC and national
allocation for 1976 of the whole group of stocks or species (collectively) in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area
6. The Plenary agreed

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Governments,
Proposal (7) for international quota regulation of the fisheries in the Convention Area and in Statistical
Area 6 (Appendix III).

The delegate of Iceland, in explaining his vote, said that it is the view of the Government of Iceland
that the coastal state has sovereign rights over the exploitation of the living resources within a zone of
up to 200 miles. Moreover, the Icelandic Government has reservations with regard to the establishment of a
quota system and allocations under it as contained in the Canadian proposal. With these reservations, and
in view of the overriding necessity to reduce the fishing effort for adequate conservation of the stocks in
the areas concerned, Iceland has voted in favour of the Canadian proposal.

At the request of the delegate of the FRG, the Executive Secretary agreed to prepare an up-to-date table
of TACs and allocations for 1976 for circulation to Member Countries.

21. The Plenary, at the request of the delegate of the FRG, agreed that a resolution regarding entry into
force on 1 January 1976 of the Proposal (7) catch quota measures adopted at this meeting, adopted Resolution
(4) drafted by the Executive Secretary to this effect (Appendix IV).

22. The Chairman drew attention to the note by the US Commissioners (Comm.Doc. 75/IX/50) regarding the US
intention to place amendments to the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement on the Commission's agenda for
the January 1976 Special Commission Meeting. These items would provide authority to temporarily detain vessels
in violation, to temporarily withdraw a vessel's registration to fish upon violation, and to penalize Member
Countries when a national or "Others" quota has been exceeded. The delegate of Denmark supported by the
delegate of the UK felt that it was desirable, as far as possible, not to overload the agenda of special meet
ings with items which are ordinarily dealt with at Annual Meetings. The danger exists of having too little
time to give full consdderatdou to extra items. The delegate of the USA noted that the Commission has grown
to be a big, sophisticated organization with a very complex task and, since there are many items to consider,
the Commission as a responsible organization must allocate time. He pointed out that the members of STACTtC
would be attending the January 1976 Special Commission Meeti~g and hoped the proposed amendments to the
Enforcement Scheme could be considered at a meeting of STACTIC to be held in the early days of the Commission
Meeting. He further pointed out that it had been agreed at the June 1975 Annual Meeting that STACTIC could
meet during the January 1976 Special Commission Meeting and that Comm.Doc. 75/IX/50 only alerts the Member
Countries to proposals which would come from the US Commissioners 60 days in advance of that meeting. The
delegate of canada agreed that it was proper for any Member Government to propose items for the agenda of
any meeting of the Commission. Early circulation of a provisional agenda allows for comment on items well
before any meeting. The delegate of Denmark said he had-no legal objection but was only suggesting that the
meeting of STACTIC be postponed to the time of the 1976 Annual Meeting. The delegate of the FRG requested
that there be no concurrent meetings of STACTIC and the Panels or Committees. The Plenary agreed that a meet
ing of STACTIC would be held in conjunction with the January 1976 Special Commission Meeting.

23. The Chairman recognized the delegate of Canada who expressed his delegation's appreciation to the Member
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Governments for their good will in accepting the Canadian proposal for effort limitation on groundfish in
Subareas 2, 3, and 4. He felt that the Commission's accomplishments at this meeting made it obvious that she
can be a very effective body and hoped that the credibility of international fisheries management had been
vastly improved as a result of this meeting.

24. In response to a question from the delegate of Japan, the delegate of the USA said that his Government
would give full consideration to withdrawal of objection to the Proposal (11) for the conservation of finfish
and squid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, adopted at the 1975 Annual Meeting, since his Governments's
concern had now been reconciled. The delegate of Spain said that, as far as he knew, Spain would be withdraw
ing its reservation. His delegation would be presenting a paper containing a proposal for allocation of the
second-tier TAC in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.

25. The Executive Secretary drew attention to the Draft Proceedings of the 25th Annual Meeting of the Com
mission which was circulated to Member Governments as Circular Letter 75/45 and requested approval. There
being no comments, the Plenary accepted the Proceedings.

26. The Chairman recognized the Observer from ICES who thanked the Commission for its continued cooperation
and for invitations to the June 1975 and September 1975 Meetings of the Commission. He extended an invitation
to any of the delegates to attend the ICES Statutory Meeting which was being held in Montreal beginning 29
September 1975. The Observer from FAO expressed his thanks for the opportunity to attend this most important
meeting which would have important reflections elsewhere.

27. Adjournment. The Chairman thanked the meeting participants, host Government and the Commission Secre
tariat for their contributions to a most successful and historic meeting. There being no other business.
the Seventh Special Commission Meeting was adjourned at 1715 hrs, 28 September. A press notice covering the
Proceedings of the Meeting is at Appendix V.
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(2) Resolution Relating to the Provision of Monthly Effort Statistics

The commission

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No. 13
Appendix I

Noting Article VI, paragraphs land 3 of the 1949 International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries;

Recognizing the need to develop mutual confidence in the ICNAF effort regulation scheme and to facilitate
the planning of enforcement activities by Member Governments;

Resolves

1. That Member Governments shall from 1 January 1976 report to the Secretariat provisional monthly
listings of days fished by vessel tonnage and gear category and ICNAF Division or Subdivision,
whether or not the Governments concerned have effort allocations for the tonnage and gear category
in that area;

2. That the aforementioned effort statistics shall be reported to the Secretariat within 30 days
following the calendar month in which the effort was expended; and

3. That the Secretariat shall, within 10 days following the monthly deadlines for receipt of the pro
visional effort statistics, collate the information received and circulate it to Member Governments.
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(3) Resolution Relating to the Commission's Decisions Regarding 1976 Catch Allocations to the Republic of
Cuba

The Commission

Having Been Informed of the desire of the Republic of Cuba to become a Member of the Commission as soon
as possible;

Desiring to clarify any matters which would expedite such membership;

Recalling that the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting of the Commission had received a request from the Republic
of Cuba for specified catch allocations from certain stocks in Subareas 2, 3, 4, and 5 and Statistical
Area 6 for 1976;

Recognizing that the Republic of Cuba would be without a specific quota applicable to it in 1976 with
respect of allocations for 1976 made during the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting in June 1975, which alloca
tions are pending entry into force;

Agrees that, if the Republic of Cuba becomes a Member of the Commission before the end of 1975, she will
not be bound by the quota regulations for 1975;

Affirms that allocations for the Republic of Cuba and "Others" in the proposals of the Twenty-Fifth
Annual Meeting should be considered to read as in the attached Table;

Requests all Member Governments to so consider the above-mentioned allocations for 1976;

Requests Further that the Depositary Government circulate this Resolution to all Member Governments •
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Table - Integral part of Resolution (3) Relating to the Commission's Decisions
Regarding 1976 Catch Allocations to the Republic of Cuba) adopted by
the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in
Plenary Session on 28 September 1975

Species or
species group

Stock
area

1976 Allocations (metric tons)
Cuba Others

Cod

Redfish

Silver hake

Red hake

Pollock

Flounders l

Argentine

Mackerel

Other finfish 2

Squid (LoUgo)

All finfish3 and squids

2J+3KL
3M
3NO
4VsW
5Z

2+3K
3M
3LN
30

4VWX
5Ze
5Zw+6

5Ze
5Zw+6

4VWX+5

4VWX

4VWX

3+4
5+6

5+6

5+6

5+6

5,000
1,900
2,000

600
400

1,500
2,200
2,700
1,000

15,000
4,250
3,750

1,400
900

1,200

1,300

2,500

2,000
7,000

3,000

1,000

21,000

2,000
100

1,300
200
665

3,250
200
200
200

500
250
250

4,600
100

400

200

500

500
2,000

12,000

2,000

1,600

66

1

2

3

American plaice, witch, and yellowtail combined.

Excluding all TAC species and also menhaden, tunas. billfishes, and large
sharks other than dogfish.

Excluding menhaden, tunas, billfishes, and large sharks other than dogfish.
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(7) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries in the Convention Area and in Statistical
Area 6, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session
on 28 September 1975

That (a) the national quota allocations for 1976 of nine stocks deferred from the 1975 Annual
Meeting (Proposal 11) and the revised quota allocations of 19 stocks agreed at the 1975
Annual Meeting (Proposal 11), and

(b) the revised national quota allocations for 1976 of the whole group of stocks or species
(collectively) in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and
south within Statistical Area 6 (excluding menhaden, tunas, bil1fishes, and large sharks
other than dogfish),

shall be in accordance with the following table:
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SEVENTH SPECIAL COMM[SSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No. 13
Appendix IV

(4) Resolution Relating to the Implementation of the Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the
Fisheries in the Convention Area and in the Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical
Area 6

The Commission

Recognizing that a proposal designed to achieve the conservation and optimum utilization of stocks of
fish in the Convention Area and in the adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6
through catch quota regulation has been adopted at the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting;

Taking into Account that under Article VIII of the Convention~ as amended~ this proposal would not
enter into force until six months after the date on the notification from the Depositary Government
transmitting the proposals to the Contracting Governments~ which could not occur before Apr11 1976 at
the earliest;

Having Considered that the purpose of the Convention is to promote the conservation and optimum utili
zation of fish stocks on the basis of scientific investigation~ and economic and technical considera
tions. and that this purpose cannot be completely achieved unless the proposal referred to above is
applied throughout 1976;

Recognizing that. in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention. fishing activity
in the area must be conducted in accordance with this proposal throughout 1976;

1. Invites the attention of Governments to the above matters;

2. Stipulates that the proposal referred to above should apply throughout 1976;

3. Requests Governments whose vessels conduct fishing operations in the area to implement the proposal
beginning on 1 January 1976;

4. Expects that all Members of the Commission will conduct their fishing operations in accordance with
the proposal beginning on 1 January 1976 unless any of the Members of the Panels to which the pro
posal refers notifies an objection to the Depositary Government prior to that date.
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1. The Seventh Special Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
(ICNAF) was held at Montreal, Canada, during 22-28 September 1975, under the Chairmanship of Mr E. Gillett
(UK). About 135 representatives attended from 16 of the 17 Member Countries (Bulgaria absent) as follows:
Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, German Democratic Republic, Iceland, Italy. Japan, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain. Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, and United States of
America. Observers were present from Cuba, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAD),
and the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES).

2. Subjects covered

The main purpose of the meeting was (a) to establish national quotas for 1976 for nine of the stocks
in Subareas 3 and 4 which were deferred from the 1975 Annual Meeting, (b) to further consider the conservation
of all finfish and squids in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, (c) to further consider the Canadian proposal
for reduction of fishing effort on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4, (d) to consider a scheme for
registering fishing vessels and further conservation regulations about control of by-catch and closed areas,
and (e) to consider Cuba's request for allocations from certain stocks.

3. Scientific advice

The Commission's Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) met at Montreal, Canada,
during 17-20 September 1975, to review the state of certain stocks in Subareas 3 and 4 and the overall fin
fish and squid resource in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area D, and submitted a comprehensive report on these
matters.

4. TACs and national allocations

The Commission agreed to total allowable catches (TACs) for 1976 in respect of the nine stocks in
Subareas 3 and 4 for which decisions were deferred to this Special Commission Meeting (Table 1). In
considering the national allocation of catches for the nine stocks, the Commission noted the request of Cuba
for allocations for 1976 from a number of stocks whose TACs and national allocations were agreed at the 1975
Annual Meeting. Therefore, in addition to the allocation of the catches for the nine stocks, the Commission
agreed to revised quota allocations for 19 other stocks, all of which are listed in Table 2(a).

The Commission further considered the implications of excluding squids from the overall second-tier
TAC of 650,000 tons in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, as decided at the 1975 Annual Meeting. and agreed
to amend that decision by setting the 1976 TAC at 650,000 metric tons for finfish and squids. The revised
allocations are given in Table 2(b).

5. Effort reduction in Subareas 2, 3, and 4

The Commission agreed to recommend to Member Governments that fishing effort in Subareas 2, 3 and 4
should be reduced by countries other than the coastal states by approximately 40% of the average number of
fishing days in 1972-73. Member Countries will notify the Commission by 30 November of the disposition of
the reduced effort in the different areas and by different vessel categories, and may also vary these amounts
to a limited extent during 1976. Further consideration will be given to details of the scheme at the
January 1976 Meeting.

6. Improvements to fishery regulations

The commisSion, in considering the need for further conservation measures to reduce the by-catch of
certain groundfish species on Georges Bank, agreed to establish an area on Georges Bank in which the use of
fishing gear other than pelagic fishing gear is prohibited for vessels greater than 155 feet (47.2 m) in
length.

The Commission also reviewed the ICNAF trawl regulations and agreed to simplifY the clauses regarding
the permitted by-catch of protected species in fisheries conducted with small-mesh nets.

The Commission further considered the need to improve international enforcement by providing for the
licensing of vessels over 50 gross registered tons, engaged in fishing or in processing of fish in the

72



- 2 -

Convention Area, and agreed that all such vessels be registered by the Flag State and that a report of such
registration be filed with the ICNAF Secretariat prior to 1 January of each year, the report to include for
each vessel the principal target species and the Subareas where fishing is expected to take place.

7. The Commission agreed on the allocation of stocks to be available to Cuba in Subareas 2-5 and
Statistical Area 6 in 1976 in anticipation of Cuba's joining the Commission. The Cuban representative stated
that this would enable his Government to adhere to the Convention in 1975. In expectation of the Cuban
membership, the Commission accepted with pleasure the invitation of the Government of Cuba to hold its
26th Annual Meeting in Havana, Cuba, from 8 to 23 June 1976.

8. Special meeting

The Eighth Special Meeting of the Commission will be held at FAD in Rome, Italy, in January 1976 to
consider the conservation of herring stocks in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6, further details of
the scheme of limitation of fishing effort, and other matters.

9 October 1975
Office of the Secretariat
Dartmouth, N.S., Canada

Table 1. Nominal catches for 1972-74 and total allowable catches (TACs) for
1974-76 for nine stocks deferred from the 1975 Annual Meeting.

Catches (000 tons) TACs (000 tons)
Species Stock area 1972 1973 1974 1974 1975 1976

Cod 3NO 103 80 73 101 88 43
3Ps 44 53 46 70 62 47.5
4Vn (Jan-Apr) + 4T 68 50 49 63 50 30
4VsW 62 54 44 60 60 30
4X (offshore) 7 7 6 5 4

Haddock 4X 13 13 13 0 15 15

Redfish 3P 26 18 22 25 25 18
4VWX 50 40 33 40 30 20

American 3LNO 59 53 46 60 60 47
plaice
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Table 2(a). National allocations (1n metric tons) for 1976 of particular stocks or species in the Convention Area and in Statistical Area 6.
Quantities in parentheses are estimated catches outside the Convention Area. (Total = Total Allowable Catches (TAC».

Cod Haddock Redfish
Country 4X(off

2J+3KL 3M 3NO 3Ps 4TVn1 4vsw shore)2 5Z 4X' 2+3K 3M 3LN 30 3P 4VWX

Bulgaria - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Canada 24,000 2.100 8,000 14,000 19.000 17,500 3,700 4,519 13,300 500 1.000 1.300 500 12.500 12,000

(50,000) (15,000) (4,000)
Denmark 4,200 6,840 - - 650 350 - - - - - - - - -
France 14,000 6,650 500 4,400 4.000 700 - - - - - - - 1,500 250

(1,000)
Federal Republic 20,000 500 - - - - - - - - - - - - -of Germany
German Democratic 12.500 - - - - - - 2.500 - 1,000 - - -Republic.

- -

Iceland - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Italy - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Japan - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Norway 4,000 1,330 - 1.400 - - - - - - - - - - -
Poland 18.500 1,460 - - - - - 457 - 4,000 - - - - -
portugal 52.500 10,000 2,600 - 375 150 - - - 2.500 - 1,000 - - -
Romania - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Spain 41,000 2,090 18.400 9,250 1.725 9.600 - 6.645 - - - - - - -
USSR 49,000 4,940 10,200 950 - 900 - 2,314 - 15,000 12,600 13.800 14.300 3.800 1,000
OK 3,300 2,090 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
USA - - - - - - 200 20,000 1,500 750 - - - - 6,000
Cuba 5,000 1,900 2.000 - - 600 - 400 - 1,500 2,200 2,700 1,000 - -
Others 2,000 100 1,300 1,500 250 200 100 665 200 3,250 200 200 200 200 750

Total 300,000 40,000 43,000 47,500 30,000 30,000 4,000 35,000 15,000 30,000 16,000 20,000 16,000 18,000 20,000

1 Div. 4T(Jan-Dec) and Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr).
2 Div. 4x(offshore) in that part of Div. 4X south and east of the straight lines joining coordinates in ordcr listed: 44~20'N, 63~20'W; 43°00'N, 65~40'W;

43~00'N, 67~40'W.

TAe and allocations pertain to by-catch only with no directed fishery.
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RESTRICTED

International Commission for U the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3739
(B.u.76)

EIGHTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1976

Proceedings No.2

Report of Meeting of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)

Monday, 19 January, 1020 hrs
Tuesday, 20 January, 0930 hrs
Thursday, 22 January, 2015 hrs
Saturday, 24 January, 1100 hrs
Monday, 26 January, 0915 hra

1. Opening. The meeting of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTlC) was convened by the
Chairman, Mr W.G. Gordon (USA).

2. Participants. All Member Countries were present, except Iceland and Romania.

3. Rapporteur. Mr D.E. Russ (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

4. Agenda. The provisional agenda, as circulated 60 days in advance of the meeting, was adopted.

5. The Chairman drew attention to the SrACTIc Agenda Item, "Amendments to the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement", and announced that the Canadian delegation would, in accordance with an agxeement at the June
1975 Annual Meeting (June 1975 Mtg.Proc.No. 4, App.I, Annex 5), present a paper (Corom.Doc. 76/1/4) and show
a film on Transfer of IGNAF Inspectors by Helicopter in the FAa Cinema Room 23 in Building C, at 1400 hrs
and that Conm.Doc• 76/1/2, "Note by US Commissioners on Strengthening and Improving the Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement of the ICNAF Fisheries Protocols within the Convention Area and Statistical Areas
o and 611

, which was a revision of Corea,Doc. 76/IX/50, "Note by US Commissioners Concerning Regulation of
International Fisheries in the Convention Area and Statistical Areas a and 6 (Intent to make proposals),
presented to the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting (September 1975 Mtg.Froc.No. 13), would be avail
able for consideration following the film.

6. STACTIC recessed at 1130 hrs.

7. STACTIC reconvened at 1400 hra in the FAD Cinema. The delegate of Canada reviewed the Canadian paper
on helicopter transfers to fishing vessels (Corom.Doc. 76/1/4) and narrated a film demonstrating boardings at
sea of a Canadian fishing trawler by Canadian ICNAF inspectors from a helicopter. He invited Member Countries
to consult, as necessary, with their technical experts prior to the 1976 Annual Meeting and to expect a
formal Canadian proposal to the 1976 Annual Meeting for the adoption of the procedure as part of the ICNAF
Scheme of Joint International Enforcement.

8. Further to the Agenda Item, "Amendments to the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement", the delegate
of USA introduced a US proposal for strengthening and improving the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement
by allowing the detention of and the withdrawal of registration of those vessels found infringing the Com
mission's regulations and the adjustment of catch quotas fo~ taking more than the allowed catch (Comm.Doc.
76/1/2). The delegate of Portugal noted that he had had very little time to review the US proposal. He
questioned if an inspector could find a vessel and/or skipper guilty and administer punishment as if he were
a judge in a court of law, and asked why the US proposal on over-quota penalties or adjustments excluded
coastal states? He felt such penalties should only apply equally to all Contracting Governments. The
delegate of Norway noted that the US proposal had merit but should be limited to detention only, because
withdrawal of registration appeared beyond the scope of the inspector's authority. He noted that the term
"apparent" infringement needed to be made more concrete. The delegate of USSR said that the US proposal
introduced some serious fundamental changes from the US proposal submitted at the Seventh Special Commission
Meeting, September 1975 (ICNAF Corom.Doc. 75/IX/50). He also said that it would be very difficult for the
USSR to accept the US proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/1/2) before having time to review it. He stated that withdrawal
of a vessel registration was against Soviet legislation. No Soviet vessel may be deprived of its right to
work at sea. He stressed that changes would need to be effected in Soviet law before acceptance of the US
proposal as stated. He strongly indicated that the law courts only should judge. It would be impossible
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for the ICNAF inspector to be the judge and impose punishment against a fishing vessel. The delegate of FRG
also drew attention to the significant difference between the present US proposal and the US proposal provided
to Contracting Governments at the September 1975 Special Meeting in Montreal. He raised the issue of what
is and what is not control. He felt that it might be possible that registrations (licences) issued to
fishery companies in his country could be withdrawn by a flag state inspector with respect to one vessel in
a certain area. He favoured over-quota adjustments for Contracting Governments who Qverfished quota allo
cations but felt that a 250% adjustment could be excessive. FRG could not accept excluding coastal states
as stated in the US proposal, but felt the burden must be on the Contracting Governments and there should be
no exclusions. The delegate of Portugal suggested that, when judging the performance of countries, at the
time of determining quota allocations within TACs, not only the excess of catches could lead to adjustments,
but also in that performance, the amounts that have been added as an arrangement of transference of quotas
bebween countries should nDt be taken as an integral part of that performance.

The delegate of USA, in response to the comments, said that it was not the intent Df the US proposal to
have inspectors withdraw national registrations (licences) to prevent vessels from continuing to sail but
that such withdrawal was only of the authorization tD fish and waS only of a temporary measure necessary to
ensure timely resolution of the problem. He said that the US proposal was not intended to punish fishermen
but to bring about the control that, for four years since the Joint Inspection Scheme was agreed upon in
1971, has been direly lacking. Detention in the US proposal was only tD allow adequate time for the flag
state inspectDr, if available, to come to the scene and to CDnduct the necessary investigation concerning
any infringement and provide the successful resolution Df the matter. The delegate of Portugal said that he
would be in a much better position to comment Dn the US proposal after studying the document but emphasized
that punishment for over-quDta fishing should not apply to the entire nation's fleet but to the specific
vessel that overfished. The delegate of USSR was greatly concerned that fishing vessels could suffer great
financial losses if the US proposal as stated was accepted. Inspectors would eventually have more rights
than CDurts. The inspector's government should be held liable fDr losses or damages attributable to the
inspector's action. He supported more cooperation between the ICNAF and flag state inspectors and foresaw
no prDblem in having these inspectors check out and fully investigate apparent infringements. The delegate
of UK indicated that the UK could not accept a regulation of this kind without altering its legal system.
Such an alteration was very questionable since the Law of the Sea results would alter the whole scheme in
due time. He felt strongly that the problem was with Member Governments failing to follow up on infringement
reports, failing to prosecute fishermen who commit infringements and failing to carry out their obligations
under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint Enforcement. The US proposal as stated, in his opinion, could only create
new problems. The delegate of Italy agreed with others that the US proposal for detention and withdrawal of
registration went too far and would create financial losses to vessel owners and/or fishing companies.

The delegate of Canada had same legal difficulties with the US proposal and had not had a chance tu
review them with his legal advisers. However, he strongly emphasized the need for all Member Governments
to become actively involved in the International Scheme of Joint Enforcement. Until now, the burden of
policing the distant-water fisheries had been shared by the two coastal states. The delegate of Japan had
some difficulties fully understanding the US proposal and he needed further explanation from the delegate
of USA. He also needed time to study the document.

The delegate of UK reiterated that the real problem was the lack of cooperation by Member Governments
in prosecuting violations and that flag states were not properly enforcing the ICNAF regulations against
their own fishermen. When evidence is communicated to the flag state concerning a violation, then there
should be timely prosecution and resolution. He could not see how the US proposal as stated could, in fa~t.

achieve this aim.

The delegate of GDR supported improving the Enforcement Scheme but the US proposal needed careful
discussion. Because the Member Governments had considerable difficulties with the US proposal, the matter
might best be deferred until the Law of the Sea meeting was concluded. The delegate of Portugal felt that
it was most difficult to judge the perfection of the Scheme when the requirements under the Scheme were
changing constantly. There was a need to study the system now in effect, to find Dut how well or poorly it
is working, then effect changes, if necessary. The delegate of FRG shared the views of the delegate of
Portugal. He felt that the Law of the Sea meeting would not resolve all fishery problems and there would
still be need for a Joint International Enforcement Scheme. He suggested that the delegate Df USA might
wish to review and revise his proposal. The delegate of UK, in making his position clear relative to the
over-quota penalties, pointed out that it was the responsibility of the flag states to see that their fisher
men did not exceed their quota allocations.

9. STACTIC recessed at 1800 hrs, 19 January.

10. STACTIC reconvened at 0930 hrs, 20 January.

11. The Chairman welcomed the delegate of Romania and reopened discussion on the US proposal for strengthening
and improving the Scheme Df Joint International EnfDrcement (Comm.Doc. 76/1/2). The delegate of Poland appre
ciated the concern expressed in the US proposal for strengthening and improving the Scheme of Joint Inter
national Enforcement. Polish authorities have taken several steps in order to ensure the proper implementation
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of all ICNAF regulations by the Polish ,fishermen. Poland actively participates in the ICNAF Scheme of
Joint International Enforcement, sending national inspectors on board fishing vessels to make inspections
at sea in the Convention Area. The inspections of Polish fishing vessels by the US and Canadian inspectors
have not detected serious infringements. Nevertheless, Poland is of the opinion that it is necessary to
make the international control more effective. The US proposal has some difficulties for Poland from the
legal point of view. According to Polish law, the national inspector is not empowered to detain the inspected
vessel, even if an apparent infringement was found. He can only report the facts to appropriate Polish
authorities and require the master of the vessel not to continue the action which may cause further violation
of the regulations. The inspector cannot impose any punishment upon the master of the vessel. The detention
of a vessel or the withdrawal of the vessel's registration to fish in the Convention Area can only be consi
dered as punishment under Polish law and, in these circumstances, Poland could not accept the US proposals
in ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/1/2. The delegate of Spain had no objection to the US proposal but he felt that present
rules were becoming more complicated rather than simplified. He pointed out that Spain was improving its
fishing activities, as were other countries, as reflected in 1CNAF Comm.Doc. 76/1/3. He felt that the over
quota penalty was a matter of concern for the Commission. The delegate of Portugal did not see where the US
proposal would provide for improvement in the present Scheme of Joint Enforcement. He felt that the provision
for an over-quota penalty in the US proposal was a matter that should be discussed by the Commission, rather
than in STACT1C. The delegate of France stated that each improvement to the Scheme raises more legal diffi
culties. However, the legal issues should not drown out the US proposal. If the Commission had waited over
the years for each proposal to be fully approved by the lawyers, it would not have made much progress. She
felt that maybe Canada and the USA, the countries which have been in constant contact with the problems of
enforcement under the Scheme, are the best judges as to what is needed to improve and strengthen the Scheme.
The delegate of Romania said that it was impossible for him to attend the STACT1C meeting on 19 January due
to bad weather in Bucharest. He stated that Romanian fishing vessels observe all 1CNAF fishery regulations
and that no infringements were found by inspectors. He viewed detention and withdrawal of registration as
matters which might be items for which the Law of the Sea could find lasting solutions. The delegate of
Bulgaria noted the great progress already made in 1CNAF on controlling the fisheries. He stated that Bulgaria
had many legal problems concerning the detention of fishing vessels and withdrawal of licenses. He suggested
that STACT1C analyze the statistical data related to the execution of the quotas for 1975 and report the
conclusions and suggestions coming from these analyses at the time of the 1976 Annual Meeting. The delegate
of USA expressed his disappointment at the many difficulties expressed by Member Governments concerning the
US pr.oposal. He reiterated that USA was hoping to leave this meeting with some meaningful improvements to
the Scheme of Joint Enforcement. His delegation was willing to consider modifications to its proposal and
to discuss the revised document in a positive way.

The Chairman suggested that the delegate of USA should proceed as quickly as possible to prepare a
revision of Corom.Doc. 76/1/2 for distribution for further debate. The delegate of USA stated this could be
prepared and distributed to Member Governments as 1CNAF Comm.Doc. 76/1/2 - Revised.

12. The Chairman drew attention to STACT1C Agenda Item "Enforcement Problems in the Effort Limitation
Scheme". The delegate of Canada stated that Canada would have a short paper (1CNAF Corom.Doc. 76/1/6) on
enforcement problems in the effort limitation scheme. The paper would speak for itself; it should not be
controversial and only a part of the document, in fact, was a matter for STACTIC.

13. Under the STACTIC Agenda Item "Other Business":

(a) The delegate of FRG made suggestions for improvements in the timely and concise notification of
new ICNAF regulatory measures. He suggested that the 1975 1CNAF Fishery Regulations (Corom.Doc. 75/6) be
updated as it was of great help to the fishermen.

(b) The delegate of USSR introduced a proposed addendum to Section 5(111) of the present Scheme of
Joint Enforcement. The addendum stated "The members of the inspection party shall not visit the galley of
the inspected vessel unless they possess sanitary certificates issued by appropriate authorities of the
flag state vessel." The delegate of USA expressed puzzlement and wondered if the matter could not be handled
in a somewhat different way and the Scheme kept as a positive document. The delegate of Portugal agreed with
the delegate of USA. However, it should be made clear that the ICNAF inspector was bound by the procedures
outlined in the Scheme of Joint Enforcement and the inspector should only go where he has to go in order to
ascertain the facts of the infringements. The delegate of USSR said he found it necessary to cite a situation
where US inspectors entered a Soviet fishing vessel's kitchen and even crew's quarters where they had no right
to be under the circumstances. The delegate of USSR was concerned because such practices are a public health
problem and strongly requested that such future practices by US inspectors be restricted. The delegates of
Portugal and FRG expressed their concern and commented that the ICNAF inspectors should be thoroughly familiar
with paragraph 5 of the Scheme of Joint Enforcement. The delegate of UK stated that inspectors should cer
tainly be required to conduct their activities under the Scheme of Joint Enforcement and that a complaint
concerning an inspector's conduct in any particular case when boarding under the authority of the ICNAF Scheme
was a matter for STACTIC consideration, and in the light of the circumstances of that case. After considerable
discussion STACT1C agreed that it was not the intent of the Scheme of Joint Enforcement for inspectors to enter
areas where the health of the crew of a fishing vessel might be affected.

(c) The delegate of FRG suggested that possibly the 1CNAF Secretariat could supply Member Countries with
a looseleaf handbook containing ICNAF fishery regulations, statistical requirements, and administrative pro
visions such as how to deal with inspection reports, etc. Such a handbook could be updated by periodic changes
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generated from the Secretariat. Also, he felt that it might be possible for the ICNAF Secretariat to identify
current catches, over-quota catches, and further specifications needed to better inform the fishermen and
those responsible for the conduct of their fishermen. The Executive Secretary stated that his office could
assist in providing current fishery regulations and changes to such regulations as they occur. Manuals and
handbooks, as suggested, could be provided, however, it would be the responsibility of Member Countries to
translate the texts into their own language. Otherwise, the office of the Secretariat was prepared to provide
any reasonable assistance to Member Countries in fulfilling their needs in ICNAF.

The delegate of Portugal, supported by the delegate of Italy, requested that the ICNAF Secretariat
generate more documents like ICNAF Comm.Doc. 75/6 which was most helpful in informing fishermen and adminis
trators alike of current fishery regulations. The Chairman reviewed the comments made by the delegates and
those of the Executive Secretary and stated that appropriate recommendations would be made to the Commission
through the STACTIC Report.

(d) The delegate of Spain requested information from the delegate of USA as to what law or authority
the US inspector uses when conducting boardings outside the 12-mile limit. The delegate of USA replied that
United States inspection officers (officers of the US Coast Guard or agents of the US National Marine Fisheries
Service) may, on occasion, board fishing vessels of other Contracting Governments in waters off the coast of
the United States beyond 12 miles, either under the authority of the Joint Scheme of International Enforcement
or under the authority of US domestic law. In either case, the authority for the boarding is made clear. If
the boarding is done under the authority of the ICNAF Joint Scheme of International Enforcement, then the
ICNAF pennant 1001111 be displayed from the enforcement vessel. If the boarding is pursuant to US domestlc law
(at present. the continental shelf fisheries resources regulations), the vessel being boarded will be so
advised by the boarding officer, at the earliest possible time, upon establishment of radio, visual or direct
verbal communications, and no ICNAF pennant will be displayed.

(e) The delegate of Spain cited an instance where an armed party of US inspectors had alarmed the master
of a Spanish trawler. He proposed that ICNAF inspectors be denied the right to carry firearms and requested
that his statement be recorded in the minutes of the STACTIC Report for presentation to the Commission in
Plenary.

14. The Chairman called for discussion of the Agenda Item, "Enforcement Problems in the Effort Limitation
Scheme". and invited the Canadian delegation to introduce and explain their proposal (ICNAF Comm.Doc, 76/1/6).
The delegate of Portugal saw no difficulty with Item 1 of the Canadian proposal which required modifications
to the Report of Inspection adopted at the 1975 Annual Meeting. Item 2 had already been included in a recom
mendation to establish standard entries for inclusion in all logbooks (June 1975 Mtg.Proc.No.4, App.II), and
Item 3 was not a matter for STACTIC but for discussion in the Commission. The delegate of Canada agreed
that Item 2 of the Canadian proposal was already a requirement and that Item 3 could be taken when the pro
posalon effort limitation was considered in a joint meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 (see Proe. 5). The
delegate of FRG stated that he had no substantive objection to the Canadian proposal, and suggested that
Item 1 of the Canadian proposal could be incorporated in the Report of Inspection adopted at the June 1975
Annual Meeting. The delegate of USSR agreed in principle with the comments made by the delegate of FRG but
stated that STACT1C was working rather rapidly and he needed some time to consult with necessarv specialists
at home before making a firm commitment. At the Chairman's suggestion, STACTIC agreed that the Report of
Inspection forms on hand should be used up and that Member Countries should then take responsiblity for
changing the new reporting format to comply with Item 1 of the Canadian proposal (ICNAF Camm.Doc. 76/1/6).

15. The Chairman called for further discussion of the Agenda Item, "Amendments to the Scheme of Joint
Enforcement", and drew attention to the revised US proposal (ICNAF Conan.Doc, 76/1/2 - Revised). The delegate
of USA explained in detail the changes effected in the revised US proposal. The delegate of Portugal stated
that the revised US document was an improvement but a practical difficulty still existed in the definition
of "falsification" The delegate of Portugal stated that he would be submitting a working paper which would
comment on and revise some of the principles in the revised US proposal, in the hope that they may be helpful
in resolving some of the questionable points. The delegate of USSR stated that he still had ~ome questions
with regard to the revised US proposal, particularly in a case where the ICNAF inspector and the flag state
inspector could not agree to an alleged infringement (A-E) as outlined in the US proposal. The delegate of
USA felt that there would be very few instances where agreement would not be reached between the 1CNAF
inspector and the designated official of the flag state. He also presented a number of examples which could
clearly be considered deliberate falsification of fishing logs. The delegate of FRG said it was important
not to confuse deliberate falsification with unintentional error. He could accept the US proposal if the
exemption for the coastal states from the over-quota adjustment provision was deleted. The delegate of
Portugal also objected to the language of the US proposal providing for coastal state exclusion from the
regulation. He favoured coastal state preference, but opposed total exemption for the coastal state from
some provisions of the Commission.

The delegate of USSR viewed detention in the US proposal as being inconsistent with paragraph 5(i) of
the existing Scheme of Joint Enforcement (Comm.Doc. 75/6). He emphasized that detention could result in
financial losses to the master and vessel owners which could well be higher than the penalty a~sessed for
an apparent infringement. The delegate of USA stated that there were no clear-cut answers at present to
the questions posed by the delegate of USSR concerning losses and noted that such issues are usually dealt
with in civil court actions. He added that the problem would be minimized if Member Countries provided
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sufficient control through provision of adequate authorities and inspectors. The delegate of UK stated that
the problems under discussion appeared to be more the result of failures to meet agreed obligations rather
than lack of specific obligations provided in the existing Scheme. He suggested that STACTIC form a sub
committee to examine enforcement problems at the working level. The delegate of Canada could support the US
revised proposal. However, Canada viewed an over-quota adjustment of 250% as too high, and suggested a
figure of 100%, noting that this would not constitute a penalty. He stated that Canada would not insist on
the coastal state exemption from the over-quota adjustment requirement in the US proposal.

At the Chairman's suggestion, STACTlC agreed that a Working Group of Member Countries could better
discuss and debate the US proposal and report their findings and recommendations to STACIlC. The Chairman
then named delegates from Canada, Portugal, USSR, UK, and USA to the Working Group. The delegate of USA
was appointed Chairman of the Working Group.

16. STACIIC recessed at 1600 hrs, 20 January.

17. STACTlC reconvened at 2015 hrs, 22 January.

18. The Chairman requested a report from the Working Group set up to study the US proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/1/2
- Revised). The delegate of USA who was Chairman of the Working Group stated that he was unable to get a
unanimous agreement from the Working Group and introduced Corrigenda I and II to ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/1/2 
Revised, which he explained were not a product of the Working Group but were US proposals. The delegate of
Portugal drew attention to his document (Carom.Doc. 76/1/9 - Revised) and introduced the Portuguese proposal
on pages 4, 5, and 6 for improving the language in paragraph 5(v) of the Scheme of Joint Enforcement. He
stated that the over-quota adjustment item was not a matter for consideration by STACTlC, and that the US
proposal concerning withdrawal of registration added nothing to the Scheme. The delegate of Norway suggested
that the Working Group should be given another opportunity to meet and to come to some agreed recommendations
concerning the US proposal.

The Chairman raised the question of whether the over-quota adjustment item was a matter for consideration
by STACTIC rather than STACREM. The delegate of USA restated the needs for better control, indicating
strongly that many Member Countries have not properly controlled their fishing activities in the Convention
Area and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of Portugal said that every measure in the Scheme of Enforcement
was a control. The delegate of FRG agreed that the measures contained in the Scheme of Joint Enforcement
were all controls and requested further discussion and views from other Member Countries. Although he shared
the views of the Portuguese delegate that over-quota adjustment waS somewhat beyond the terms of reference of
STACTlC, he felt that the deliberation of the US proposal should continue in the present form, be it STACTIC
or not. The delegate of Portugal stated that, in his opinion, the over-quota adjustment item rightfully
belonged before STACREM. The delegate of Japan shared the views of the Portuguese delegate and suggested
that the over-quota adjustment item be referred to STACREM and subsequent action by the Commission. The
delegate of UK stated that there was a close link in terms of reference for STACTIC and STACREM and possibly
the matter could be handled in either STACREM or STACTlC. He suggested, however, that a hard stand should
not be taken on pure procedural references. He was supported by the delegate of FRG in suggesting that
further discussion of all items of the US proposal be continued in STACTIC.

The delegate of Cuba suggested that a small Working Group be appointed to further discuss the items
contained in the US proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/1/2 - Revised and Corrigenda I and II). The delegate of Denmark
suggested that discussions should continue in STACTlC to see where the differences of opinion are on the US
proposal. He felt that some new language might be appropriate in the US proposal.

In response to a suggestion by the delegate of Portugal that a thorough study be made of the US proposal
to determine what the proposal was attempting to accomplish, the delegate of USA commented on all items of
the US proposal, identifying the needs for each item, and the objectives which would be accomplished if such
items were agreed. The delegate of Canada, in endorsing the US proposal, viewed "falsification of fishing
logbook records II as a blatant violation. Inspectors in his country found it easy to distinguish between
"falsification" and an error. The delegate of UK viewed detention and withdrawal of registration as punish
ment and that his country could not confer upon either foreign or national inspectors such powers. He said
the fundamental differences were in legal systems and that only UK courts could administer punishment. The
delegate of Cuba said detentions would create loss of fishing time for Cuban fishermen. In outlining his
country's program of participation in the Scheme of Joint Enforcement, he said Cuba was ensuring their
fishermen who fish in the Convention Area and Statistical Area 6 were well informed of Commission requirements
and Cuba was prepared to take steps to punish infringements reported against their vessels.

The Chairman then proposed a vote by Member Countries on the items in the revised US proposal with
Corrigenda I and II. The delegate of USA restated the objectives of the US proposal and hoped Member
Countries would view the proposal as a means for improving the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement.
The delegate of FRG said he was not opposed to taking a vote but he could only vote in favour of the proposal
if it was made clear that there was no question of detention but only of facilitating control. The delegate
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of Portugal restated his previous position and indicated strongly that the 48-hour detention period could
definitely be considered as punishment. He suggested a 6- to 12-hour detention period 8S a more reasonable
measure. The delegate of Japan said there were difficulties for Japan and he would, therefore, have to vote
against such proposed measures. The delegate of Romania emphasized that detention on the high seas was
outside the inspector's authority. He indicated that Romania would vote against the US proposal. The
delegate of France supported the views expressed by the delegate of FaG and agreed that "falsification" was
a serious violation but could not be left to the judgment of the international inspector. She agreed that,
if a vote were taken, it should be on each item separately. The Chairman suggested that sub-paragraph (vi)
of the proposed US amendment to paragraph 5 of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement as presented in
Corrigendum I to Comm.Doc. 76/1/2 - Revised be dropped. This was agreed by STACTIC. The delegate of Cuba
could not accept detention and indicated that Cuba would have to vote against the US proposal. The delegate
of GDR viewed detention as punishment and said that he would vote against the US proposal. The delegate of
Norway recommended that the Working Group reconvene to resolve the difficulties found with the US proposal.
Norway had several legal problems and would have to abstain, should a vote be taken at this time. The
delegate of Bulgaria had difficulties with the detention and withdrawal of registration items. The delegate
of UK, supported by the delegate of Portugal, viewed detention and withdrawal of registration as severe
punishment and not control. Legislation in the UK would not enable his country to accept the proposal. The
delegate of USSR stated that the problems could not be solved by voting at this time. He agreed with Norway
and cuba that the Working Group should be reconvened. The delegate of USA suggested that a vote on the
amended US proposal not be taken because it was evident that the vote would not carry. He noted that his
delegation was no longer disappointed in the course of the discussions, it was appalled! The original US
proposal was now so watered down that it was difficult for the proposers to justify it. He reminded the
delegates of the major statements on Law of the Sea and the need for a transition to the coming 200-mile
economic zone by Secretary of State Kissinger shortly before the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting
and by Under-Secretary of State Maw at the same Meeting in delivering the extraordinary message from the
President of the United States. He felt that some delegates in spite of this seemed to be telling the
United States to take unilateral action. He found this incredible, since such action would be reflected in
future US and Canadian management of a 200-mile zone which would affect all ICNAF Members. The US proposal
had been intended to make major steps as part of the transition to the 2004mile zone, in accord with the
policy announced by Secretary Kissinger at the September 1975 Meeting. The delegate of USA said that the
United States intended to do this by negotiation and agreement, and that international law certainly recognized
the right of 18 nations as represented in ICNAF to agree amongst themselves in new arrangements. It is clear
that the United States does not intend to live under the old fisheries order much longer. Whil~ the United
States does not see much chance of agreement given the statements of a number of delegates, the United States
would agree to a resumption of the Working Group since it genuinely desired to get out of this muddle and
reach agreement on enforcement, which certainly needs to be improved. The delegate of Portugal stated that
considerable progress has been made in establishing controls and additional discussion was needed to resolve
the illogical issues which the US proposal raised. He said that he was willing to do everything possible to
help get out of the "muddle", but that he did not feel pleased about the remarks made by the delegate of USA.
The delegate of Cuba commented on the words spoken by the delegate of USA. He said that to negotiate it
takes two parties who try to resolve contradictory views, not one who tells what to do and the other one
accepts. The United States have their own interests and so have the rest of the Member Countries and any
agreement should meet the interests of all. He wished everyone to understand that Cuba comes to the ICNAF
meetings with the purpose to promote her interests and yet subscribes to the principles of the Commission.
He hoped everyone would maintain a constructive attitnde and work together to resolve ,complex matters. Cuba
would keep on working in a constructive way because Cuba believes in the principles of the Commission.

The Chairman suggested that the STACTIC Working Group meet at 0900 hrs, 23 January, and return to
the next STACTIC meeting with a report of their deliberations and accomplishments.

19. STACTIC recessed at 2320 hrs, 22 January.

20. STACTIC reconvened at 1100 hrs, 24 January.

21. The Chairman requested the Chairman of the STACTIC Working Group to present its report and recommenda
tions (Appendix I).

(a) Following the presentation the Chairman requested comments from Member Countries on a draft proposal
for a requirement to have flag state inspector or designated authority present (Appendix I, Annex 1). The
delegate of Romania suggested that the numbers of vessels in the first sentence of paragraph 2 of Annex 1
should be changed to a lower number, possibly 3 or 5, from the 10-15 suggested. The delegate of USSR said
he had no objections to the Annex 1 item, but both he and the delegate of Cuba said they needed information
regarding the location of inspection offices in North America. They also requested instructions about
proper methods for establishing communication between foreign inspectors and flag state authorities, having
in mind that diplomatic channels could not be used for such a purpose. The delegate of USA replied that he
saw no particular difficulty in making appropriate arrangements for designated authorities in one of the
North American countries. He also noted that existing commercial communication facilities are more than
adequate to meet the needs of these authorities, both in voice and in telegraphic modes. The delegate of
Denmark indicated the present Scheme of Joint International Enforcement (pages 29-32 of Comm.Doc. 75/6)
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already provided for the presence of flag state inspectors and designated authorities. He suggested that
there was perhaps a need to consider t.he "capacity" of the vessels engaged in fishing in the Convention Area
as well as the numbers. The delegate of Portugal noted that until now it was not mandatory for Member
Countries to have an inspector in the Convention Area or a designated flag state authority stationed in
North America. The delegate of Canada said he saw no difficulties with the Annex 1 proposal and pointed out
that such a designated authority arrangement was already in effect between Canada and USSR. He preferred
changing the vessel number to 10 rather than 10-15. The delegate of Italy suggested a figure of 12 vessels,
while the delegate of UK preferred a larger number than 10 vessels. The delegate of USSR suggested a specific
number dependent upon vessel length. The delegate of Denmark stated that, since there was no discussion of
his suggestion to setting the vessel limit at 20 or taking into consideration the size of the vessels, he
at least would want the words "Nor-th Amerfca" changed to "coastal s tates" in order to include Greenland.
The delegate of FRG supported the proposal of the delegate of Denmark and suggested that the states bordering
the Convention Area should be mentioned.

The Chairman instructed the Working Group to redraft Appendix I, Annex 1, and incorporate the views and
suggestions for consideration later by STACTIC.

(b) The Chairman then requested consideration of a draft proposal for actions to be taken immediatelY
upon discovery of an apparent infringement (Appendix I, Annex 2). The Chairman of the Working Group drew
attention to the deletion of the paragraph D on falsification of logbook records and to the substantial
changes made in the latter part of the text. At the suggestion of the delegate of UK, "allowable catch" in
line 2 of paragraph B was changed to read ""Others" quota". The delegate of FRG said it would be difficult
for him to convince his Government that the proposal was a non-detention one. He stated the measure would
not facilitate control. Following suggestions by the delegates of UK and Romania for improvements to the
text, STACTlC agreed that the Working Group should redraft Annex 2 incorporating the suggested language
change ..

(c) Following suggested language changes to a draft resolution relating to the improvement of the Com
mission's fishery regulations (Appendix I, Annex 3), STACTIC agreed that the Working Group should also redraft
the resolution.

(d) The Chairman requested consideration of a draft resolution relating to withdrawal of authorization
to fish (Appendix I, Annex 4). A suggestion to delete "on a mandatory basis" from line 6 of the 'Recognizing'
paragraph by the delegate of UK was supported by the delate of Italy and agreed by all delegates. The dele
gate of USSR viewed "falsification of fishing logbook records" as a very serious infringement. In response
to a request from the delegate of Italy for a definition of "fat.s t t tcat ton", the delegate of USA said that,
as defined by the Working Group, it was the willful and intentional entry into a fishing logbook of an
incorrect entry. The delegate of FRG indicated that he had some difficulty with the use of the word "pena.Lcy"
in line 6 of the 'Recognizing' paragraph. Following several suggestions for further language change, STACTlC
agreed that the Working Group should redraft Annex 4 to include comments and suggestions.

(e) The Chairman asked the Chairman of the Working Group to present a draft proposal regarding over
quota adjustment (Appendix I, Annex 5) .. The delegate of USA, in support of the proposal, pointed out that
it would be a positive incentive to Member Countries to control the activities of their fishermen more
closely. The delegate of Portugal agreed with the US' delegate's statement, but reitexated his stand that
the proposal was a matter for consideration by the Commission rather than STACTIC. suggestions for improving
paragraph 7 of the proposal by inserting new language were agreed. The delegate of USA emphasized the
seriousness of over-quota fishing and cited over-runs of 114% in specific instances. He stated that Member
Countries needed to more closely control the activities of their fishermen, particularly in fisheries in the
"Others" categories. In suggesting further debate on the merits of the proposal, he stated that mechanismS
for better control of this over-quota fishing must be found, otherwise the "Others" category would have to
be absorbed in national allocations. The delegate of Portugal said he could not see how the proposal would
correct the situation. The delegate of USA hoped that the me~bers of STACTIC would respond to the needs of
the problem and debate the principles of the proposal rather than its wording. The delegate of Japan pointed
out that absorbing "Others" quotas in national allocations would not solve the problem because each country
would demand specific quotas on all species for precaution. As a result, many specific quotas would not be
caught and the procedures for future allocations would become very difficult. He also felt that not only
should there be adjustment after over-quota fishing, but also for under-quota fishing. The delegate of Cuba
felt the proposal, as written, might create more problems than solutions. He suggested further study and
submission of Member Countries' further views at the June 1976 Annual Meeting. In response to the statement
by the delegate of Portugal that the over-quota problem was attributable to the system of reporting catches,
the delegate of USA, supported by the Executive Secretary, viewed the problem as not the fault of the report
ing system but as the failure of Member Countries to take the necessary action to control quota over-runs.
The delegate of USSR recognized the over-quota fishing problem and agreed with the principles of this proposal.
He said his Government was concerned with the "punishment" aspect and wished to see the proposal redrafted.
The delegate of Italy said his Government also could not accept "punishment" by the Commission. This was a
matter for the Italian courts. The delegate of FRG viewed the over-quota adjustment not as a punishment
but as an administrative measure to restore the state of the stocks.

The Chairman suggested, with the members of STACTIC agreeing, that the Working Group incorporate the
agreed changes in Annexes 1 through 5.
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22. STACTle recessed at 1620 hrs, 24 January.

23. STACTle reconvened at 0915 hra, 26 January.

24. The Chairman drew attention to the proposal redrafted by the Working Group to strengthen and improve
the Scheme of Joint Enforcement.

(a) The Chairman suggested that each proposal be discussed separately and requested comments on the
revised draft of the proposal for reguirement to have flag state inspector or designated authority present.
The delegates of Portugal and Denmark felt the title should be shortened and the language improved. It was
agreed that the title should read "Proposal for Requirement to have the Flag State Inspector or Designated
Authority present in the Convention Area or Statistical Areas 0 and 6". The Chairman suggested l5 as the
number of vessels to be inserted in line 2 of the text of the proposal. The proposal as amended was con
sidered and srACTIC

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (1) that paragraph 1 of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement be amended to
require that a Contracting Government having more than 15 fishing vessels in the Convention Area and
Statistical Areas 0 and 6 have an inspector or designated authority present in the Convention Area and
Statistical Areas 0 and 6 to receive and respond to notice of apparent infringements (Appendix II).

(b) The Chairman requested comment on the revised draft of the proposal for actions to be taken imme
diately upon the discovery of an apparent infringement. Suggestions by the delegates of Romania and USA for
improving the language of the text were accepted. The Chairman pointed out that the proposal, as written,
was not meant to stop all fishing but to stop only that fishing which was observed as an apparent infringement
under the new paragraph 5(v) of the Scheme. Following suggestions from the delegates of FRG and Denmark, it
was agreed that the wording "notwithstanding any other provisions of this Scheme" in line 1 of paragraph 5(v)
should be deleted. Having agreed to the proposed amendments, STACTIC

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (1) that paragraph 5(v) of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement be replaced
to provide for the immediate actions necessary upon discovery of an apparent infringement (Appendix III).

(c) The Chairman requested comments on the redraft of the resolution requesting STACTIC to review
reports of inspectors and reported actions taken by Contracting Governments in respect of apparent infringe
ments. The Chairman pointed out that the reports listed in the proposal were already required under the
Scheme of Joint International Enforcement but the resolution provided for their review and for recommendations
to the Commission to provide for better compliance wi~h the Commission's regulations and to strengthen and
improve the Scheme.

The meeting agreed that there should be better cooperation between Member Countries in resolving
infringements and improving the Scheme. Taking account of minor amendments to the proposal, STACTIC

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt resolution (1) relating to the enforcement of the Commission's fishery regu
lations (Appendix IV).

(d) The Chairman then requested comments on the redraft of the resolution relating to withdrawal of
authorization to fish. Following several amendments to the proposal, STAcTle

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt resolution (2) relating to withdrawal of authorization to fish in the Conven
tion Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 (Appendix V).

(e) The Chairman requested comments on the redraft of the proposal relating to over-quota adjustments.
the delegate of USA suggested the words "reductions" and " r educell where they appear in the text should read
"adjustments" and "adj ust;", The delegate of Portugal suggested deletion of "nationals or" in line 1 of
paragraph 7(a) and " or perpetuate the harm caused by the fishing above the quota limit". The Chairman of
the Working Group assured the delegate of Portugal, and the meeting in general, that there was no intent
to adjust quotas for over-fishing which had occurred in past years, however, there would naturally be a
delay of one quota period. Having included the amendments in the proposal, STACTIC
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agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (2) that a new paragraph 7 be added to the Management of International Quota Regulations
to allow for adjustments in cases where there has been over-quota fishing (Appendix VI).

25. Under Other Business, the delegate of Spain gave notice that Spain intended to use special small-mesh
nets from 10 fishing vessels in special experimental fishing for squids in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6
during 1976 and possibly 1977.

The delegate of Cuba, in response to a question from the delegate of Canada, said that Cuban vessels
were ready to be inspected now and that Cuba was training ICNAF inspectors and plans to begin inspecting
fishing vessels during the secOnd half of 1976.

The delegate of Canada hoped the Canadian proposal for use of helicopters for inspection of fishing
vessels could be adopted at the 1976 Annual Meeting. He agreed to provide technical as well as general
operational guidelines to all Member Countries for review and study. He invited Member Countries to parti
cipate in their trials and permit helicopter inspections on a voluntary basis before the proposal is acted
upon. The delegate of USSR said he was not against bilateral arrangements but felt that Soviet fishing
vessels provided very little free space on the decks for transfer of inspectors by helicopters. He looked
forward to the delegate of Canada providing his Government with technical information and instructions for
the masters of fishing vessels.

At the Chairman's suggestion, STACTIC agreed to meet again prior to the Annual Meeting during the period
31 May to 5 June inclusive.

26. There being no other business, STACTIC adjourned at 1145, 26 January 1976.
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Serial No. 3739
(B.g.42)

EIGHTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1976

Report of the STACTIC Working Group

Thursday, 22 January, 0800 hra
Friday, 23 January, 0900 hra and 1530 bra

Saturday, 24 January, irregularly throughout the day

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.2
Appendix I

1. The Working Group convened under the chairmanship of Mr L.N. Schowengerdt (USA). Lt T.R. McHugh (USA)
was appointed Rapporteur. Representatives from Canada, Denmark, Japan, Portugal, USSR, UK and USA attended.

2. The Working Group had a mandate from STACTIC to seek a solution to the difficulties the Member Countries
were having in accepting the US proposal for detention of vessels, withdrawal of registration for certain
infringements and over-quota adjustments (Comm.Doc. 76/1/2 - Revised).

3. The Working Group met at 2015 bra on 22 January but was
members on recommendations for STACTIC. As a result, the US
cations to its proposal in Corringenda I and II to Comm.Doc.
STACTIC at 2015 hrs, 22 January.

unable to get unanimous agreement from the
dele,ation provided STACTIC with further modifi
76/1 2 - Revised. These were considered by

4. Following continued difficulties witb accepting the new US proposal, the Working Group, as instructed
by STACT1C, met again at 0900 hra and 1530 bra, 23 January to provide agreed recommendations to STACT1C.
The Working Group approved the recommendations contained in Annexes 1-5 with the suggestion that STACT1C set
the minimum number of vessels for which an inspector or designated authority would have to be present in the
Convention Area or Statistical Areas 0 and 6 at between 10 and 15.

5. Consideration by STACTIC of the recommendations in Annexes 1-5 resulted in comments and suggestions
which were incorporated in redrafts by the Working Group on 24 January and agreed by STACTIC on 26 January
(see Appendices II to V inclusive of the Report of STACTIC).
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(A.a.4)

EIGHTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1976

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.2
Appendix I

Annex 1

Draft proposal for requirement to have flag state inspector or designated authority in the Convention Area
and Statistical Areas a and 6

STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting GovernmentS:

That, pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the Convention, to improve measures of control in the
Convention Area, the following sentence be added to paragraph 1 of the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement:

!lEach contracting Government which has more than 10-15 of its vessels engaged in fishing for sea
fish or in the treatment of sea fish in the Convention Area, shall have an inspector present in
the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 or a designated authority in North America to
receive and respond, without delay, to notice of apparent infringements."
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Serial No. 3739
(A.a.4)

EIGHTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1976

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.2
Appendix I

Annex 2

Draft proposal for actions to be taken immediately upon the discovery of an apparent infringement

STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That, in view of the necessity to take immediate remedial action in the event that an inspector finds
an apparent infringement of the Commission's regulations, the continuing need to ensure immediate
notice of the apparent infringement is made to the flag state of the inspected vessel, and to ensure
that disputes over the particulars of an infringement are resolved in a timely fashion. the Commission
adopt the following new paragraph to replace the current paragraph 5(v) of the Scheme of Joint Inter
national Enforcement:

"5. (v) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Scheme, where an inspecting officer
observes an apparent infringement of the regulations prohibiting:

A. Fishing in a closed area or with gear prohibited in a specific area;
B. Fishing in an "0thers" quota without prior notification to the ICNAF Secretariat,

or after the allowable catch for that stock or species has been taken and Contract
ing Governments have been so informed by the Executive Secretary;

C. Fishing for stocks or species in an area after the Contracting Government having
jurisdiction over the inspected vessel has notified the Executive Secretary that
its allowable catch for those stocks or species has been taken;

D. Fishing without proper flag state registration documents for the area where the
vessel is found fishing;

the inspector shall, with a view toward facilitating flag state action on the apparent
infringement, immediately attempt to communicate with an inspector of the inspected
vessel's flag state known to be in the vicinity, or the authority of the inspected
vessel's flag state designated in accordance with paragraph I above. The master of the
inspected vessel shall arrange for messages to be sent and received by using his radio
equipment and operator for this purpose.

The inspected vessel shall cease all fishing which appears to the inspector to be in
contravention of regulations cited above. If an inspector is unable to communicate with
an inspector or designated authority of the flag state within a reasonable period of
time, he shall complete the inspection, leave the inspected vessel, and communicate as
soon as possible with an inspector or designated authority of the flag state. However,
if he succeeds in establishing communications while on board the inspected vessel, and
providing the inspector or designated authority of the flag state agrees, the inspector
may remain aboard the inspected vessel. The inspected vessel may not resume fishing
until the inspector is reasonably satisfied either with the action taken by the vessel's
master, or as a result of his communication with an inspector or designated authority of
the flag state, that when it resumes fishing, the vessel will not repeat the apparent
infringement for which it has been cited."
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Recognizing that the active participation of Contracting Governments in the Scheme of Joint Inter
national Enforcement has to be improved significantly in order to ensure adequate enforcement of the
Commission's regulations;

Recop;nizinR further that such participation may best be improved by a thorough evaluation of the
efforts of Contracting Governments to implement the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement;

Noting that the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement provides for an Annual Report of Inspection
and Disposition of Infringements to be submitted to the Commission by 1 March each year:

1. Requests all Contracting Governments take expeditious steps to implement and carry out the provi
sions of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement;

2. Requests each Contracting Government submit, as provided in the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement, the Report of Inspections and Disposition of Infringements for 1974, if it has not
done so, and 1975 by 1 March 1976;

3. Directs STACTIC to review the Reports of Inspection and Disposition of Infringements and provide
to the Commission at the 1976 Annual Meeting an evaluation of each Contracting Government's par
ticipation in the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement and the action taken in respect of
apparent infringements which have been reported.
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Draft resolution relating to withdrawal of authorization to fish within the Convention Area

STACIIC recommends the following resolution for adoption by the Commission:

The Commission

Recognizing that. when serious or aggravated infringements of Commission regulations occur, they should
be disposed of promptly and effectively. that significant penalties should be provided under national
legislation upon conviction of serious or aggravated infringements, and that suspension or revocation
of a vessel's authorization to fish within the Convention Area represents a significant penalty which
could be applied on a mandatory basis upon conviction of certain serious or aggravated infringements;

Noting that serious or aggravated infringements may include at least the following:

(a) Fishing in a closed area or with gear prohibited within a specific area;
(b) Fishing in an "Ot hera" quota without prior notification to the ICNAF Secretariat. or after the

allowable catch for that stock or species has been taken and Contracting Governments have been
so informed by the Executive Secretary;

(c) Fishing for stocks or species in an area after the Contracting Government having jurisdiction over
the inspected vessel has notified the ICNAF Secretariat that its allowable catch for those stocks
or species has been taken;

(d) Falsification of fishing logbook records;
(e) Failure to possess proper flag state registration documents (authorization to fish in the Conven

tion Area);

Taking into Account the fact that the national legislation of many Contracting Governments at present
does not allow the suspension or revocation of a vessel's authorization to fish within the Convention
Area under most circumstances;

Having Considered that it is appropriate to review national legislation and proposed changes to national
legislation carefully before agreeing to request changes to that legislation; but

Being Aware that time is of the essence in reaching a satisfactory solution to the problem of serious
or aggravated infringements; and

Recognizing that. in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention. measures of inter
national control can only be effective if supported by effective and appropriate national legislation;

1. Invites the attention of the Contracting Governments to the above matters;

2. Requests that Governments review the status of their national legislation with a view to proposing
changes which would authorize, among other things. the suspension or revocation of a vessel's
authorization to fish in the Convention Area upon conviction of serious or aggravated infringements;

3. Stipulates that it is necessary to give continuing attention to the adoption of new and more effect
ive measures of international control; and

4. ExPects that appropriate authorities of the Contracting Governments will be prepared to report to
the Commission at the next Annual Meeting the results of their review and be prepared to propose
new and more effective measures of international control if necessary.
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STACIlC. having reviewed the following proposal from the standpoint of measures of international control
and recognizing that the proposal would make a significant contribution to the effectiveness of international
control as a positive incentive to Contracting Governments to more closely regulate the activities of their
fishermen. recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal for
joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That the Management of International Quota Regulations, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting
(Annual Report Vol. 24. 1973/74, page 105) and amended by the Twenty-Fifth Ann~l Meeting (June 1975
Meeting Proceedings No.4, page 171). be amended by the addition of the following paragraph:

"7. That. notwithstanding the above, when the Commission finds .that; nationals or vessels of. or
under contract or charter to. a Contracting Government have taken more than their allowed catch
quota in any category of catch quotas for any quota period. the Commission may reduce the corres
ponding catch quota for that Contracting Government in a succeeding quota period. In the event
that an "Othecs" allocation is exceeded, the Conmdssion may make a similar reduction in the allo
cation to "Others", noting. if possible, in making such a reduction which of the Contracting
Governments fishing on that allocation was responsible for the excessive catch, and reducing the
amount of the "Others" allocation that the vessels of that Contracting Government will be auth
orized to take accordingly. The quota adjustment shall be subtracted from the relevant quota
following the determination of quotas provided for in paragraphs 2 and 3 above and shall not result
in any increase in other quotas for the Government to which the quota adjustment applies, nor shall
it result in any increase in that quota or other~quotaB for any other Government unless the Com
mission determines that the increase will not cause further harm to the stock or perpetuate the
harm caused by the fishing above the quota limit. II
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(1) Proposal for Amendment of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement of the Fishery Regulations in
the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6

STACTle recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the Convention, paragraphs 1 and 5(v) of the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (Annual Report Vol. 24,
1973-74, pages 87-89). be replaced by the following:

"L, Control shall be carried out by inspectors of the fishery control services of Contracting
Governments. The names of the inspectors appointed for that purpose by the appropriate authority
of the respective Governments shall be notified to the Commission. Appropriate authorities of
Contracting Governments shall also notify the Commission of the names of the flag state authorities
designated to receive immediate notice of infringements and the means by which they may receive
and respond to radio communications. Each Contracting Government which has, at any time, more
than 15 vessels under its country's flag, or under charter or contract to persons under its
jurisdiction, engaged in fishing for sea fish or in the treatment of sea fish in the Convention
Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 shall, during that time, have an inspector or other designated
authority present in the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6, or other designated author
ity present in the country of a Contracting Government which is adjacent to the Convention Area,
to receive and respond, without delay, to notice of apparent infringements."

"5. (v) Where an inspecting officer observes an apparent infringement of the regulations prohi
biting:

(a) Fishing in a closed area or with gear prohibited in a specific area;
(b) Fishing for stocks or species in a region after the date on which the Contracting

Government having jurisdiction over the inspected vessel has notified the Executive
Secretary that persons under its jurisdiction will cease a directed fishery for
those stocks or species;

(c) Fishing in an "Ot her-s" quota without prior notification to the ICNAF Secretariat,
or more than 10 days after the "Others" quota for that stock or species has been
taken and Contracting Governments have been so informed by the Executive Secretary;

(d) Fishing without proper flag state registration documents for the area where the
vessel is found fishing;

the inspector shall, with a view toward facilitating flag state action on the apparent
infringement, immediately attempt 'to communicate with an inspector of the inspected
vessel's flag state known to be in the vicinity, or the authority of the inspected
vessel's flag state designated in accordance with paragraph 1 above. The master of the
inspected vessel shall arrange for messages to be sent and received by using his radio
equipment and operator for this purpose. At the request of the inspector, the master
shall cease all fishing which appears to the inspector to be in contravention of regula
tions cited above. During this time, the inspector shall complete the inspection and,
if he is unable to communicate with an inspector or designated authority of the flag
state within a reasonable period of time, he shall leave the inspected vessel and commu
nicate as soon as possible with an inspector or designated authority of the flag state.
However. if he succeeds in establishing communications while on board the inspected
vessel, and provided that the inspector or designated authority of the flag state agrees.
the inspector may remain aboard the inspected vessel. So long as the inspector remains
aboard, the master may not resume fishing until the inspector is reasonably satisfied
either with the action taken by the vessel's master, or as a result of his communication
with an inspector or designated authority of the flag state, that the vessel will not
repeat the apparent infringement for which it has been cited. II
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STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That the Management of International Quota Regulations. adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting
(Annual Report Vol. 24, 1973-74, pages 105-106) and amended by the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting (June
1975 Meeting Proceedings No.4. page 171), be amended by the addition of the following paragraph:

"7. That notwithstanding the above:

(a) When the Commission finds that vessels of. or under contract or charter to, a Contract
ing Government have taken more than their national catch quota for any quota period,
the Commission may adjust the corresponding catch quota for that Contracting Government
in a succeeding quota periodi or

(b) When the Commission finds that a Contracting Government failed to report an intention
to fish under an "Others" quota and subsequently took catches thereunder, or failed to
report, in accordance with the Commission I s regulations, ca tcbes taken under an "Others"
quota, or continued a directed fishery under an "Othersll quota after this fishing had
been prohibited in accordance with the Commission's regulations, the Commission may
decide upon measures to be taken to compensate for the damage to the stocks or species
which was caused by the excessive catch. Such measures might include, among other
things, adjustments to national quotas or the establishment of new national quotas for
that Contracting Government as might be appropriate.

Quota adjustments shall be subtracted from the relevant quotas following the determination
of quotas provided for in paragraphs 2 and 3 above, and shall not result in any increase in
in other quotas for the Contracting Government to which the quota adjustment applies, nor
shall it result in any increase in any quotas for any other Contracting Government unless
the Commission determines that the increase will not cause further harm to the stock."
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Recognizing that the active participation of Contracting Governments in the Scheme of Joint Interna
tional Enforcement has to be improved significantly in order to ensure adequate enforcement of the
Commission's regulations;

Recognizing further that such participation may best be improved by the efforts of Contracting Govern
ments to implement the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement;

Noting that the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement provides for an Annual Report of Inspections
and Disposition of Infringements to be submitted to the Commission by 1 March each year;

1. Requests all Contracting Governments take expeditious steps to implement and carry out the provi
sions of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement;

2. Requests each Contracting Government submit, as provided in the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement, the Report of Inspections snd Disposition of Infringements for 1974, if it has not
already done so, snd the Report for 1975, by 1 March 1976, and a summary and comments, if appro
priate, of the results of the inspections made by their own inspectors;

3. Directs STACTIC to review the above summaries, comments, and Reports of Inspections and Disposi
tion of Infringements, to report to the Commission at the 1976 Annual Meeting concerning the
action taken by Contracting Governments in respect of apparent infringements which have been
reported, and to make recommendations to ensure a high level of compliance with the Commission's
regulations.
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(2) Resolution Relating to Withdrawal of Authorization to Fish Within the Convention Area and Statistical
Areas 0 and 6

STACTIC recommends the following resolution for adoption by the Commission:

The Commission

Recognizing that serious or aggravated infringements of Commission regulations should be disposed of
promptly and effectively, that significant penalties should be provided under national legislation
upon conviction of serious or aggravated infringements, and that suspension or revocation of a vessel's
authorization to fish within the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 represents a significant
penalty which could he applied upon conviction of certain serious or aggravated infringements;

Noting that serious or aggravated infringements may include the following:

(a) Fishing in a closed area or with gear prohibited within a specific area;
(b) Fishing for stocks or species in a region after having been notified by the Contracting Government

having jurisdiction over the vessel that its quota for those stocks or species has been taken;
(c) Fishing in an "Others" quota without prior notification to the ICNAF Secretariat I or after having

been notified by the Contracting Government having jurisdiction over the vessel that the "nt.her-e"
quota for that stock or species has been taken;

(d) Falsification of fishing logbook records;
(e) Failure to possess proper flag state registration documents (authorization to fish in the Conven

tion Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6);

Taking into Account the fact that the national legislation of many Contracting Governments at present
does not allow the suspension or revocation of a vessel's authorization to fish within the Convention
Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 under most circumstances;

Having Considered that it is appropriate to review national legislation and proposed changes to national
legislation carefully before agreeing to request changes to that legislation; but

Being Aware that time is of the essence in reaching a satisfactory solution to the problem of serious
or aggravated infringements; and

Recognizing that t in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention l measures of inter
national control can only be effective if supported by effective and appropriate national legislation;

1. Invites the attention of the Contracting Governments to the above matters;

2. Requests that Governments review the status of their national legislation with a view to proposing
changes which would authorize or require, among other things I the suspension or revocation of a
vessel's authorization to fish in the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 upon conviction
of serious or aggravated infringements;

3. Stipulates that it is necessary to give continuing attention to the adoption of new and more
effective measures of international control; and

4. Invites the appropriate authorities of the Contracting Governments to present the results of their
review to the Commission at the next Annual Meeting, and to propose I if necessary, new and more
effective measures of international control.
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Wednesday, 21 January, 1000 hra

The Opening Session of the Eighth Special Meeting of the Commission was convened in the Red Room at
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAD) at 1000 hra on 21 January 1976.

The Chairman of the Commission, Mr Eric Gillett, Fisheries Secretary for Scotland, opened the Meeting.
He welcomed the Commissioners, Advisers, Observers, and Guests. and extended, on behalf of the Commission,
a warm welcome to the Delegation from the Government of Cuba which had become the Eighteenth Member of the
Commiss ion.

The Chairman then introduced Mr Fred Popper, Assistant Director-General (Fisheries) for FAD. Mr
Popper said he had personal pleasure in renewing acquaintance with many old friends and official pleasure
at having some of the world's greatest authorities on fisheries gathered at FAD. He drew attention to the
importance of food in the crisis situation in the world today and the aim of FAD to be successful in helping
to provide more. He also stressed the role fish would pla~ in relieving the crisis situation. All attending
could contribute to the relief of this basic and fatal food problem. He pointed out that fish was in a state
of crisis. There was a continuing heavy demand from the resource which is showing the effects of heavy
exploitation allover the world. He said that the future role of FAD in fisheries was being examined very
thoroughly by a subcommittee of the Committee on Fisheries and that only last week a group of experts
gathered together by FAD had met informally to look at the future of international fisheries in the context
of a developing new international order, specifically through the Law of the Sea Conference. As a result
of the meeting, there was now a better idea of the future shape and role of regional fisheries commissions
if there was a general extension of national jurisdiction over fisheries. There was a convergence of views
that future arrangements would depend on a particular region. The group of experts felt that the original
commissions would have a more important and effective part to play than in the past. There was, thus, an
important and effective role for ICNAF in the future. Mr Popper welcomed the Commission participants to
FAD and wished them every success in their deliberations.

The Chairman thanked Mr Popper. He pointed out that crisis situations in ICNAF had so far been over
come and he hoped this would continue. The Law of the Sea deliberations were much on everyone's minds.
He noted a continuing function for regional bodies and expressed gratitude to FAD for introducing its studies
on this matter. He thanked FAD, on behalf of the Commission, for the facilities, hospitality and opportunity
given the Commission participants to discuss mutual problems with their colleagues at FAD.

The Chairman then delcared the Eighth Special Meeting of the Commission recessed to prepare for the
beginning of the work of the Commission in its First Plenary Session.
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Report of the First Plenary Session

Wednesday, 21 January, 1030 hra

Item 1. Opening.
order by
welcomed

The First Plenary Session of the Eighth Special Meeting of the Commission was
the Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK), after the Ceremonial Opening (Proc. 3). The
delegates from all Member Countries and the Observers from FAD (Appendix I).

called to
Chairman

Item 2.

Item 3.

Item 4.

Item 5.

Agenda. The provisional Agenda as circulated by the Executive Secretary was adopted (Appendix II).
The Plenary agreed that consideration of the item on effort limitation for groundfish in Subareas
2, 3, and 4 should be deferred to Thursday morning and the herring catch limitation in Div. SZ
and Statistical Area 6 would be taken this afternoon (Wednesday).

Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

Report of Seventh Special Commission Meeting, Montreal, 22-28 September 1975 (see this 1975/76
Proceedings, Part I). The Plenary approved the Report of the Seventh Special Commission Meeting.

Report of the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES). The Chairman of the Com
mission invited the Chairman of STACRES, Dr A.W. May (Canada), to present a summary of the pro
visional report of STACRES. Dr May reviewed the reports of the Working Group on Fishing Effort
Regulation (Redbook 1976, Part B~ pages 23 and 29-33) conducted under Mr A.T. Pinhorn (Canada) and
of the Working Group on Herring (Redbook 1976, Part B, pages 24 and 35-50) under Dr V.C. Anthony
(USA). The Chairman of the Commission thanked Dr May and the scientists for their thorough consider
ation and reporting. The delegate of GDR advised that additional information on effort would be pro
vided as soon as possible.

The Chairman proposed that the Plenary adjourn so that the meeting participants could study the
Report of STACRES in preparation for the deliberations to follow.

The First Plenary Session adjourned at 1400 hra.
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Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3, and 4

Thursday, 22 January, 1015 hra
Saturday, 24 January, 1745 hra

Monday, 26 January, 1250 hra and 1815 hra

Proceedings No.5

1. Opening. The meeting was chaired by the Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK).

2. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Chairman referred to the following two items for consideration at the meeting:

i) Request by Bulgaria for catch quota allocations in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 (Comm.Doe. 76/1/8
and Corrigendum)i

il) Fishing effort reduction on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 (September 1975 Mtg.
Prac. 4).

He noted that a proposal (1) for international regulation of fishing effort for groundfish in Subareas 2, 3,
and 4 had been adopted at the Seventh Special Commission Meeting (September 1975 Mtg,Proc. 4 and 13). A
resolution relating to the implementation of this proposal had also been adopted (September 1975 Mtg~Proc.

4 and 13) which read in part:

"Requests Governments whose vessels conduct fishing operations in the areas to implement the proposal
subject to any modifications that may be unanimously agreed by the Delegations present and voting at
the January 1976 Special Meeting of the Couunission, beginning on 1 January 1976; II.

He pointed out that any modification or amendment to the September 1975 Meeting proposal must have unanimous
agreement. If not, such modification would not be accepted and the proposal with table of effort allocations
as agreed at the September 1975 Meeting would stand.

The Panels agreed that the Bulgarian request for ~uota allocations should be disc~sed first.

4. Bulgarian Request for Catch Quota Allocations in Subareas 2. 3, and 4 in 1976. The Chairman drew atten
tion to the Bulgarian request for allocation of catch quotas in 1976 as set out in their Comm.Doc. 76/1/8
and Corrigendum. He noted that re-opening of decisions on allocations made at the September 1975 Meeting
might not be within the competence of this meeting. The Commission bad not been advised of the Bulgarian
proposal 60 days in advance of this meeting and, therefore, the item had not been included on the agenda.
However, the Joiu.t Panels would hear the Bulgarian proposal and consider what action might be taken to meet
the request, such as the possibility of Bulgaria fishing from the "Other-s" category.

The delegate of Bulgaria, in reviewing the Bulgarian proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/1/8 and Corrigendum), first
apologized for the lack of Bulgarian representation at the September 1975 Meeting, due to uncontrollable
circumstances. The allocations at that meeting were embarrassing to Bulgaria. Having accepted to fish in
the "O'tbera" category dur-Ing the allocations at the Twenty-F;Lfth Annual Meeting, he now found the "Ofhera"
allocation had been greatly reduced at the September Meeting. These re-allocations affected Bulgaria most
and were considered an injustice. Bulgaria had, therefore, requested re-allocation at this meeting in order
to meet her needs as set out in her proposal. The delegate of Bulgaria pointed out that, in some stocks,
the aeounts in the "Others" category were not enough to meet Bulgaria's needs, e s g , Bulgaria's request for
5,000 tons of silver hake in Ddv, 4VWX could not be met from the 500 tons left in the "Others II category by
the September 1975 Meeting decision. The Chairman noted that, except for redfish in Div. 3NO and silver
hake in Dfv , 4VWX, the Bulgarian request could be met from the "0 thers" quotas and asked for the reactions
of the Panel members.

The delegate of Canada felt that it might be possible for Bulgaria to fish in "Otiher-a" in most cases.
Regarding the two exceptions, redfish and silver hake, he pointed out that Canada did not like to encourage
fishing redfish and that possibly, 5,000 tons of silver hake could be transferred from USSR, Cuba, and Canada •

.. 109



- 2 -

He felt it would be difficult to reopen the allocation problem at this meeting as it had been a very diffi
cult allocation exercise at the September 1975 Meeting. He was sympathetic with the Bulgarian problem but
could offer no other possible solution.

The delegate of Romania pointed out that he was also fishing in !lOthers" in some of the stocks in the
Bulgarian proposal and that, if the "Others" allocations changed, it would mean Romania would not be able
to obtain her requirements in "Others" and that her national allocation of effort would need changing. He
had no authority for such changes.

The Chairman suggested that the Panels look at each of the stocks and quantities requested by Bulgaria.
The delegate of Italy pointed out that Italy could not support an allocation to Bulgaria of 1,000 tons from
the 2,000 tons in "Others" for cod in Ddv, 2J+3K. The delegate of Japan thought Bulgaria should fish in
"Others", while the delegate of Portugal painted out that the hOthers" category had to contain enough to
allow for by-catch. The delegate of FRG asked if Bulgaria's problem could not be solved by solving the
effort allocation problem first. There would then be no need to proceed with quota re-a1locations. The
delegate of Bulgaria stated that the Bulgarian request did not threaten the work of the commission. There
was already a precedent for re-a1location in the Commission. He proposed that the days fished for "Others"
in the table of national allocation of fishing effort as presented in the STACRES Report, to better conform
to amounts left in "Oubera'", should be altered to read 100 in Subarea 2 + Ddv, 3K. 100 in Div. 3LNO, 30 in
Div. 3M, 70 in Div. 3P, and 200 in Div. 4VWX. instead of 100 in each area. He stressed that Bulgaria had
held membership in Panels 2, 3, and 4 for two years and had not yet received specific quota allocations.
The delegate of Canada said he had no objection to a change in the days fished for "Others" and especially
if it satisfied the Bulgarian problem. The Chairman, in response to questioning, pointed out that three
countries. Iceland, Italy and possibly Bulgaria. who had or might have no specific national allocation of
fishing effort in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 for 1976, would be able to fish under "Others". The Chairman moved
to consider the Bulgarian request for 5,000 tons of silver hake in Div. 4VWX and suggested that, because
there was only 500 tona left in the September 1975 Meeting allocation for "Ouhera'", there could either be
re-allocation or an increase in the TAC as a solution. The delegate of Cuba felt the Bulgarian problem
deserved special attention and proposed the following re-allocation of the silver hake quota: Bulgaria
2,000 tons, Canada 2,000 tons, USSR 81,000 tons, Cuba 14,500 tons, and "Others" 500 tons. The proposal
was withdrawn by the delegate of Cuba when it failed to get support. The delegate of UK, supported by the
delegate of Denmark, suggested that the "Others" quotas be increased since it caused the least difficulty
and seemed the best solution. The delegate of Canada, citing the too-high TACs of previous years which
sometimes exceeded the upper range of recommendations by the Scientific Advisers and the final acceptance
in recent years of the scientists' advice, was reluctant to increase the TAC and reverse the recent realistic
trend. The Chairman then suggested returning to the Bulgarian problem later.

5. Fishing Effort Reduction on Groundfish Stocks in Subareas 2. 3, and 4 in 1976. The Chairman drew atten
tion to the Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976. Part B, Appendix I) which contained a revision of Table II and
set out the moat recent information on nationally proposed fishing days for 1976 for the areas Subarea 2 +
Div. 3K, Div. 3LNO. Div. 3M. Div. 3P, and Div. 4VWX.

The Chairman of the SUCRES Working Group on Fishing Effort Regulation, Mr A. T. Pinhorn (Canada),
explained that the table now included additional information provided by GDR, Denmark, Romania, and Portugal.
The Panels received assurance from Mr Pinhorn that all national submissions of days fished and of supporting
data had been reviewed critically by the Working Group and that any difficulties were explained (Comm.Doc.
76/1/1 and Addenda) and found satisfactory. The delegate of FRG noted that there had been considerable
changes made to the base data. This led him to question if the catch and effort statistics previously sub
mitted to the Commission and published in the Commission's Statistical Bulletin series were correct and if
not, why not. In response, the Executive Secretary stated that effort had been made in the past, and in
recent years special efforts by Mr Hodder, the Commission's Assistant Executive Secretary, to improve the
quality of the statistics. Very active participation in the Coordinating Working Party on Atlantic Statistics,
whose members included FAO, ICES, ICSEAF, ICCAT, OECD, EEe, and ICNAF, had set up standard forms and procedures
to reduce the work of nationals in providing fisheries statistics. New regulatory measures required more
detailed, precise, and immediate statistical information which were straining the resources of national sta
tistical offices. The Commission's Secretariat has continued its plea for better statistics, meanwhile pro
viding help and encouragement where and when required.

The Chairman requested consideration of the entries in the effort table for each country and reminded
the delegates of the need for unanimous acceptance. The delegate of Portugal considered that exemption from
the effort limitation scheme for the coastal states, Canada, USA, and France, was an injustice. There were
assurances from the delegates of USA and France that their days-fished figures in the table were estimated
numbers only, but that they would likely be observed. The delegate of Canada stated that the Canadian
figures included effort inside and outside the Convention Area and suggested that the Canadian figures be
accepted as not binding. Following further discussion. a diplomatic compromise was reached and the Panels
agreed that the footnote to the table in the proposal from the September 1975 Meeting be changed to read
"Estimated number of days fished only; include fishing effort outside the Convention Area." The Chairman
requested the continuation of consideration of the effort table by countries. The delegates of Cuba,
Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany. German Democratic Republic. Japan, Norway, Poland. Portugal,
Romania, Spain, USSR! and UK agreed that the figures in the table were acceptable. The figures for the
coastal states, Canada, France, and USA, were then examined. The delegate of Canada reported that the
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Canadian base data and prepared fishing days for 1 ...76 had not been changed from the September 1975 Meeting.
The delegates of France and USA saId their figures were only a guideline.

The Chairman. in referring to the Bulgarian proposal for catch quota allocations. felt that the only
basis for agreement in the Joint Panels seemed to be to leave the Bulgarian quota figures unchanged and
review the Bulgarian question at the 1976 Annual Meeting when there would be more information on catches
and the state of the stocks. Because Bulgaria had not received her September 1975 Meeting Proceedings
until the end of November, there had been no time to request an agenda item and to provide a covering
memorandum 60 days before the present meeting. Therefore, he felt the problem must be treated on its merits
and suggested taking a vote on each of the eight stocks for which quotas had been requested. The delegate
of UK felt that the problem would be easier to solve at the 1976 Annual Meeting when there were many stocks
to consider and there would be more flexibility in making decisions. The delegate of BUlgaria reported that
he had received the September 1975 Meeting Proceedings on 28 November and on that date telegraphed the
Secretariat (see Comm.Doc. 76/1/1, page 1). At the same time, an official objection to the September 1975
Meeting proposal was sent to the US Embassy in Sofia and to the ICNAF Secretariat. After discussing the
problem with the US Ambassador in which the difficulties for the Commission, if there was an objection, were
stressed, Bulgaria agreed to withdraw her proposed objection and present her case to the January 1976 Meeting.
The ICNAF Secretariat was, in the meantime, advised not to circulate the document containing the Bulgarian
proposed objection.

The Chairman thanked the delegate of Bulgaria for his explanation and expressed appreciation of the
decision to discuss rather than object. He noted that Bulgaria would be bound by the September 1975 quota
allocations unless there is an objection. He noted that there seemed no reason now for accepting Bulgaria's
quota proposals as there had been no agreed suggestions for solution. Bulgaria could persist in putting
forward her proposal and get a decision or as suggested, could agree to have the problem presented to the
1976 Annual Meeting. The delegate of Bulgaria expressed his regret at how much time the problem was taking,
and acknowledged the inherent difficulties. He said that Bulgaria accepts the September 1975 proposal for
reduction of fishing effort on groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976. In addition, he presented the
following reservations:

i) Bulgaria could not accept an allocation of 21 fishing days for groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4
for 1976 as it was based on inadequate historical fishing data.

ii) Bulgaria could see no reasonable explanation why specific catch quotas could not be allocated to
her. However, keeping in mind the difficulties encountered by the Commission during the present
meeting, Bulgaria agreed as an exception for 1976 to fish from the "Others" category and insisted
that specific quotas be allocated to her at the 1976 Annual Meeting.

iii) While agreeing to fish from the "Others" category in 1976, the re-allocation for silver hake in
Div. 4VWX was quite unacceptable. In this respect, the Bulgarian fisheries' needs would be partly
met by taking at least 3,000 tons. This was a compromise solution for 1976.

tv) Bulgaria wished it stressed in the record of this meeting that she be given equal consideration
as a member of Panels 3 and 4 when quotas and days fishing were being allocated at the 1976 Annual
Meeting.

The Chairman expressed appreciation to the delegate of Bulgaria for his compromise and· moved that the parti
cipants consider the number of days fishing to be allocated to Bulgaria, Iceland, and Italy who would now be
fishing under the "Ocbers" category in the effort regulation for groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 for 1976.
He pointed out that there were now 100 fishing days allocated to each of the five areas and noted that Italy
required 250 fishing days and Bulgaria 380 fishing days. The delegate of Bulgaria suggested reducing Div. 3M
to 30 fishing days, Div. 3P to 70, and increasing Div. 4VWX to 200, leaving Subarea 2 + Div. 3K and Div. 3LNO
at 100. The delegate of Italy preferred not to have the numbers decreased below 100 in any areaS and suggested
increasing Div. 4VWX above 100. At the Chairman's suggestion, the Panels agreed that the table should be
amended to show the "Others" category in Div. 4VWX increased to 200 fishing days. The delegate of Romania
requested deletion of the last sentence of Comm.Doc. 76/1/1 Addendum 4.

The Chairman requested that Canada have a draft of the revised regulation on effort circulated for study
before the next Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4. A request by the delegate of UK to have the possibility
of transfer between tonnage categories as well as areas was supported by Portugal. The Chairman requested
that Canada and the UK discuss the matter informally and insert their decision in the draft of the revision
of the effort regulation proposal.

6. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 recessed at 1715 hrs.

7. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 reconvened at 1745 bxs , 24 January.

8. The Chairman requested continuation of discussion on fishing effort reduction on groundfish stocks in
Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976. The delegate of Canada drew attention to the revised proposal on effort reduc
tion (Appendix I) which, in accordance with requd.renent;e , had been circulated before the meeting. He
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explained that the proposal had been drafted as a regulation and incorporated some of the textual material
contained in proposal (1) adopted at the Seventh Special Commission Meeting, September 1975, but that there
were no substantive amendments.

(a) In introducing discussion on paragraph 1 of the revised proposal, the delegate of Portugal again
drew attention to the injustice of having the coastal states exempted from the regulation and requested
deletion of the phrase "other than the coastal states" in paragraph 1 of the revised proposal. The delegate
of Canada pointed out that the September 1975 proposal exempted the coastal states. He opposed any amendment
regarding the exemption phrase and pointed out that amendments could only be made by unanimous agreement as
required by the September 1975 Meeting. The delegate of Canada, supported by the delegates of the coastal
states, France and USA? stated they were not prepared to accept an amendment but were prepared to report
data on fishing effort as required in paragraph 5 of the revised proposal. The delegate of Portpgal pointed
out that exclusion from regulatory requirements had not been accepted in the past and cited the quota regu
lations. He noted further that the regulatory portion of the September 1975 proposal did not record exemption
for the coastal states. The delegate of Canada pointed out that footnote 1 of the table referred to the
coastal state status and read "Estimated number of days fished only, not national allocation of fishing
effort". The Chairman suggested that the principle of exemption for the coastal states be returned to later
for further consideration. The Panels agreed that there should be a reference citation for the ICNAF List
of Species where it appeared in paragraph 1.

(b) The delegates had no comments on paragraph 2 of the revised proposal.

(c) The Chairman requested comments on paragraph 3. The Panels agreed that the word "persons", wherever
it occurred, should be changed to read "vesse'ta"; "Ln an area" should be inserted after fishing in line 3 of
paragraph 3(c); in the second last line of paragraph 3(c}, delete all after "jurisdiction" and substitute
"in a particular area"; in the fourth line of paragraph 3(c), delete "vessel" and in the fifth line of
paragraph 3(c), delete comma after "gear-",

(d) The delegate of USSR, in reference to paragraph 4 of the revised proposal, pointed out that it
would take about 20 days to make a transfer of fishing days. The delegate of Canada suggested the deletion
of "10 days" in line 6 of paragraph 4. The delegate of Portugal noted that it would be difficult to specify
in advance the number of fishing days to be transferred. The delegate of Canada explained that advance notice
was intended to provide for notification of the change in the table and to make enforcement easier. The
delegate of UK questioned whether it should be necessary to report the number of days being transferred as
it could only be 10% or 50 days, whichever is greater. The delegate of Canada felt that too much vagueness
in the regulation would make it harder to enforce. He felt that countries would know how many days they
wished to transfer and would find it possible to report them. The Chairman suggested the insertion of the
word "estimated" before "number" in the second last line of paragraph 4. The Panels agreed to the insertion
of the following sentence after "greater" in line 5: "concracr tng Governments may also transfer fishing
effort from one category to another within the same area, provided that the conversion factors specified in
ICNAF Commissioner's Document 76/1/1 with Addenda are used." The Panels also agreed to the addition in the
paragraph by the Executive Secretary of wording which would require confirmation of the estimated number of
days to be transferred and prompt notification to the Contracting Governments by the Executive Secretary of
the changes in allocations of fishing days.

(e) Following considerable discussion, the Panels agreed to delete all of paragraph 5 and its footnote.

(f) Discussion on paragraph 6 of the revised proposal centered around the possible deletion of the
second sentence which the delegate of Portugal had interpreted as allowing Portuguese vessels to fish in the
"Others" category wherever they had no specific allocation in their area, vessel tonnage or gear categories
in the proposal's table. The delegates of Bulgaria. Iceland. and Italy pointed out that they had no specific
allocations and would, therefore, have to meet their needs from the "Others" category which would, if the
Portuguese interpretation prevailed, leave very little for them. They could, therefore, not accept the second
sentence of paragraph 6. The delegate of Portugal said that he hoped to be able to agree to the deletion of
the second sentence of paragraph 6 but would have to consult his Government before taking a decision. The
Chairman again reminded the delegates that a vote against an amendment to the September 1975 proposal would
mean reverting to the original September 1975 text and tabl~. Following his suggestion, the Panels agreed
to an indicative vote on whether paragraph 6 should be amended by the omission of the second sentence. All
delegates. except the delegate of Portugal, voted for omission of the second sentence. The delegate of
Canada, having noted that Portugal needed 30 fishing days in Subarea 2 + Div. 3K and 30 to 50 fishing days
in Div. 3M. suggested that Bulgaria, Iceland, and Italy, as a block. be given most of the original "Ocher-s"
allocation, leaving a small amount for a new "Others" category and that Portugal be given an extra number
of fishing days allocated to the Dory vessel (= DV) gear category. The delegate of Portugal said that the
addition of 15 fishing days in each of the four blank gillnet (= GN) categories would allow him to vote for
reeovaj of the second sentence of paragraph 6. There was support from some of the delegates to having a
separate allocation for Bulgaria. Iceland, and Italy combined and a small allocation for a new "Others"
category. The delegate of USSR, supported by the delegates of Canada. Spain. and USA, agreed to discontinue
discussion of paragraph 6 until 26 January, and urged the delegate of Portugal, in the meantime, to obtain
authority from his Government to delete the sentence. The Pan els agreed to reconvene in the morning of
26 January.
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(g) The Chairman requested reconsideration of paragraph 1 and of whether the coastal states should be
exempt from the regulation and the phrase "ocher than the coastal states" be retained in the paragraph. The
delegate of USA noted that the new regulation was a combination of the September 1975 proposal and regulation
and suggested that paragraph 1 of the first part of the September 1975 proposal, which included the phrase
"other than the coastal states", become paragraph 1 of the new regulation. The delegate of UK, supported by
the delegates of Italy and Portugal, objected, in principle. to the exemption of the coastal states from the
regulation and declared that they would have to abstain if any vote were taken. Following discussion, the
Panels agreed to take an indicative vote on the revised paragraph 1. The result was 5 for (Canada, France,
Norway, Romania, and USA) and 12 abstentions.

9. The Chairman suggested that the Joint Meeting recess until 26 January to await the Portuguese decision
regarding paragraph 6 and to give more time for consideration of possible solutions to the difficulties
being met. The Panels recessed at 2145 hra, 24 January.

10. The Panels reconvened at 1250 hrs , 26 January.

11. The Chairman returned to discussion of the proposal revised by Canada (Appendix I) on fishing effort
reduction on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 and noted that it had been agreed that the
delegate of Portugal should report the d~cision of his Government with regard to the omission of the second
sentence of paragraph 6 of the proposal. The delegate of Portugal reported (see Appendix II for the complete
text of the statement of the delegate of Portugal) that following the September 1975 Meeting, he had advised
his Government that, in his interpretation of paragraph 6 of proposal (1), its vessels could fish in the
"Ot her-s" category when it had no specific allocations. The Portuguese Government, industry and fishermen
had counted on this interpretation but he had been instructed to accept that 20 fishing days be added in
each of Subarea 2 + Div. 3K and of Dlv. 3M. that the dory vessel categories with vessel tonnages 500-999.9
and 1,000-1,999.9 be deleted, that the gi1lnet blanks (4) in Subarea 2 + Div. 3K (2) and in Div. 3M (2) each
be allocated 10 fishing days, and that the "uthera" category be replaced by Bulgaria, Iceland, and Italy as
a group. The delegate of FRG understood the Portuguese po~ition but had difficulty with the Portuguese pro
posal as he understood it was not meant to allow everyone to fish in the "Others" category. The delegate
of Portugal pointed out that his proposal benefitted not only Portugal but Bulgaria, Iceland, and Italy.
The delegate of Canada said there was no advantage except to the coastal ~tates to revert back to the September
1975 proposal, therefore, the Panels must obtain a technically unanimous decision on the new proposal. i.e .•
no votes against and not too many abstentions. Finally, the delegate of Canada suggested a compromise solution
as follows:

i) that Bulgaria, Iceland, and Italy, as a group, be allocated 100, 100, 100, 100, and 200 days
fished for the areas;

ii) that an "Others" category be allocated 20 fishing days each for the area Subarea 2 + Ddv , 3K and
the area Ddv, 3M;

iii) that the number of fishing days allocated for the "Others" category in area Subarea 2 + Div. 3K
and in area Ddv, 3M be used only by g111net~ers (= GN).

The Panels noted that the proposed Canadian solution would require considerable amendments to the text of
paragraphs 3 and 4 of the revised proposal (Appendix I). The Panels agreed that there should be an indicative
vote on the Canadian suggestion for amendments to the table and that a small working group consisting of
representation from Canada, Italy, USA, and the Executive Secretary should prepare a draft of the text incor
porating the necessary changes. Result of the indicative vote was unanimous agreement with the Canadian
suggested amendments to the table.

12. The Panels recessed at 1600 hrs, 26 January.

13. The Panels reconvened at 1815 hra, 26
proposal as prepared by the Working Group.
3, and 4, in joint session,

agreed to recommend

January. The Executive Secretary presented the draft of the
Having considered the text and the table as amendeQ, Panels 2,

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (3) for international regulation of fishing effort for groundfish in Subareas 2, 3,
and 4 of the Convention Area (Appendix III).

14. There being no other business, the Chairman declared the Joint Meetings of Panels 2. 3, and 4 adjourned
at 1830 hra, 26 January 1976.
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Canadian proposal for the 1976 international regulation of fishing effort for groundfish in Subareas 2, 3,
and 4 of the Convention Area

That proposal 1 for International Regulation of Fishing Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4
of the Convention Area, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
in Plenary Session on 28 September 1975, be replaced by the following:

"L, That this regulation shall apply to all Contracting Governments other than the coastal states
fishing for groundfish, i.e •• all finfish species listed in the ICNAF List of Species under the
categories Principal Groundfish, Flounders, Other Groundfish, and Other Fish (except capelin,
porbeagle sharks and other sharks) in Subareas 2. 3. and 4 of the Convention Area by the year 1976.

"2. That each national allocation of effort in the attached table is an integral part of this
regulation.

113. That, for any effort allocation for a particular vessel tonnage, gear, and area:

(a) Each Contracting Government shall limit the number of days fished for groundfish (24-hour
periods. reckoned from midnight to midnight. during which any fishing took place for one
or more of the above species) by persons under its jurisdiction in the areas referred to in
the table to the number of fishing days listed for that Contracting Government or, in the
case of Contracting Governments not listed by name. to the amount listed under "Others";

(b) Each Contracting Government mentioned by name in the table shall prohibit fishing for ground
fish by persons under its jurisdiction on the date on which

accumulated reported number of days fished,
estimated unreported number of days fished, and
the number of fishing days estimated to be expended before closure could be introduced.

equal 100 percent of the allowable number of fishing days. Each Contracting Government men
tioned by name in the table shall promptly notify the Executive Secretary of the date on
which such prohibition has been put into effect. The Executive Secretary shall promptly
inform all Contracting Governments of such notification;

(c) Each Contracting Government not mentioned by name in the table shall notify the Executive
Secretary in advance if persons under its jurisdiction intend to engage in a fishery to which
this regulation applies. together if possible with an estimate of the number of fishing days
to be expended and the vessel, gear, and tonnage category of the vessels that will engage in
the fishery; and it shall also promptly report the number of days fished for groundfish by
persons under its jurisdiction in the areas mentioned in the table in increments of 25 days.
The Executive Secretary shall notify all Contracting Governments of the date on which

accumulated reported number of days fished)
estimated unreported number of days fished) and
the number of fishing days estimated to be expended before closure could be introduced,

by persons under the jurisdiction of Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the
table equal 100 percent of the allowable number of fishing days designated for "Others" in
the table. Within 10 days of the receipt of such notification from the Executive Secretary,
each Contracting Government not mentioned by name in the attached table shall prohibit fishing
by persons under its jurisdiction using veaaeLe of the particular tonnage and gear category
in the areas mentioned in the regulation.

Transfers

"4. Contracting Governments mentioned by name in the table may transfer fishing effort from area
to area during the 1976 fishing season providing such transfers are limited to 10 percent of the
total number of fishing days for the Contracting Government allocated for the 1976 fishing season
in the area to which the transfer is made or 50 fishing days, whichever is greater. When a Con
tracting Government intends to make such a transfer, it shall notify the Executive Secretary 10
days in advance. specifying the number of fishing days to be transferred and the areas involved
in the transfer.
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Recording of Effort

"5. That all Contracting Governments take appropriate action to ensure that all vessels under
their jurisdiction which fish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area record their fishing
effort on a daily basis according to position. date, type of tear. and species being fished, and
specify each day the time a vessel begins and ceases fishing.

"6. That. with regard to any effort allocation, each linear and columnar entry in the table
shall be considered a separate proposal under Article VIII of the Convention as amended. Further,
sub-paragraph 3(c) shall apply to each Contracting Government without a specific effort allocation
in any linear and columnar entry in the table notwithstanding that Bub-paragraph 3(b) may apply to
each such Government with respect to another linear and columnar entry in the table.

"7. That the effort allocations in the table are without prejudice to future allocations. II

1 This paragraph of the regulation is not intended to lessen in any way the obligation of Member
Countries to report all other data on fishing effort, such as hours fished in Subareas 2, 3,
and 4 of the Convention Area and all data on fishing effort in Subareas 1 and 5 of the Convention
Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6.

• .115



- 3 -

Table - Integral part of Proposal for International Regulation of Fishing Effort for
Groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area, adopted by the Inter-
national Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on

NATIONAL ALLOCATIONS OF FISHING EFFORT
(DAYS FISHING)

FOR 1976

Vessel Area
Country tonnage Gear SA2+3K 3LNO 3M 3P 4VWX

Canada 150- 499.9 OT (1600) (2200) (5100)
150- 499.9 MWT (50) (100)
150- 499.9 LL (150) (50) (200)
500- 999.9 OT (1200) (7100) (500) (1500) (2400)
500- 999.9 MWT (100) (100)

Cub. > 2000 OT 250 450 225 810

Denmark 150- 499.9 OT
150- 499.9 LL 540 1500 85 140
500- 999.9 OT 306 83 100 75 125
500- 999.9 MWT 17 33

France 150- 499.9 OT (108) (288) (102)
1000-1999.9 OT (411) (269) (105) (109) (492)

FRG 1000-1999.9 OT 123 6 3
> 2000 OT 802 44 17

GDR 500- 999.9 OT 682 38
1000-1999.9 OT
1000-1999.9 MWT

> 2000 OT 234 30
> 2000 MWT

Japan 1000-1999.9 OT 1 1 18
> 2000 OT 78 31 179

Norway 150- 499.9 OT
150- 499.9 LL 300 135 288 304 250
500- 999.9 OT 130 14
500- 999.9 LL

1000-1999.9 OT

Poland 1000-1999.9 OT -r
> 2000 OT 1535 300 80

Portugal 500- 999.9 DV
500- 999.9 GN 483 8 2

1000-1999.9 OT 1496 1362 592 24 35
1000-1999.9 DV
1000-1999.9 GN 527 9 5

> 2000 OT 589 527 266 5 19

Romania > 2000 OT 80 80 25 35

Spain 150- 499.9 PT 215 2136 40 408 341
500- 999.9 PT 183 1818 34 349 288

1000-1999.9 OT 558 302 82 105 116
1000-1999.9 PT 22 202 14 43 33

USSR 150- 499.9 OT 563 23 172 53
500- 999.9 OT 14 94 7 6 108

1000-1999.9 OT
> 2000 OT 3505 1051 736 154 3425
> 2000 MWT 343 662

UK 500- 999.9 OT
1000-1999.9 OT 616 246 370

USA 150- 499.9 OT (1883)
150- 499.9 MWT (81)

Others 100 100 100 100 200

Footnote: Figures in brackets ( ) are estimates only; include estimated fishing days
outside the Convention Area.
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Statement of the Portuguese Delegate regarding proposed fishing effort limitation for groundfish in Subareas
2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area

I have finally contacted my authorities and in order to explain our position, I have to declare the
following:

The understanding of paragraph 6, as was approved in Montreal, was reported by the Portuguese Commission
erS to their Government as meaning that for any country against whom at some point in the table there was a
blank with respect to a certain category (namely gear and tonnage) of vessel, that same category was allowed
to fish in the "Others" allocation.

No interpretations other than those bordering on the absurd can possibly be given to the wording of the
paragraph as it stands.

Paragraph 6 as it reads is essential because the allocations for anyone country now are varied according
to the vessel category, so that in the same area for one vessel category the country might fish a national
quota and in another category might fish as "Others". It is not like a catch allocation which for each coun
try is simply either national or of "Others".

In all their projected calculations, the Portuguese Government, industry and fishermen, in good faith,
counted on that expectation.

The proposal, which emerged late in the day, to eliminate the sentence in paragraph 6 has to be seen not
as a simple proposal but as allocating to three countries in particular an allocation that did not belong, at
the close of the Montreal Meeting, to them alone.

That other countries are not now opposed to this proposal is not our problem.

However, the fact is that it is essential here to underline that not only the coastal states, which most
unexpectedly may now be interpreted as not having any allocation, could consequently legally be free to fish
as much as they wish, but also there are several non-coastal countries whose fishing effort, far from being
reduced in relation to the 1972-1973 basis, has on the contrary been expanded.

The Portuguese fishing effort, estimated without negating the rights given by the only logical interpre
tation of paragraph 6, has been drastically reduced and only three countries have been even more reduced than
us. These other three countries, however, have the possibility of fishing for pelagic species; consequently,
in an all-round assessment, Portugual is the country which is to fare worst from the present scheme, even
without the further loss brought about by the amendment to paragraph 6.

We have a fellow feeling for countries now fishing under "Others" and understand their difficulties,
consequently, we are sure that the crux of the problem is not that, but rather lies in the failure on the
part of others to understand the tortuous rules as they are written and realize what actually has been going
on,

The number of fishing days for "Others"
is it ever likely to have one in the future.
7S/IX/49 (Revised) it was 100 days for 2+3K,
revision of that proposal, 3LMNOP had jumped

had no real scientific basis, neither has it one now, nor indeed
This is the reason why in the Canadian proposal in Corom.Doc.

100 days for 3LMNOP and 100 days for 4VWX, whereas, by the second
to 300 and during this meeting 4VWX increased to 200.

In this connection, it is important to underline that the previous jump to 300 was not the result of any
proposals from Bulgaria, Iceland or Italy.

The unscientific character of the "Others" quotas results from its objective to be a catch-all for all
categories of vessels and all fishing countries.

As we have always realized the implications of an allocation for "Others" ~ the Portuguese Delegation
would not stand against any proposal to increase that allocation. We did not do so here, because obviously,
as has always been the case, when anyone country manages to increase the allocation for "Others", the increase
does not benefit that country alone.

Portugal does appear to be the one country that has fallen more times from a national allocation into
that of "Others". No wonder we realize only too well the painful implications of this type of allocation.

We must caution the countries that fish for "Others", that there is a precedent for non-member countries
to be included in that same allocation. So that if Koreans, Greeks, or Irish, to mention just a few probable
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contenders, should see fit to increase their effort, future prospects of Member Countries fishing under
"Others" could well be severely curtailed.

Portugal is not a country that feels hurt when another country is advantaged, as long as in the trans
action the interests of Portugal herself are not vitally affected. Indeed, our record of cooperation with
all newcomers and developing fisheries from the Faroese, through Poland, and the German Democratic Republic
to Cuba, Romania and Bulgaria speaks for itself: a record that can be read in the minutes of the meetings
not only to ICNAF, but also of NEAFC and ICSEAF.

We do not shout blackmail or cry murder when we see that, to take but one instance, the Federal Republic
of Germany. most intelligently 8S always, refuses to distinguish between a declared penalty and the direct
free kick with which we have finally been penalized and thus ends this meeting with a cut in fishing effort
considerably smaller than Portugal's.

We are always glad if one or more of our friends gets away with it ••••. or does not do so badly.

We realize well enough that everyone round this table has the interests of his country at heart and we
could only feel disrespect for those who would not try to defend their national interests.

However, 1n this instance, we feel that facts indeed support our contention that Portuguese fishermen
are 1n a special category by themselves in these seas. They have fished here for generations past, as did
men of only a few other nations: many Portuguese fishermen, as did those from only a couple of other nations,
have settled in fishing communities along the shores of the coastal states; like a few other countries. we
are undergoing a process of redevelopment, having had to abandon traditional methods of fishing at which we
were masters; as with very few other nations, our cod fishery was stable until overfishing caused by other
parties imposed a steady decline in catch; in company with very few other fishing nations, we are still
developing selective methods of fishing for which this side of the Atlantic we are given no reward; like the
fishermen of a few other countries, we fish to feed our people.

What does make our fishermen stand alone in a speciarand individual category is the fact that no fishing
industry of any other nation can be accredited with all the special factors we have just mentioned and that
both our fishermen and all the rest of our people are poor and the spectre of hunger and ruin hangs over us
at exactly a time when, as never before, we deserve the help of all - East and West, North and South.

Thus, we hope for the understanding and assistance of all, especially from the three countries who were
led to think that our position was against them. It must be said in passing that Bulgaria had proposed for
"Others" 80 days in 2+3K and 30 days in 3M, so they could have supported our previous proposal, with only
the dissent of Italy.

We must call your attention to the fact that, if you intend to dispense with the allocation for "Others"
in this scheme, it is not sufficient to eliminate the second sentence of paragraph 6 in the proposal.

As each linear and columnar entry in the table would still have to be considered as a separate proposal
and besides two designations, namely "Contracting Governments not listed by name" and "amounts listed under
"otbere?", remain extant and appear frequently in the text of the Regulation - see paragraphs 3(a), 3(b),
3(c) and (4) - there are still many points to be cleared up and plenty of amendments to be made to those
other paragraphs as a result of this sudden change of criterium.

For instance, it should be clearly understood by the three countries, who are now to replace the "Othersll
,

that they will not be entitled to transfers under paragraph 4, even though their names may now appear in the
table, and the reason for this discrimination is that their names appear as a group.

Indeed, if "Others" are to disappear, there still remains, with the wording already approved, a distinc
tion between "ccnt.rect.mg Governments mentioned by name (singularly)" and "Contracting Governments mentioned
by name (collectively) in a group" as a direct result of the difference now existing in the text between the
categories of "Contracting Governments mentioned by name" and "Contracting Governments not mentioned by name".

Taking all this into consideration, we therefore propose the following:

Previously, on my own initiative, I had proposed 30 days (15+15), respectively, for GN5 and GNG in 2+3K
and another 30 days (equally 15+15) in 3M, as against our estimation of what we could fish with GNS and GNG
as "0thers" which was 30 days in 2+3K and 50 days in 3M.

In an effort to reach agreement I am now instructed to accept 20 (lOtlO) in 2+3K and 20 (10+10) in 3M.
This is for us an important reduction and is as far as we can go in the interest of all the countries round
this table.

When we bear in mind all the previously accepted alterations to the MOntreal scheme, we feel that the
minor modifications we now propose, although of considerable interest to us, in no way affect anybody else's
point of view.
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If this is acceptable to you all, we therefore propose:

(a) the DV categories be deleted from the table with all the corresponding blanks;
(b) the GN blanks be substituted by 10 in the table;
(c) "Others" category be replaced by the expression "Bulgaria, Iceland and Italy as a group" and all

consequential amendments be effected.

I must finalize by stating that, since the conventional right of objection may have been deemed removed,
although unconventionally, by the Montreal Resolution which accompanied the proposal under review, unless
our amendment is accepted, we see no way out other than to reject the proposed alteration to paragraph 6 of
that proposal.
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(3) Proposal for the International Regulation of Fishing Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2. 3. and 4 of
the Convention Area

Panels 2, 3, and 4, in joint session, recommend that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govern
ment the following proposal for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That Proposal (1) for International Regulation of the Fishing Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2, 3,
and 4 of the Convention Area, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries in Plenary Session on 28 September 1975 (September 1975 Meeting Proceedings No.4, Appendix
I) and pending entry into force, be replaced by the following:

"1. That Contracting Governments, other than the coastal states, take appropriate action in 1976
to limit fishing effort for groundfish, i.e., all finfish species listed in the ICNAF List of
Species (ICNAF Statistical Bulletin Vol. 24 for the year 1974, pages 7-9) under the categories
Principal Groundfish, Flounders, Other Groundfish, and Other Fish (except capelin, porbeagle
sharks and other sharks) by vessels under their jurisdiction in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the
Convention Area, in accordance with the following:

"2. That each national allocation of effort in the attached table is an integral part of this
regulation.

"3. That, for any effort allocation for a particular vessel tonnage, gear, and area:

(a) For the purpose of this regulation, a day fished for groundfish is defined as a 24-hour
period, reckoned from midnight to midnight,· during which any fishing took place for one or
more of the above species.

(b) Each Contracting Government having a national allocation in a particular entry in the table
shall prohibit fishing for groundfish by vessels under its jurisdiction on the date on which

accumulated reported number of days fished,
estimated unreported number of days fished, and
the number of fishing days estimated to be expended before closure could be introduced,

equal 100 percent of the allowable number of fishing days. Each such Contracting Government
shall promptly notify the Executive Secretary of the date on which such prohibition has been
put into effect. The Executive Secretary shall promptly inform all Contracting Governments
of such notification.

(c) Each Contracting Government not having a specific national allocation of fishing days in the
table shall notify the Executive Secretary in advance if vessels under its jurisdiction intend
to engage in a fishery to which this regulation applies, together if possible with an estimate
of the number of fishing days to be expended and the gear and tonnage category of the vessels
that will engage in the fishery; and it shall also promptly report the number of days fished
for groundfish by vessels under its jurisdiction in the areas mentioned in the table in incre
ments of 25 days. The Executive Secretary shall notify all Contracting Governments of the
date on which

accumulated reported number of days fished,
estimated unreported number of days fished, and
the number of fishing days estimated to be expended before closure could be introduced,

by vessels under the jurisdiction of such Contracting Governments equal 100 percent of the
allowable number of fishing days designated for such Contracting Governments. Within 10 days
of the receipt of such notification from the Executive Secretary, each such Contracting
Government shall prohibit fishing by vessels under its jurisdiction in the particular area.

(d) Each Contracting Government not having a national allocation in a particular entry in the
table shall notify the Executive Secretary in advance if vessels under its jurisdiction
intend to engage under the "Ot.hexe" category in a fishery in an area to which this regulation
applies, together if possible with an estimate of the number of fishing days to be expended
and the gear and tonnage category of the vessels that will engage in the fishery; and it
shall also promptly report the number of days fished for groundfish by vessels under its
jurisdiction in the areas mentioned in the table in increments of 10 days. The Executive
Secretary shall notify all Contracting Governments of the date on which
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accumulated reported number of days fished,
estimated unreported number of days fished, and
the number of fishing days estimated to be expended before closure could be introduced,

by vessels under the jurisdiction of such Contracting Governments equal 100 percent of the
allowable number of fishing days designated for "Others" in the table. Within 10 days of
the receipt of such notification from the Executive Secretary, each such Contracting Govern
ment shall prohibit fishing by vessels under its jurisdiction in the "Others" category in
the particular area.

"4. Contracting Governments may transfer fishing effort from area to area during the 1976 fishing
season, providing such transfers are limited to 10 percent of the total number of fishing days for
the Contracting Government allocated for the 1976 fishing season in the area to which the transfer
is made or 50 fishing days, whichever is greater; however, in the case of Contracting Governments
not having a specific national allocation of fishing days, such transfers shall be limited to a
total of 10 percent for all such Contracting Governments. Contracting Governments may also transfer
fishing effort from one category to another within the same area, provided that the conversion fac
tors specified in ICNAF Commissioners' Document 76/1/1 with Addenda are used. When a Contracting
Government intends to make such a transfer, it shall notify the Executive Secretary in advance,
specifying the estimated number of fishing days to be transferred and the areas and categories
involved in the transfer. Within 30 days of having notified the Executive Secretary of the
estimated number of fishing days transferred, a Contracting Government shall advise the Executive
Secretary of the actual number of fishing days transferreq. The Executive Secretary shall circulate
within 10 days to Contracting Governments any estimated or final changes in the allocations of
fishing days submitted to him.

"5. That, with regard to any effort allocation, each entry in the table shall be considered a
separate proposal under Article VIII of the Convention as amended. Further, sub-paragraph 3(d)
shall apply to each Contracting Government without a specific effort allocation in any entry in
the table, notwithstanding that sub-paragraph 3(.b) may apply to each such Contracting Government
with respect to another entry in the table.

"6. That the effort allocations in the table are without prejudice to future allocations."
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Table - Integral part of Proposal (3) for International Regulation of Fishing Effort for Groundfish
in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area, adopted by the International Commission for
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on 26 January 1976

NATIONAL ALLOCATIONS OF FISHING EFFORT
(DAYS FISHING)

FOR 1976

Country

Canada l

Cuba

Denmark

France l

Federal Republic
of Germany

German Democratic
Republic

Japan

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Spain2

USSR

UK

USA'

Bulgaria, Iceland,
and Italy3

Others

Vessel
tonnage

150- 499.9
150- 499.9
150- 499.9
500- 999.9
500- 999.9

> 2000

150- 499.9
150- 499.9
500- 999.9
500- 999.9

150- 499.9
1000-1999.9

1000-1999.9
> 2000

500- 999.9
1000-1999.9
1000-1999.9

> 2000
> 2000

1000-1999.9
> 2000

150- 499.9
150- 499.9
500- 999.9
500- 999.9

1000-1999.9

1000-1999.9
> 2000

500- 999.9
1000-1999.9
1000-1999.9

> 2000

> 2000

150- 499.9
500- 999.9

1000-1999.9
1000-1999.9

150- 499.9
500- 999.9

1000-1999.9
> 2000
> 2000

500- 999.9
1000-1999.9

150- 499.9
150- 499.9

Gear

OT
MWT
LL
OT
MWT

OT

OT
LL
OT
MWT

OT
OT

OT
OT

OT
OT
MWT
OT
MWT

OT
OT

OT
LL
OT
LL
OT

OT
OT

GN
OT
GN
OT

OT

PT
PT
OT
PT

OT
OT
OT
OT
MWT

OT
OT

OT
MWT

GN

SA2+3K

(1200)

250

540
306

(41I)

123
802

682

234-

300
130

1535

'1496

589

80

215
183
558

22

14

3505
343

616

100

20

3LNO

(1600)

(150)
(7100)

450

B3

(lOB)
(269)

6
44

3B

30

1
7B

135
14

300

483
1362

527
527

80

2136
1B18

302
202

563
94

1051
662

246

100

Area
3M

(500)

225

1500
100

(105)

3
17

288

80

592

266

25

40
34
82
14

23
7

736

370

100

20

3P

(2200)
(50)
(50)

(1500)
(100)

B5
75
17

(2BB)
(109)

1
31

304

8
24

9
5

35

40B
349
105

43

172
6

154

100

4VWX

(5100)
(100)
(200)

(2400)
(100)

B10

140
125

33

(102)
(492)

18
179

250

2
35

5
19

341
288
1I6

33

53
108

3425

(1883)
(81)

200

122

1 Figures in brackets ( ) are estimated on1Yj include estimated fishing days outside the Convention
Area.

2 Figures for the PT gear categories are for days fishing by pairs of trawlers.
3 Allocation for Bulgaria. Iceland. and Italy as a group = days fished per effort management area.

irrespective of vessel tonnage or gear used. - continued



Table - continued

- 4 -

DEFINITIONS OF ABBREVIATIONS

OT "" otter trawl
MWT midwater trawl
LL "" longline
PT "" pair trawl
GN = gill net
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Report of Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

Thursday. 22 January, 0905 hra

Proceedings No.6

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by Mr K. Henriksen (Canada) in the absence of the Chairman
of the Panel, Mr K. Vartdal (Norway). All Panel Member Countries were present, with the USA as an Observer
(Appendix I).

2. Mr J.8. Beckett (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. The Agenda (Appendix II) was adopted as circulated.

4. Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel A (Seals). The Chairman noted that the November and December
meetings of the Scientific Advisers to Panel A had been discussed at the Special Meeting of Panel A in Bergen,
12 December 1975 (Appendix V). There was no discussion or comment.

5. Conservation Measures for Hooded Seals. The de1egate'of Canada expressed his apologies to the Danish
delegation for having to ask for the delay in reaching a decision on conservation measures for both hooded
and harp seals, and thus creating this additional meeting. He noted, however, that the Canadian and Norwegian
delegations had been able to meet and were agreed on a j oint proposal for the TAC for hooded seals on the
"Frane' to be set at 15,100 animals in 1976. The Panel Members agreed with this proposal. The Panel agreed
to national allocations proposed jointly by Canada and Norway as follows:

Norwegian ships on the "Prone"
Canadian ships on the "Front"
Others

Total

9,000
6,000

--.1.QQ

15,100

It was further agreed that, in order to prevent inaccurate shooting due to poor light conditions, hunting
of hooded seals should be limited to the period between 1000 and 2300 GMT up to 31 March 1976, and to the
period 0900-2400 GMT thereafter. Panel A, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (4) for international regulation of the fishery for hooded seals, by catch quota and
time of day, in the "Prout;" Area of the Convention Area (Appendix III).

6. Conservation Measures for Harp Seals. The delegate of Canada noted taht the conservation measures for
harp seals had been subject to intensive scientific discussion, and presented a joint Canadian-Norwegian
proposal that the TAC for harp seals should be set at 127,100 animals, mostly pups, in 1976. He stated that
this figure would provide satisfactory protection for the stock since the TAC was for one year only and that
expanded research was to be carried out in 1976.

The delegate of Norway stressed that a lowering of the TAC in 1976 would be for one year only and that
the TAC could be modified in subsequent years according to the scientific assessment of the stock.

The Panel accepted this proposal and the delegate of Denmark expressed his pleasure that it had proved
possible to reach agreement. He felt that the recommended TAC would not endanger the stock.

On the subject of the national allocation of the TAC for harp seals, the Panel accepted a joint Canada!
Norway proposal that provided the following allocations:
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Norwegian vessels in the "Front"
Canadian vessels in the "Prout;"
Estimated catch in the "Front" and "Gulf" Areas

by Canadian small vessels and landsmen
Others

Total

Panel A. therefore,

agreed to recommend

44,6.67
52,333

30,000
100

127,100

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (4) for international regulation of the fishery for harp seals, by catch quota in the
"Front" and "Gulf" Areas of the Convention Area (Appendix III).

7. Future Research Requirements. The Chairman noted the research plans discussed at the Bergen Meeting
and the delegate of Canada drew attention to the Danish suggestion, at that Meeting, that working papers
and research results should he presented well in advance of any meeting to allow thorough study beforehand.

The delegate of Denmark inquired about proposed Norwegian and Canadian cooperative research on simula
tion studies. No information concerning the development of this program was available, but it was noted
that the other Panel Member should be kept informed.

The delegate of Canada announced that his country would be expanding its aerial census of the seals in
the "Front" Area in 1976.

8. Approval of Panel Report. It was agreed that this would be done by circulating the draft, before sub
mission to the Commission.

9. Next Meeting. After discussion, it was agreed that, while a brief meeting should be held at the time
of the Annual Commission Meeting, it would be too soan after the sealing sesson for research results to be
available to the Scientific Advisers. It was agreed that a subsequent meeting should be held later in the
year, after the proposed meeting of the Scientific Advisers in Copenhagen in October. Details of the later
meeting will be determined at the time of the 26th Annual Meeting of the Commission in June. It was further
agreed that it was not anticipated that the Scientific Advisers would be asked to advise the Panel at the
June Meeting, although any Panel Member could request that they do so. In such event, it was agreed that
ample warning should be given to the scientists.

10. Other Business. The delegate of Canada noted that the TACs and national allocations for 1976 would not
normally come into effect for six months. Therefore, the Panel agreed to adopt a resolution (3) calling for
voluntary adherence to the decisions of the Commission concerning the conservation of harp and hooded seals
(Appendix IV).

11. Adjournment. The Panel adjourned at 0935 hra.
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(4) Proposal for International Regulation Respecting the Protection of Seals in the "Gulf" and "Front"
Areas of the Convention Area

Panel A recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That the International Regulation Respecting the Protection of Seals in the "Gulfl! and "Pront;" Areas
of the Convention Area, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (Annual Report Vol. 24, 1973-74,
page 91) and entered into force on 11 January 1975, and amended at the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting
(June 1975 Meeting Proceedings No. 12, page 244) and entered into force on 16 January 1976, be
replaced by the following:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take apyropriate action to ensure that, for the year 1976
only, the total allowable catch in the "Front" and 11Gulf211 Areas be 127,100 harp seals, Pagophilus
!JPOenlandica, including a quota of 52,333 for Canada, 44,667 for Norway, and 100 unallocated, and
an estimate of 30,000 harp seals to be caught by indigenous non-mobile fisheries of the "Front"
and "Gulf" Areas.

112. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to ensure that, for the year 1976
only, the total allowable catch in the "Pront;" Area be 15,100 hooded seals, Cystophora arietata ;
including a quota of 6,000 for Canada, 9,000 for Norway, and 100 unallocated.

"3. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to ensure that the open season in
the "Front" Area for the taking of harp seals shall commence not earlier than 0900 hours GMT on
12 March 1976 and terminate not later than 2400 bours GMT on 24 April 1976, and for the taking
of hooded seals shall commence not earlier than 1000 hours GMT on 22 March 1976 and terminate not
later than 2400 hours GMT on 24 April 1976.

114. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing of adult (harp)
seals in whelping patches in the "Gulf" and "Front" Areas.

115. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing, by vessels in
the "Fr-ont;" Area during the open season each day, of harp seals between the hours 2400 GMT and
0900 GMT, and of hooded seals between the hours 2300 GMT and 1000 GMT up to 31 March and between
the hours 2400 GMT and 0900 GMT thereafter.

"6. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing of whelping
hooded seals in Davis Strait from vessels of over 50 gross tons.

"7. That the Proposal for Management of the International Quota Regulations, adopted by the
Commission in Plenary Session on 14 June 1974, shall not apply."

All the waters of the Strait of Belle Isle and the Atlantic Ocean east of a straight line
between the lighthouse at Amour Point on the east coast of Labrador and the lighthouse on
Flowers Island in Flowers Cove. Newfoundland.

2 All the waters and territories west of a straight line between the lighthouse at Amour Point
on the coast of Labrador and the lighthouse on Flowers Island in Flowers Cove, Newfoundland •
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(3) Resolution Relating to the Implementation of the Proposal for International Regulation Respecting the
Protection of Seals in the "Gulf" and "Front" Areas of the Convention Area

Panel A recommends the following resolution for adoption by the Commission:

The Commission

Recognizing that the proposal for the protection of seals designed to achieve the conservation and
optimum utilization of the stocks of seals in the Convention Area has been adopted on 26 January 1976;

Bearing in Mind that the regulation is intended to come into force on 12 March 1976 and remain in force
throughout 1976;

Takinp; into Account that, under Article VIII of the Convention, as amended, this proposal would not
enter into force until six months after the date of the notification from the Depositary Government
transmitting the proposal to the Contracting Governments, which could not occur before late July 1976,
at the earliest; it would, therefore, not come into effect during the open season;

Having Considered that the purpose of the Convention is to promote the conservation and optimum utili
zation of the seal stocks on the basis of scientific investigation, and economic and technical consi
derations, and that this purpose cannot be successfully achieved unless the proposal referred to above
is applied from 12 March 1976;

Recognizing that, in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention, sealing activity
in the Convention Area must be conducted in accordance with this proposal from 12 March throughout
1976;

1. Invites the attention of Contracting Governments to the above matters;

2. Stipulates that the proposal referred to above should apply in 1976;

3. Requests Contracting Governments whose vessels conduct sealing operations in the area to implement
the proposal on 12 March 1976;

4. Expects that Members of Panel A will conduct their sealing operations in accordance with the
proposal beginning on 12 March 1976, unless any of the Members of the Panel notifies an objection
to the Depositary Government prior to that date.
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1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman of the Panel, Mr K. Vartdal (Norway). who
welcomed the participants and referred briefly to meetings of the Canada-Norway Sealing Commission on 11
12 December 1975. and of the Scientific Advisers to Panel A in Ottawa, 17-19 November 1975 (Redbook 1976.
Part D.6) and in Bergen. 9-10 December 1975 (Redbook 1976. Part D.7). Representatives of all Member Coun
tries of the Panel were present (Annex 1).

2. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Agenda as circulated was adopted (Annex 2).

4. Reports of Meetings of Scientific Advisers. Dr A.W. Mansfield (Canada), Chairman of the Scientific
Advisers. was asked to review the Reports of the Ottawa (Redbook 1976, Part D.6) and Bergen (Redbook 1976.
Part D.7) meetings of the Scientific Advisers. Dr Mansfield pointed out that the report of the Bergen meet
ing was more pertinent and presented the scientists' findings with regard to the hooded and harp seal stocks.
He noted that the scientists had agreed that it would be prudent to leave the total allowable catch for
hooded seals at the present level of 15,100. But, however. there was no unanimous agreement on a total
allowable catch for the harp seal, owing to tmcertainties in the data available. The Chairinan thanked Dr
Mansfield on behalf of the Panel for the work of the Scientific Advisers at Ottawa and Bergen and requested
any comments on the reports. The delegates of Canada and Norway also expressed their sincere thanks for the
work carried out by the scientists an~ agreed on the need for an increase in scientific effort. The delegate
of Denmark also agreed to do as much research as possible within the limits of funds made available.

5. Conservation Measures for Harp and Hooded Seals. The Chairman requested comments from the Panel
Members. The delegate of Canada stated that, although thorough consideration had been given to the results
of the scientific meeting by the Canadian and Norwegian delegations in another forum, the two delegations
had as yet been unable to form a common view regarding TACs and national allocations. It was Canada's
view that the best chance for reaching agreement would be provided by allowing more time for consultations
between the two countries. It was hoped that Denmark would understand the reasons for the delay and would
accept postponement of discussion in the interests of reaching an agreement satisfactory to all sides. It
was suggested that any decision be postponed to another meeting of Panel A to be held during the period of
the Eighth Special Commission Meeting beginning 21 January 1976 at FAD in Rome. The delegate of Norway
agreed to the Ganadian suggestion. The delegate of Denmark pointed out that Denmark would have liked to have
seen an agreement reached from the Canada-Norway Sealing Commission meeting, but that she was prepared to
accept a postponement in the interests of achieving a satisfactory solution of the problem. A request was
made to know something more about the differences of the positions of Canada and Norway which had prevented
a decision being taken at this time. The Chairman nOted that it was wise not to take a vote now if Canada
and Norway could not agree. He hoped that further discussions between Canada and Norway would effect a
compromise and requested that Canada and Norway report more of the details of their positions. The delegate
of Canada expressed appreciation of Denmark's understanding and willingness to postpone a decision. Canada
noted that the Canadian scientific reports gave TACs below the present TAC of 150.000 for harp seals (a
range of 90,000 to 127.000). It was pointed out that, although some Canadian scientists acknowledged uncer
tainties in the information and that maintenance of the TAC for harp seals at 150,000 might not unduly damage
the stocks. all Canadian scientists felt that the TAC should be lowered and this was Canada's position.
There had been a sorry history of management of fish stocks in the ICNAF Area where upper limits of ranges
of TACs proposed by scientists had consistently been chosen and had been proven too high. It was. there
fore, prudent to give further consideration to both the harp and hooded seal conservation requirements.
The delegate of Norway expressed understanding of the Canadian position and feeling regarding the fish
stocks in the ICNAF Area,but felt that the Commission was in a better position with regard to seals where
more complete and precise data have been reported for a long period of time. Concerning a TAC, the Norwegian
position was to go along with the advice from the majority of the scientists. It was pointed out that the
economic position of the sealing industry made it difficult to reduce the possibilities for sealing. More
time was needed to consider the industry's problem. The. understanding and willingness of Denmark to postpone
a decision was acknowledged. The delegate of Denmark reported that it was in the interest of the Greenland
hunters to allow more seals to escape from the fisheries in the south. Therefore, a low TAC was preferred.
The Danish position could be associated with the Canadian position, but it was thought best to have a
reasonable compromise reached at a further meeting to be held within the time allocated for the Eighth
Special Commission Meeting in Rome. The Chairman noted the agreement of the Panel Members to delay a
decision on conservation requirements for both the harp and hooded seal stocks.
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6. Research Reguirements. The Chair.man noted that research requirements had been reported in meetings
of Scientific Advisers and that Canada, Denmark, and Norway would press for more funds for additional
research. The delegate of Denmark pointed out that the last two meetings of the scientists had been very
fruitful, as there had been time to study the presentations, and that it was very important that working
papers and research results should be presented well in advance of the next meeting for thorough study.
The delegate of Canada agreed that good progress had been made in the scientific studies and that reports
should be presented early for detailed study.

7. Approval of Report. The Panel agreed upon a draft of the Report which was prepared for consideration
by the Panel before adjournment.

8. Time and Place of Next Meeting. The Panel agreed that the Executive Secretary be requested to arrange
for a special meeting of the Panel on Thursday, 22 January 1976, during the time of the Eighth Special
Commission Meeting in Rome.

The delegate of Denmark
ICES meeting which was being
it was considered necessary.

extended a welcome to the Scientific Advisers to meet in Copenhagen after the
held from 4 to 13 October 1976, to be followed by a meeting of the Panel if
This invitation was gratefully accepted by the Panel.

9. Other Business.
joined in expressing
understanding of the
sures for the hooded

There being no other business, the Chairman and the delegates of Canada and Norway
their gratitude to the delegate of Denmark for attending the meeting and for his
difficulties which made it necessary to postpone a decision on the conservation mea
and harp seal stocks at this time.

10. Adjournment. The Special Meeting of the Panel adjourned at 1400 hre , 12 December 1975.
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1. Opening. The meeting was convened by the Chairman, Mr Wm.L. Sullivan Jr (USA). All members of the
Panel were represented. The UK was represented by observers.

2. Rapporteur. Mr J.S. Beckett (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Chairman noted that the Panel should consider Items 6(c) and 6(d), 1976 TACs and alloca
tions for herring stocks in Div. 5Y and in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6, respectively.

4. TAC for Herring in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6. The Chairman referred to Comm.Doc , 76/1/5 and the
Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, Part H, Appendix II), and noted the scientific recommendation that the TAC
should not exceed 60,000 metric tons.

The delegate of USA reviewed the main agenda items before the Eighth Special Meeting of the Commission,
and stated that the treatment of the problems would affect the actions of the USA, both in the short term
and in the future when managing within an anticipated economic zone. He noted that a number of fisheries
in the ICNAF and NEAFC Areas had collapsed, and that the herring fishery in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6
might well be in danger of collapse. The delegate of USA traced the decline of this herring fishery (373,598
tons in 1968, 149,000 in 1974). He commented that, rather than rebuilding the stock, there had been a
decline during the four years of management to a level only 40% of the Commission's own management goal. He
noted that there had been poor recruitment since the strong 1970 year-class, and quoted the STACRES Report
that a TAC of 40,000 tons would only allow slight rebuilding. He urged the Panel to take a responsible
attitude and adopt this lower TAC. The delegate of USSR proposed a TAC of 60,000 tons, the maximum recom
mended by STACRES, since even this reduction would cause grave economic difficulties for the Soviet fishing
fleet. The delegate of Poland supported the proposal of the USSR since a TAC of 40,000 tons would, according
to the STACRES Report (Fig. 4), produce very little increase in the stock size. The delegates of Romania and
Japan also supported a TAC of 60,000 tons, as did the delegate of GDR who noted that herring was of great
importance to the GDR for domestic use. He stated that the CDR would support any reasonable conservation
measure but that STACRES had fully discussed the situation and a TAC of 40,000 tons would not benefit the
stock very much compared to a TAC of 60,000 tons. The delegate of Canada noted that the Commission too often
took the upper limit of a range of TAC values, and that, since 60,000 tons was the maximum TAC recommended
by STACRES. a smaller TAC would actually be in accord with the recommendation. The delegate of FRG commented
that the declines in NEAFC Area herring stocks were due to fishing juveniles rather than to over-fishing
adults. He pointed out that STACRES had reported that a constant TAC of 60,000 tons would allow rebuilding
of the stock over the years, once a strong year-class was produced. He suggested that the Panel should
adopt a TAC at that level with some additional constraints, following the suggestions on management strategies
in the STACRES Report. The delegate of Cuba, supported by the delegate of France, agreed that the TAC should
be kept low to maximize the benefit of any future strong year-class, but that, since 60,000 tons represented
a 60% reduction from the TAC in 1975, this should be the level in 1976. He also noted that, contrary to
earlier thinking, Cuba would not carry out a directed fishery in the relevant area. The delegate of USA
could accept a TAC of 60,000 tons. provided there was also agreement on constraints and that the TAC for
1977 and subsequent years would be 60,000 tons, or less. depending upon the status of the stock until the
MSY level was achieved. This was supported by the delegate of Canada. The delegate of Cuba suggested that
no definite constraints should be adopted with regard to future TACs since the Panel would react responsibly
to the situation as it developed. The delegate of USA expressed his sympathy of this view in other circum
stances. He noted, however, that the only positive action by the Commission had involved commitments taken
same years ahead. The delegate of Bulgaria supported a TAC of 60,000 tons. The delegate of USSR noted that
there was some uncertaintY ahout the strength of the 1974 year-class. This could improve the situation
rapidly, as noted by STACRES. He suggested the matter be left to the STACRES meeting in April 1976, at
which time the results of the spring juvenile surveys would be available. The delegate of USA noted that
the 1974 year-class would not enter the adult fishery until 1978, and that spring juvenile surveys did not
give a complete picture of the strength of new year-classes.
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The Chairman then read the following paragraph that he had drafted as a possible expression of the idea
of constraint on future TACs as supported by some delegates:

"That; the Commission shall establish a level of catch for the herring stock in Div. 5Z and Statistical
Area 6 for subsequent years which will maintain the adult stock at a level of at least 225,000 tons,
and that the TAC will be set at 60,000 tons or less until such time as the adult stock reaches the
level of 500,000 tons. Thereafter, the Commission will set the TAC so as to maintain the adult stock
at a level of at least 500,000 tons."

The delegate of USSR questioned the need for such constraints, considering the fact that a good year
class would result in very rapid recovery. He~ therefore~ considered that a decision should be delayed,
since the available information might increase and certainly would not decrease. The delegate of USA
reiterated that the 1974 year-class would not recruit to the adult spawning stock until 1978, a view con
firmed by the Chairman of STACRES. The delegate of USSR contended that the herring management strategy in
the area was being weakened by the intensive fishing for juveniles in the Gulf of Maine, although he noted
that the connection between these juveniles and the adult herring on Georges Bank had not been definitely
proven. The delegate of USA responded that the sardine fishery had been in existence for over 100 years~

but its continuation was a conscious management strategy, and that it was, in fact, the development of
foreign fishing that had depleted the stock. He felt that he was being forced to revert to his original
proposal for a TAC of 40,000 tons. The delegate of Canada supported this and noted that the abundance of
adult herring had been maintained for a century since the development of the juvenile fishery. The matter
had been considered by STACRES some years previously and no scientific basis had been found for closing the
juvenile fisheries.

The Chairman proposed a vote be taken on a TAC of 60,000 tons including a constraint on the level of
TACs in future years.

Panel 5 unanimously accepted a TAC of 60,000 tons with the constraint paragraph as above.

5. Allocation of TAC in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6. ~he delegates of Japan and Romania expressed con
cern over the size of the allocation to the "Otbers" category, while the delegate of Cuba requested an allo
cation of l~500 tons to cover by-catch. The delegate of FRG noted that neither Canada nor the USA had caught
their quotas in recent years and produced the allocations that would result from pro-rated reductions of the
1975 allocations (Canada 800~ FRG 9,500, GDR 12,460, Poland 15,360, USSR 16,840, USA 3,360, and Others 1,680).
The allocations for the coastal states could, however~ be set in the range of their present catches. This
was supported by the delegate of USSR. The delegate of USA reported that a careful analysis of the needs of
the US herring catching and processing industry, in light of the reduction in stocks elsewhere, indicated
the need for a very substantial increase in the US quota from this stock to 25,000 tons. The delegate of
Canada stated that, despite being a coastal state in the area and having a 10-year average catch of 3,415
tons, Canada could accept an allocation of 2,000 tons. The delegate of Japan referred to the overrun of
the "0thers" quota in 1975 and advocated improvement in the reporting system to prevent an overrun in 1976.
The delegate of Romania noted that~ in 1975, only two Romanian vessels took herring in the area and that
their catches were regularly reported to ICNAF. Furthermore~ they ceased fishing when told by ICNAF inspec
tors that the "Others" quota was nearly filled. He stated that he could not accept a pro-rated reduction
because the smaller fleets would then be eliminated from the fishery. The delegate of USA suggested that,
since the LAC was so small~ it might be allocated, except to USA and Canada, on a by-catch basis only. The
delegate of FRG noted that the FRG fishery was a directed fishery for herring with no by-catch. He stated
that he could not accept so high an allocation to the USA, but could accept that the TAC be managed by closing
the fishery for the first six months of the year, except for the coastal states, and then opening it to all
other states under an "Others" category. This suggestion was supported by the delegates of Japan and Italy
who noted that such a decision, if adopted, should not become a precedent. The delegate of USA noted the
pitfalls of an "Ot.bet-s" category such as the 1975 quota over-run, while the delegate of Poland stated that
he could not accept the suggestion. The Polish fleet fishes mackerel in the first part of the year, and in
the last quarter ~ and takes herring as a by-catch, thus necessitating some quota both early in the year and
also at the end of the year when an "Others II quota might already be filled. The delegate of GDR emphasized
the drastic economic effects of the reduction in TAC and stated that he could not accept any allocation
except pro-rating the reduction between all countries other than the coastal states. He hoped that the
latter would reduce their demands, and warned that an overall "Others" category would be dangerous. The
delegate of France noted that French catches had amounted to 3,000 tons during the past three years using
two vessels. It was vital to have at least one vessel fishing and 2,000 tons would be an adequate quota.
The delegate of FRG noted that his country also had special needs. FRG and GDR had renounced their herring
quota in Div. 5Y in 1975 in the hope of getting some compensation in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6. Further
more, in order to match FRG's second-tier quota, she would need 11,100 tons of herring since~ in past ICNAF
meetings, the principle had been applied that the sum of single species quotas should not be less than the
second-tier quota. The delegate of Bulgaria supported the concept that the coastal states be allocated more
moderate quantities and the remainder of the TAC be allocated on a proportionally reduced basis.

6. Panel 5 recessed at 1840 hrs, 22 January.
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7. PanelS reconvened at 1440 hrs. 2) January.

8. Consideration of US Proposal for Allocation of TAC for Herring in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6. The
delegate of USA presented a table of estimated herring by-catches and a draft proposal that called for
division of the TAC over twO six-month periods; national allocations for the first six months based pri
marily on the needs of the different fleets in terms of by-catch in other fisheries; and allocations for
the last half of the year to be decided at the Annual Meeting. He indicated that the proposed allocation
to FRG was based, in part. on the special case of their fishery which was a directed one and also on the
FRG's need for fish to match their second-tier quota. He also noted that the proposal was based on sugges
tions made in earlier discussions on the subject and that it would protect the smaller national fisheries
despite the lower TAC. The proposal was, however, dependent on the decision concerning the TAC in 1976 and
subsequent years already agreed to by the Panel. The delegate of Poland stated that the allocations for
the larger fisheries should be pro-rated from 1975 although he could accept the allocations proposed by the
USA for the coastal states and countries with small fisheries. He suggested figures of FRG 3,000 tons,
GDR 3,900 tons, Poland 4,850 tons, and USSR 5,250 tons. He questioned the accuracy of the by-catch table.
noting that in Polish fisheries the rate of herring by-catch in the area varied 2-20% by month. The delegate
of USSR stated that he could not accept any exemption for coastal states to the by-catch only provision of
the proposal and. in fact, he believed that directed fisheries should be permitted up to the limit of any
country's allocation. He noted that the by-catch table gave figures for USSR fisheries which were much too
high. The delegate of Cuba stated that Cuban fisheries would need a by-catch allocation of 800 tons during
the first balf of the year, particularly since Cuban experience indicated a by-catch of 10-15% in the
mackerel fishery. He expressed concern that the amount of by-catch permitted on board, in the proposal,
was too low to allow Cuban vessels to operate in conformity with it. The delegate of Romania could accept
the proposal but he believed it would only defer many of the problems to the Annual Meeting. The delegate
of Japan stated that he could accept the proposal on the understanding that a reasonable allocation would
be granted Japan for the second half of the year. The delegate of GDR stated that the quotas determined at
the Annual Meeting must be pro-rated for all countries other than the coastal states. The delegate of FRG
stressed that, if allocations were to be made on a pro-rated basis. this should apply to all, whereas in
the proposal the allocations to countries previously fishing under "Others" were not reduced in proportion
to the reduction in the TAC. He suggested that al10cation2 should be determined for both halves of the year
at the present meeting in order to prevent problems at the Annual Meeting. He stated that the FRG would
require fair treatment at the meeting and reiterated the FRG's need for quotas to match the second-tier
quota. He noted tbat the Commission's policy has been to reduce by-catches and questioned the rationale
of reducing directed fisheries in favour of by-catch allocations. The delegate of France noted that France
had a second-tier quota of 2,950 tons and would be unable to support any second- period allocation that did
not provide an adequate quota for the operation of one vessel, perhaps 2,000 tons. The delegate of Canada
spoke in favour of the proposal. The delegate of USA, in response to the many comments, noted that they
had been very helpful but that it was difficult to include the many provisos in a regulation and asked that
their inclusion in the record of the meeting be taken as an adequate expression of the concern of the various
countries. He suggested that a small working group consider some of the points raised. This suggestion was
accepted with the delegate of Romania stressing that the interests of small fleets should be taken into
account at the Pnnual Meeting. Delegates of USA. USSR t Poland and Japan agreed to sit on the working group
to consider provisions concerning directed fisheries, and by-catch on board.

9. Proposed Modifications to US Proposal for Allocations of TAC for Herring in Div. 5Z and Statistical
Area 6. The Working Group reported back to Panel 5 after a short break, and the delegate of USA presented
modifications to the proposal, particularly in permitting certain directed fisheries and increasing the by
catch allowance to 7.5%. These modifications were generally accepted, although the delegate of Cuba was
concerned that the by-catch allowance was not high enough for the mackerel fishery. He proposed an allowance
of 10% for a vessel fishing mackerel but withdrew the proposal after discussion. The delegate of Poland
appealed for a higher allocation since the proposed quota for Poland was reduced by a higher percentage than
for any other country. He accepted the suggestion of the delegate of USA that the Polish concern be included
in the minutes for fuller consideration at the Annual Meeting. The delegate of FRG referred to his earlier
interventions and suggested that certain restrictions be placed on the allocations to countries normally in
the "Othe re" category, or that they be included in an "Others" category somewhat smaller than the aggregate
of the proposed allocations.

The proposal was then modified to include the TAC of 60,000 tons for 1976 and adopted by the Panel by
a vote of 11 countries in favour, I abstaining, and 1 not voting. Panel 5, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government for joint action by the Contracting Governments
proposal (5) for international regulation of the fishery for herring in Division 5Z of the Convention
Area and Statistical Area 6 (Appendix I).

10. TAC for Herring in Div. 5Y. The delegate of USA noted that STACRES had assessed the herring stock in
Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6 on two different assumptions concerning the strength of recruitment and thus
had presented a range of recommended values for the TAC. Panel 5 had adopted a TAC consistent with the upper
limit of this range. In assessing the Div. SY herring stock. STACRES had, however, only used the more con
servative estimate of recruitment and was recommending a LAC of 4,000 tons. The delegate of USA believed
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that utilization of the same assumption for Div. SY herring, as had been used in producing the TAe adopted
for Div. SZ and Statistical Area 6, would result in a range of possible TACs for Div. SY up to 7,000 tonS.
Ue requested that STACRES be asked to immediately re-examine their findings and quoted the precedent set at
the 1973 Special Meeting in Rome when Panel 4 considered Div. 4XWb herring.

11. The Panel agreed that STACRES be asked to re-analyze their findings. Panel 5 recessed at 1740 hra,
23 January.

12. Panel 5 reconvened at 0925 hra, 24 January.

13. The Chairman of the Assessments Subcommittee presented the report of the re-analysis by STACRES of the
Div. 5Y herring stock, utilizing a different assumption of the strength of the 1973 year-class (Proc. 1).
The re-analysis indicated that the LAC could be as high as 7,000 tons and yet be consistent with the Com
mission's management goal. The delegate of USA expressed his gratitude to the members of STACRES for their
effort and proposed a TAC of 7,000 tons. Panel 5 agreed unanimously to recommend to the Commission that
the TAC for herring in Div. 5Y in 1976 be 7,000 tons.

14. Allocation of the TAC for Div. 5Y Herring. The delegate of USA proposed allocations of 950 tons to
Canada, 6,000 tons to USA and 50 tons to "Others". The delegate of Canada expxeased his reluctant support.
The delegate of FRG noted that, having once had a directed fishery in the area, he hoped that FRG would be
able to obtain a quota in the future, should the state of the stock improve. After determining that 50 tons
was adequate for auy by-catches in the area, partly due to a large part of the area being closed to all but
coastal vessels, the Panel agreed to the proposed allocations, subject to review at the 26th Annual Meeting
and to inclusion in the proposal of language concerning immediate implementation of any changes. PanelS,
therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (6) for international regulation of the fishery for herring in Division 5Y of the
Convention Area (Appendix II).

15. PanelS adjourned at 1010 hra, 24 January.
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(5) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Herring in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of
the Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical Area 6

Panel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"L, That the Contracting Goverrunents take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring, Clupea
haPengus L•• by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention
Area and in adjacent waters to the west and Bouth within Statistical Area 6, so that the aggregate
catch of herring by persons taking such herring shall not exceed 30,000 metric tons in the period
1 January to 30 June 1976, or 60,000 metric tons in 1976.

"2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Government listed below shall limit in the period
1 January to 30 June 1976 the catch of herring taken by persons under their jurisdiction to the amounts
listed from Division 52 of Subarea 5 and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area
6:

Bulgaria 500 metric tons
Canada 1,000 " "
Cuba 500 " "
France 500
Federal Republic of Germany 4,000 " "
German Democratic Republic 4,000 " "
Japan 500 " "
Poland 4,000 " "
Romania 500 "
USSR 5,000 " "
USA 9,400 " "
Others 100 " "

30,000 metric tons

Provided, however, that persons under the jurisdiction of any Contracting Government who do not take
the total amount of herring in the amounts mentioned above during the period 1 January to 30 June 1976
may take herring in the amounts remaining available within those amounts listed above during the period
1 July to 3l,December 1976, in addition to aoy quotas allocated by subsequent actioo of the Commission.

"3. Notwithstanding the provision of paragraph 2 above, it is understood that no Contracting Government
will permit a directed fishery for herring in the period 1 January to 30 June 1970, except with purse
seines or vessels of less than 110 feet (33.5 meters).

"4. To minimize the risk of exceeding the amounts listed in paragraph 2 above and in order to avoid
impairment of fisheries conducted for other species and which take herring incidentally, that the Con
tracting Governments limit persons under their jurisdiction to have in possession on board a vessel
fishing for other species (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) herring caught in Division 5Z
of Subarea 5 and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 in amounts not
exceeding 7.5 percent by weight of all fish on board. Should it be observed during an inspection under
the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement that a vessel is taking herring in amounts greater than
that permitted during the first 72 hours of fishing since entering the fishery within the region
specified in paragraph 1 above, the inspector shall note this fact on the Report of Inspection and bring
it to the attention of the master. Such observation in itself shall not be considered an infringement.

"5. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring, Cl.upea
harengus L., by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Division 52 of Subarea 5 of the Convention
Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6, so that the aggregate
catch of herring by vessels from this stock shall not exceed in the period 1 July to 31 December 1976
the amount which is decided for each Contracting Government at the Annual Meeting in June 1976 by
unanimous vote of the Contracting Governments present and voting, plus the amount remaining pursuant
to paragraph 2 above, which amounts shall become effective for all Contracting Governments on I July
1976.

"6. That the Commission shall establish a level of catch for the herring stock in Division 52 of
Subarea 5 and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 for subsequent years
which will maintain the adult stock at a level of at least 225,000 tons, and that the total allowable
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catch will be set at 60,000 tons or less per year, until such time as the adult stock reaches the
level of 500,000 tons. Thereafter, the Commission will set the total allowable catch so as to maintain
the adult stock at a level of at least 500,000 tons."
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(6) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Herring in Division 5Y of Subarea 5 of
the Convention Area

Panel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"I. T~at the Co~tracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring, Clupea
haPengus L., by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Division 5Y of Subarea 5 of the Convention
Area, so that the aggregate catch of herring by vessels from this stock shall not exceed 7,000 tons in
1976 or an amount which is decided at the Annual Meeting in June 1976 by unanimous vote of the Contract
ing Governments present and voting, which adjusted amount shall become effective for all Contracting
Governments upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Government of the amount decided by the
Counnission.

"2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Government shall limit in 1976 the catch of
herring taken by persons under their jurisdiction from the above-mentioned stock to the amount below,
or the adjusted amount which is decided for each Contracting Government at the Annual Meeting in June
1976 by unanimous vote of the Contracting Governments present and voting, which amount shall become
effective for each Contracting Government upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Government
of the amounts decided by the Commission:

Canada 950 metric tons
USA 6,000 " "
Others 50 " "

7,000 metric tons."
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1. Opening.
Panel Members

The Meeting of Panel 4 was convened by the Chairman, Mr K. L~kkegaard (Denmark), with all
present.

2. Rapporteur. Mr J.C. Price (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Agenda as circulated was adopted.

4. Scientific Recommendations for the DiVe 4VWX Herring Stocks. The Chairman noted that the 1975 Annual
Meeting had agreed on 1976 TACs and allocations for herring stocks in Subarea 4, but provided for review and
possible revision at the present meeting. He noted that some changes had since been recommended by STACRES,
and requested its Chairman, Dr A.W. May (Canada), to present a brief explanation of its newest recommenda
tions. Dr May noted that the existing regulatory scheme included a January-December TAC of 90,000 tons
which excluded 15,000 tons for fisheries outside the Conve~tion Area for Div. 4XWb, and a seasonal July 1975
June 1976 quota of 45,000 tons for Div. 4VWa. He stated that the present recommendations essentially
involved "Option 1" presented at the 1975 Annual Meeting, although "Option 2" had actually been, discussed
by the Commission. He continued that STACRES was now recommending a 107,000-ton TAC which excluded the
11,000-ton estimate for fisheries outside the Convention Area for Div. 4WX for 1976, representing a 3,000
ton increase in the figure presented in June 1975. He stated that the recommended TAC for Div. 4V was
11,000 tons for the period July 1976-June 1977. He added that the total recommended TAC for herring in
Subarea 4 was thus 21,000 tons less than that which had been prevously established. He stated that the
fishery in Div. 4Wa is a winter fishery commencing in November or December and that the assessment calcula
tions made for the present meeting included catches made in December 1975. Thus, the Commission might wish
to establish a seasonal quota period from November 1975-octoher 1976 for this stock.

5. Conservation Reguirements for Herring in Subarea 4. The Chairman suggested initial consideration of
the recommended quota periods and areas only, to be followed by an exchange of views on the actual numbers
involved in the recommended TACs. The delegate of FRG stated that, from an administrative point of view, he
believed it undesirable to have such differing management periods, and noting his reluctance to approve this
procedure, he asked for an elaboration of the reasons for it. Dr May stated that current scientific data
indicated that the herring in Div. 4WX was one stock which migrated between Div. 4W and Div. 4X. He indicated
that the fishery followed the migration of the fish, beginning in Div. 4W in November and extending from the
spring months to October in Div. 4X, and that the recommended period was thus more consistent with the way
the fishery was actually conducted. While the delegate of FRG was not completely convinced of the need for
such an arrangement, he could accept it. The delegate of Canada stated that a more accurate beginning
date for the fishery was 15 November, adding that recruitment was such that assessments were also better
during this period. Subsequently, with no additional discussion, Panel 4 agreed that quotas be placed on
herring in Div. 4WX from 16 November 1975 to 15 November 1976 and in Div. 4V from 1 JUly 1976 to 30 June
1977 •

The Chairman then invited comments on the recommended 11,000-ton TAC for Div. 4V, noting that this was
the same TAC as had been agreed and allocated at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The Panel agreed to accept this
quota for Div. 4V. The delegate of Canada emphasized that a fresh look was required at various numbers
approved at Edinburgh, and that, with a capability for taking more than the total TAC, the Canadian view
remained that the coastal state should be allocated all but a small by-catch allowance for "Otrhers",
Accordingly, he proposed a quota of 10,500 tons for Canada and 500 tons for "omere". The delegate of USSR
noted that there had been no need seen to reduce the TAC and, while expressing understanding for the Canadian
view, emphasized that the Soviet Union could not accept an allocation below that adopted at the 1975 Annual
Meeting. The delegate of FRG expressed agreement with the delegate of USSR in favouring the Edinburgh allo
cations, noting that, while it had been agreed to subject the Edinburgh figures to review and possible
revision, STACRES had conducted a review and there appeared no reason for revision. He continued that
neither the TAC nor the Canadian need for herring had changed, and that the difficult situation in other
herring fisheries made every ton in the present fishery particularly important. The delegate of Canada
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emphasized that his view on the allocation was not a new one, as he had expressed opposition to these allo
cations at the 1975 Annual Meeting. He noted that the stock appeared to be a healthy one due to present
regulation, and that requiring Canadian small-boat fishermen to cease fishing before the end of the season,
as had occurred under the previous allocation, created an extremely difficult situation.

Noting that the actual amounts of herring involved in the present discussion were small, the Chairman
proposed that this allocation be left for the moment and that the Panel proceed to consider the l07,ODD-ton
TAe recommended for Div. 4WX. With no discussion, the Panel approved this recommendation. The Chairman
then opened discussion on the allocation of the recommended TAC, noting that an additional 3,000 tons was
available over that discussed at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The delegate of USA, referring to the serious
situation created in Div. 5Y, proposed that the US allocation be increased from 500 to 1,000 tons. The
delegate of Cuba, referring to the Cuban request for herring in this area in Comm.Doc. 75/39 to cover by
catches in its silver hake fishery, proposed that Cuba be given a specific allocation of 900 tons. The
delegate of FRG stated that he desired only that the BOO-ton FRG allocation from the combined areas remain
the same. The delegate of USSR indicated that he also desired that the 1975 USSR allocation remain unchanged
and saw no reason to object to the requested increase of the US allocation, provided it was consistent with
its fishing capability. The delegate of Canada stated that, as was the case with the Div. 4V stock, Canada
believed the coastal state should receive the entire amount except for an allowance for by-catches by
"Others", adding that this would, in the present case, amount to maintaining the quota at the 1975 level.
The delegate of Canada suggested that additional time be provided to clear up confusion on the implications
of the proposed change in the management regime.

6. Panel 4 recessed at 1000 hra.

7. Panel 4 reconvened at 1215 hrs.

B. The delegate of Canada suggested that the Chairman o~ STACRES, Dr A.W. May (Canada), again be called
on to further clarify the proposed redistribution of the allocations now being considered. Dr May noted
that the source of the present confusion appeared to be that, in translating the previous management regime
to the proposed regime, it was necessary to apportion the catches to give an assumed catch in 1977 for Div.
4Wa. Bowever, no assessment for the Div. 4WX stock was available for 1977 and that, unless this was included,
the figures in Appendix II of Proceedings No. 10 at the 1975 Annual Meeting would not be comparable. He
noted the difficulty in looking at a proposed redistribution that did not take these additional quantities
into account. The delegate of Canada, supported by the delegate of USSR, noted that the only way out of the
present difficulty appeared to be reliance on the allocation which had been established at the 1975 Annual
Meeting, subject to a further review during the 1976 Annual Meeting. The delegate of FRG stated that he
had no objection to this procedure but appealed to the assessment scientists for a further clarification
and examination of the situation in order that the Commission might again consider an alternative system at
a later date. The Chairman noted that continuation of the Edinburgh allocations would not permit the
Commission to act upon the requests of Cuba and the USA. In response, the delegates of Cuba and USA indicated
that they could continue to accept the existing allocations agreed at the 1975 Annual ~eeting. The delegate
of Canada emphasized that his country continued to hold the view expressed at the 1975 Annual Meeting,
namely, that Canada as the coastal state should be allocated all but a small by-catch allowance for these
stocks, because of the overriding needs of the canadian small-boat fishermen dependent on these stocks for
their livelihood. The delegate of Cuba noted that 900 tons was considered to be the minimum amount needed
to cover the anticipated herring by-catch of Cuban vessels in its Subarea 4 silver hake fishery. He noted
that, under these circumstances, there was some concern by Cuba that the existing by-catch allowance of
1,000 tons might not be sufficient. He requested information on any other expected catches in this category.
As no comments were forthcoming, the Chairman noted that the only significant anticipated catches in the
"Others" category would be those of Cuba. The delegate of Canada noted that, in view of the condition of
this stock, some hope existed for a small increase in the TAC at the 1976 Annual Meeting. Some discussion
followed on a possible small increase in the Div. 4XWb "Others" quota. The delegate of Canada opposed any
increase at the present time, noting that an additional review by STACRES will have taken place by the time
of the 1976 Annual Meeting and that there, an additional 40Q-ton "Others" quota was provided in the Div.
4VWa allocation.

9. The Chairman noted, and the Panel agreed, that, because the Panel had been unable to reach unanimous
agreement on changes in national allocation, the TACs and national allocations for Subarea 4 herring for
1976 would remain unchanged from those agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting.

The Panel agreed, however, that the 1976 TAC and national allocations of the Subarea 4 herring stocks
would be subject to review and possible revision at the 1976 Annual Meeting. Panel 4, therefore,

agreed to recommend
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that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (7) for international quota regulation of the fishery for herring in D1v. 4VWa and Div.
4XWb of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area (Appendix I).

10. Panel 4 adjourned at 1230 hra, 23 January 1976.
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(7) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Herring in Division 4V, Division 4W,
and Division 4X of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area

Panel 4 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring, CZupea
harengua L., by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Division 4V and that portion of Division 4W
north of 44°52'N, and Division 4X and that portion of Division 4W south of 44°52'N, of Subarea 4 of the
Convention Area, so that the aggregate catch of herring by vessels from this stock shall not exceed in
1976 an amount decided at the 1976 Annual Meeting by unanimous vote of the Contracting Governments
present and voting if a decision to revise the aggregate catch is taken. Such amount would become
effective for all Contracting Governments upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Government
of the amount decided by the Commission.

"2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Government shall limit in 1976 the catch of
herring taken by persons under their jurisdiction from the above-mentioned stock to the amount decided
for each Contracting Government at the 1976 Annual Meeting by unanimous vote of the Contracting Govern
ments present and voting, if a decision to revise the catch taken by persons under their jurisdiction
is taken. Such amount would become effective for each Contracting Government upon receipt of notifi
cation from the Depositary Government of the amounts decided by the Commission."
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Proceedings No.9

1. Opening. Mr E. Gillett (UK) agreed to act as Chairman. Representatives of the Member Countries of
each Panel were present.

2. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary (Mr L~R. Day) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. It was agreed that the meeting would consider:

(a) Proposal for amending the size limit regulation of the fishery for herring in Subareas 4 and 5
and Statistical Area 6 (Comm.Doc. 76/1/12).

(b) Proposal for amending the size limit regulation of the fishery for mackerel in Subareas 3, 4,
and 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Camm.Doc. 76/1/13).

4. Amendment to Size Limit Regulation for Herring. The delegate of Canada introduced the joint Canada/
us proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/1/12), indicating the proposed amendment related to having the exemption apply at
the time of inspection rather than on a trip basis. due to the problems associated with enforcement of the
regulation as it now stands.

The delegates of FRG. GDR, Poland, and USSR agreed to the amended proposal. and there were no objections
from any of the other Member Countries present. Accordingly, Panels 4 and 5, in joint session with Panel 3.

unanimously agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (8) for international size limit regulation of the fishery for herring in Subareas 4
and 5 of the Convention ARea and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6
(Appendix I).

5. Amendment to Size Limit Regulation for Mackerel. The delegate of USA introduced the joint Canada/US
proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/1/13), indicating that the proposed amendment is the same as that for herring in
Section 4 above.

The delegates of Poland, Romania. and USSR expressed no objection to the proposed amendment, and there
were no objections from any of the other Member Countries present. Accordingly, Panels 3, 4, and 5, in joint
session,

unanimously agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (9) for international size limit regulation of the fishery for herring in Subareas 3,
4, and 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6
(Appendix II).

6. There being no further business, the Joint Meeting adjourned at 1745 hrs.
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(8) Proposal for International Size Limit Regulation of the Fishery for Herring in Subareas 4 and 5 of the
Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to the West and South Within Statistical Area 6

Panels 4 and 5~ in joint session with Panel 3, recommend that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal for joint action by Contracting Governments:

That the International Size Limit Regulation of the Fishery for Herring in Subareas 4 and 5 of the
Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to the West and South Within Statistical ARea 6, adopted at
the January 1972 Special Commission Meeting (Annual Proceedings Vol. 22, 1971-72, pages 73-74) and
amended at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (Annual Report Vol. 24, 1973-74, page 98), be replaced by
the following:

Ill. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the taking or possession
of her-rdng, Cl-upea harenque L., less than 9 inches (22.7 cn) , measured from the tip of the snout
to the end of the tail fin, by persons under their jurisdiction, except as provided below, in
those portions of Division 4W south of 44°52'N latitude and Division 4X south of 43°50'N latitude
of Subarea 4, in Subarea 5, and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6.

"2. That the Contracting Governments may permit persons under their jurisdiction to take herring
less than 9 inches (22.7 em), measured as specified in paragraph 1 above, so long as such persons
do not have in possession on board a vessel engaged in fishing for sea fish or in the treatment
of sea fish herring under this size limit in an amount exceeding 10 percent by weight, or 25 per
cent by count, of all herring on board the vessel caught in the areas specified in paragraph 1
above which can be identified as to size at the time of inspection.

"3. Should it be observed during an inspection under the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement
that a person is taking herring less than 9 inches (22.7 cm) in excessive amounts during the first
48 hours of fishing since entering the fishery within the areas specified in paragraph labove,
the inspector shall note this fact on the Report of Inspection and bring it to the attention of
the master. Such observation in itself shall not be considered an infringement."

148



Serial No. 3752
(A.a.4)

EIGHTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1976

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.9
Appendix II

(9) Proposal for International Size Limit Regulation of the Fishery for Mackerel in Subareas 3. 4. and 5
of the Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to the West and South Within Statistical Area 6

Panels 3, 4, and 5, in joint session, recommend that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govern
ment the following proposal for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That the International Size Limit Regulation of the Fishery for Mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, and 5 and
in Adjacent Waters to the West and South Within Statistical Area 6, adopted at the Twenty-Fifth Annual
Meeting (June 1975 Meeting Proceedings No. 16, page 257), be replaced by the following:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the taking or possession
of mackerel, Saornber soombrus L., less than 10 inches (25 cm), measured from the tip of the snout
to the end of the tail fin, by persons under their jurisdiction, except as provided below, in
Subareas 3, 4, and 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south within
Statistical Area 6.

"2. That the Contracting Governments may permit perSOns under their jurisdiction to take mackerel
less than 10 inches (25 cm), measured as specified in paragraph 1 above, so long as such persons
do not have in possession on board a vessel engaged in fishing for sea fish or in the treatment
of sea fish mackerel under this size limit in an amount exceeding 10 percent by weight, or 25
percent by count, of all mackerel on board the vessel caught in the areas specified in paragraph
1 above which can be identified as to size at the time of inspection.

"3. Should it be observed during an inspection under the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement
that a person is taking mackerel less than 10 inches (25 cm) in excessive amounts during the first
48 hours of fishing since entering the fishery within the areas specified in paragraph 1 ahove,
the inspector shall note this fact on the Report of Inspection and bring it to the attention of
the master. Such observation in itself shall not be considered an infringement. 1I
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1. Due to the enforced absence of the Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK), the Vice-Chairman, Mr D.H. Wallace
(USA), was appointed to the chair. Representatives of all Member Countries were present.

2. The Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, Part B) was adopted.

3. The Report of STACTIC (Proc. 2) with Proposals (1) for amendments to paragraphs 1 and 5(v) of the
Scheme of Joint International Enforcement (Proc , 2, Appendix II) and (2) for amendment of the Management
of Quota Regulations (Proc. 2, Appendix III), and Resolutions (1) regarding the reporting and review of
infringements and their disposition (Proc. 2, Appendix I, Annex 3) and (2) regarding withdrawl of authoriza
tion to fish (Prac. 2. Appendix I, Annex 4) were adopted unanimously, with the delegate of UK voting 'yes'
but formally wishing to reserve his Government's approval of the amendment to paragraph 5(v) of Proposal (1)
because of possible legal difficulties.

4. The Reports of the Ceremonial Opening (P'roc , 3) and the First Plenary Session (Proc , 4) were adopted.

s. The Report of Panel A (Seals) (Proc. 6) with Proposal (4) regarding regulation of the harp and hooded
seal fisheries (Proc. 6, Appendix III) and Resolution (3) relating to early implementation of Proposal (6)
(Proc. 6, Appendix IV) were adopted.

6. The Report of Panel S (Proc. 7) with Proposals (5) for regulation of the fishery for herring in Div. SZ
of Subarea S and Statistical Area 6 (Proc. 7, Appendix I) and (6) for regulation of the herring fishery in
Div. SY of Subarea 5 (Proc. 7, Appendix II) were adopted with the delegate of FRG abstaining and the delegate
of Portugal absent.

7. The Report of Panel 4 (Proc. 8) with Proposal (7) for regulation of the fisheries for herring in Div.
4VWX of Subarea 4 (Froc. 8, Appendix I) were adopted.

8. The Report of a Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 (Proc. 9) with Proposals (8) for herring size limit
regulation in Subareas 4 and 5 (Proc. 9, Appendix I) and (9) for mackerel size limit regulation in Subareas
3, 4, and 5 (Proc. 9, Appendix II) were adopted.

9. Cuban Resolution. The Chairman drew attention to a request by the delegate of Cuba to have Member
Governments to take into account in the conduct of surveillance that Cuban vessels, because of difficulties
in supply of netting, will be able to comply with the Commission's regulations regarding mesh of nets after
1 July 1976. The Plenary agreed unanimously to adopt Resolution (4) relating to the application of the
Commission's regulations on the mesh of nets to Cuba (Appendix I).

10. The Plenary recessed at 1210 hrs, 26 January, to await the decisions of Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3,
and 4.

11. The Plenary reconvened at 1830 hrs, 26 January.

12. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3, and 4 (Proc. 5) with Proposal (3) for regulation of fishing
effort on groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 (Proc. 5, Appendix II) was adopted, with the under
standing that the proposal would be reviewed at the 1976 Annual Meeting. The delegate of Iceland wished it
recorded that it is the view of the Government of Iceland that the coastal state has the sovereign rights
over the exploitation of the living resources within a zone of up to 200 miles. Moreover, the Icelandic
Government has reservations with regard to the establishment of a quota system and allocations under it as
contained in the proposal and already explained. With these reservations and, in view of the overriding
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necessity to reduce the fishing effort for adequate conservation of the stocks in the areas concerned,
Iceland abstained with regard to Proposal (3) as a whole. The delegate of Spain wished it recorded that
Spain has included in the individual vessel's licence the days which each vessel asking to fish in Subareas
2, 3, aod 4 is permitted to fish in any of the five areas in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 by dividing the total
fishing days allocated to the five areas among the total of the vessels allowed to fish. However, these
days are only estimates as some of the vessels may not appear in the area or, for various reasons, they may
spend less time in the area than their licences record. Therefore, ICNAF inspectors are asked to take into
account these facts if they find that a vessel has been fishing in a particular area for a longer period
than that recorded in the licence and which is, as mentioned above, only an estimate.

13. Adjournment. The Chairman, Mr D.H. Wallace (USA), expressed his appreciation for the diligence and
dedicated effort demonstrated by all delegations in coming to grips with the complex and important matters
before the meeting. The delegate of Canada strongly endorsed the Chairman's words and expressed the appre
ciation of the Canadian delegation for their persistence and determination to reach a decision on all matters.
He expressed his gratitude, on behalf of the meeting participants, to the Vice-Chairman of the Commission for
chairing the final Plenary Session and bringing the meeting to a successful close. The delegate of Bulgaria
expressed his appreciation for the understanding attitude from all for the Bulgarian problem. The delegate
of Italy extended his Government's greetings and its hope that the delegates had enjoyed their stay in Rome.
The delegate of Cuba said his Government looked forward to hosting the 1976 Annual Meeting in Havana and to
presenting an atmosphere conducive to rapid and good solutions to the Commission's problems. There being
no other business, the Eighth Special Meeting of the Commission was adjourned at 1845 hrs, 26 January 1976.
A press notice covering the decisions of the Eighth Special Meeting is at Appendix II.
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(4) Resolution Relating to the Application of the Commission's Regulations on the Mesh of Nets to Cuba

The Commission

Having Noted the statement of the delegation of Cuba that difficulties in supply make it impossible
for all Cuban vessels fishing in Subareas 2 and 3 to comply with the regulations of the International
Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries regarding the mesh of nets before 1 July 1976;

Notes that the authorities of Cuba will not require compliance with those regulations in Subareas 2
and 3 by Cuban vessels until 1 July 1976;

Requests Member Governments to take this into account in the conduct of inspections under the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement.
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1. The Eighth Special Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF)
was held at FAD, Rome, Italy, during 21-26 January 1976, under the chairmanship of Mr E. Gillett (UK). About
105 representatives attended from all 18 Member Countries as follows: Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Denmark, France.
Federal Republic of Germany. German Democratic Republic, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Spain, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, and United States of America. Observers
were present from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAD). Cuba became the 18th
Member of the Commission in November 1975 and was accorded a special welcome.

2. Subjects covered

The main purpose of the meeting was to consider a number of matters deferred from the June 1975 Annual
Meeting and the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting: (a) establish total allowable catches (TACs) and
national quotas for 1976 in respect of two herring stocks in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, and review the
conservation measures for two herring stocks in Subarea 4; (b) review, and revise if necessary, the minimum
size limit regulations for herring in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6, and mackerel in Subareas 3, 4,
and 5 and Statistical Area 6; (c) further consider the matter of fishing effort reduction on groundfish
stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4; (d) consider further improvement to the Commission1s Scheme of Joint Inter
national Enforcement of the fishery regulations; and (e) consider the conservation measures for harp and
hooded seals for 1976.

3. Scientific and technical advice

The Commission's Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) met during 12-16 January 1976
to review the state of the herring stocks in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6 and the scientific aspects
of effort reduction meaSures for Subareas 2, 3, and 4, and submitted a comprehensive report on these subjects.
Meetings of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC) were held during 19-26 January 1976 and
submitted a report on proposals for improving the enforcement of the Commission1s fishery regulations.

4. Herring catch limitations

(a) The Commission agreed to regulations setting a TAC of 60,000 metric tons for herring in ICNAF
Division 52 and Statistical Area 6 (Georges Bank and Middle Atlantic area) for 1976. A compromise agreement
set the TAC at 30,000 metric tons for the period 1 January to 30 June 1976 and provided national allocations
as follows:

Bulgaria 500 met~ic tons Japan 500 metric tons
Canada 1,000 " " Poland 4,000 " "
Cuba 500 " " Romania 500 " "
France 500 " " USSR 4,000 " "
Federal Republic of Germany 4,000 " " U~ 9,400 " "
German Democratic Republic 4,000 " " Others 100 "

The agreement also included the prohibition of a directed fishery in this period except with purse seiners or
vessels less than 110 feet in length, a limitation of 7.5% of herring caught incidentally in other fisheries,
primarily mackerel and hake, constraints on future TACs to prevent further declines and to rebuild the stock,
and national allocation of catch for the final six-month period of 1976 at the 1976 Annual Meeting. The TAC
and allocations become effective immediately.

(b) The Commission agreed to a TAC of 7,000 metric tons for herring in ICNAF Division 5Y (Gulf of Maine)
for 1976 and the allocations to Canada of 950 metric tons, UBA 6,000 metric tons, and Others 50 metric tons.
These amounts may be adjusted at the 1976 Annual Meeting. The TAC and allocations become effective immediately.

(c) The Commission agreed to allow revision of the TAC and allocations for herring in ICNAF Divisions
4VWX (Nova Scotia Bank and Bay of Fundy) at the 1976 Annual Meeting, following failure to reach agreement on
adjustments to the TAC and allocations as provided for by the 1975 Annual Meeting.

5. Herring and mackerel size limitation

The Commission agreed to revisions to the herring and mackerel size limitation regulations to provide
exemption clauses which would be more enforceable.
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6. Groundfish effort reduction in Subareas 2. 3, and 4

The Commission agreed to modification of the table allocating national fishing effort for groundfish
off the Canadian Atlantic coast adopted at the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting (Table 1) and to
revision of the governing regulation to make it clearer to deal with three countries (Bulgaria. Iceland. and
Italy) not given specific allocations, and to deal with the applicability of the allocation for "Others".

7. Management of international catch quota regulations

The Commission agreed to an amendment to the Catch Quota Management regulation which would allow adjust
ments to be made in national allocations in case of over-fishing of catch quotas.

8. Improvements to the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement

The Commission agreed to

(a) an addition to the Scheme to require any Member Country having at any time 15 or more fishing vessels
in the ICNAF Area to have an inspector or designated authority in the Member Country adjoining the
area to receive and respond to notices of infringement;

(b) a revision to the Scheme requiring immediate action in case of infringements. including cessation
of illegal fishing, authority for the foreign inspector to remain aboard to safeguard evidence by
agreement with the national inspector or designated authority, and conditions on resuming fishing;

(c) a resolution requesting fuller reporting on infringements and detailed analysis and recommendations
by the Commission's Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC) to the Commission's
Annual Meetings;

(d) a resolution requesting review of national legislation with a view to action at the 1976 Annual
Meeting on withdrawal of ICNAF registration for vessels infringing the regulation.

9. Seal conservation

The Commission agreed to TAGs and national allocations for harp and hooded seals in the "Gulf ll and "Frane'
Areas for 1976. The TAG for harp seals was set at 127.100 with a Canadian allcoation of 52,333, a Norwegian
allocation of 44.667. an estimated 30,000 to be caught in the indigenous non-mobile fisheries, and an unallo
cated amount of 100. The TAG for hooded seals was set at 15,100 with a Canadian allocation of 6,000. a Norwe
gian allocation of 9,000, and an unallocated amount of 100.

The Commission agreed to a resolution requesting implementation of the harp and hooded seal proposals
by 12 March 1976.

10. Cuban adherence to mesh regulations

The Commission agreed to a resolution which recognized the inability of the new Member Country, Cuba, to
comply with the mesh-size regulations in Subareas 2 and 3 (Labrador and Newfoundland areas) before 1 July
1976.

11. 1976 Annual Meeting

The 1976 Annual Meeting of the Commission will be held, by kindness of the Cuban Government, in Havana,
Cuba, from 8 to 23 June 1976, to be preceded by meetings of the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics
(STACRES), the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC). and the Scientific Advisers to the
Panels from 31 May through 5 June 1976.

19 February 1976
Office of the Secretariat
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada
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Table 1. Integral part of Proposal (3) for International Regulation of Fishing

Effort for Groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area,

adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

in Plenary Session on 26 January 1976

NATIONAL ~LOCATIONS OF FISHINC EFFORT
(DAYS FISHING)

FOR 1976

Vessel Area
Country tonnage Gear SA2+3K 3LNO 3M 3P 4VWX

Canada l 150- 499.9 OT (1600) (2200) (5100)
150- 499.9 MWT (50) (100)
150- 499.9 LL (150) (50) (200)
500- 999.9 OT (1200) (7100) (500) (1500) (2400)
500- 999.9 MWT (100) (100)

Cuba > 2000 OT 250 450 225 810

Denmark 150- 499.9 OT
150- 499.9 LL 540 1500 85 140
500- 999.9 OT 306 83 100 75 125
500- 999.9 MWT 17 33

France l 150- 499.9 OT (108) (288) (102)
1000"1999.9 OT (411) (269) (105) (109) (492)

Federal Republic 1000-1999.9 OT 123 6 3
of Germany > 2000 OT 802 44 17

German Democratic 500- 999.9 OT 682 38
Republic 1000-1999.9 OT

1000-1999.9 MWT
> 2000 OT 234 30
> 2000 MWT

Japan 1000-1999.9 OT 1 1 18
> 2000 OT 78 31 179

Norway 150- 499.9 OT
150- 499.9 LL 300 135 288 304 250
500- 999.9 OT 130 14
500- 999.9 LL

1000-1999.9 OT

Poland 1000-1999.9 OT
> 2000 OT 1535 300 80

Portugal 500- 999.9 GN 483 8 2
1000-1999.9 OT 1496 1362 592 24 35
1000-1999.9 GN 527 9 5

> 2000 OT 589 527 266 5 19

Romania > 2000 OT 80 80 25 35

Spain2 150- 499.9 PT 215 2136 40 408 3/,1
500- 999.9 PT 183 1818 34 349 288

1000-1999.9 OT 558 302 82 105 116
1000-1999.9 PT 22 202 14 43 33

USSR 150- 499.9 OT 563 23 172 53
500- 999.9 OT 14 94 7 6 108

1000-1999.9 OT
> 2000 OT 3505 10'iJ 736 154 3425
> 2000 MWT 343 662
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Table - continued

NATIONAL ALLOCATIONS OF FISHING EFFORT
(DAYS FISHING)

FOR 1976

Vessel Area
Country tonnage Gear SA2+3K 3LNO 3M 3P 4VWX

UK 500- 999.9 OT
1000-1999.9 OT 616 246 370

USA1 ISO- 499.9 OT (1883)
150- 499.9 MWT (81)

Bulgaria, Iceland, 100 100 100 100 200and Italy3

Others GN 20 20

Figures in brackets ( ) are estimated only; include estimated fishing days outside
the Convention Area.

2 Figures for the PT gear categories are for days fishing by pairs of trawlers.

3 Allocation for Bulgaria, Iceland, and Italy as a group =, days fished per effort
management area, irrespective of vessel tonnage or gear used.

DEFINITIONS OF ABBREVIATIONS

OT = otter trawl
MWT = midwater trawl
LL longline
PT = pair trawl
GN gill net.
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Report of Meetings of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACIle)

Monday, 31 May, 1415 hra
Tuesday, 1 June, 1015 hra
Tuesday, 1 June, 1400 hrs

Wednesday, 2 June, 1010 hra
Wednesday, 2 June, 1550 hrs

Monday, 21 June, 0950 hra

1. Opening. The meeting of STACTle was opened by the Chairman, Mr W.G. Gordon (USA).

2. Participants. Delegates of all Member Countries were present, except Bulgaria, France, Iceland, Italy,
Portugal, and Romania. Denmark was represented by its delegate to STACRES.

3. Rapporteur. LCDR T. Nunes (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

4. Agenda. The Agenda, as circulated in advance by the Secretariat, was adopted.

5. Consideration of Scheme of Joint International Enforcement

(a) The Chairman invited attention to Agenda Items 5(a) Present Status of Implementation of the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement, and 5(b) Status of Withdrawal of Reservations to the Scheme, suggesting
that the delegates also review the situation with respect to enforcement activities in Statistical Areas 0
and 6. The delegate of USA indicated that the USA participated fully in the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement. The delegate of UK indicated that British vessels still continue to accept voluntarily inter
national inspection under the Joint Enforcement Scheme in Statistical Areas 0 and 6, while such inspections
in the Convention Area have full statutory authority. The delegates of USSR and Spain indicated that they
would be prepared to comment on their country's participation later in the meeting. The delegate of Poland
had no remarks. The delegate of Norway indicated that Norway has fully implemented the Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement. The delegate of Japan indicated that Japan would be sending inspection officers
and inspection vessels to the ICNAF Area: Mr Tadashi Hozumi (5 March-B May 1976) aboard the Zao-maru; MI
Tatsuki Nagai (2 June-l2 August 1976) aboard the Okuni-maru; one inspector (Januarr-March 1977) aboard an
unspecified vessel. The delegate of GDR indicated no changes. The delegate of PRG indicated that he thought
the Federal Republic of Germany had done everything that was expected. There had been no implementation in
Statistical Area 0 since it was the PRG understanding that this area did not exist in the Convention. Inter
national inspection in Subareas 1 to 5 and Statistical Area 6 had been implemented. The delegate of Denmark
indicated that inspectors were being appointed in Greenland. The delegate of Canada, referring to ICNAF
Circular Letter 76/37, indicated that Canada was not yet in a position to accept mandatory inspections in
Statistical Area 6. He added that since Canadians fish there so seldom, he doubted if it made any difference.
The delegate of USSR indicated that the status of USSR participation as indicated in Circular Letter 76/37
was correct. The delegate of PRG, referring to Circular Letter 76/37, suggested that the document could be
improved. The remarks were unclear and might even be confusing. The Chairman asked all countries having
remarks shown in Circular Letter 76/37 to advise the Executive Secretary if any need for clarification.
There being no additional remarks or comments, the Chairman indicated that Items 5(a) and 5(b)1 of the Agenda
had been covered by the preceding discussion.

(b) The Chairman then drew attention to Agenda Item 5(c), Reports of Cooperative Enforcement, and
asked for brief remarks from those countries which may have participated in such activity. The delegate of
Canada indicated that, in 1975, Canada accommodated Spanish inspectors on board Canadian inspection vessels.
Eleven cooperative inspections were conducted by Spain and Canada. More inspections were planned but were
hampered by bad weather and the limited availability of fishing vessels to be inspected. Canada was very
pleased with the effort and hoped to participate in further cooperative inspections.

(c) The Chairman then drew attention to Agenda Item 5(d), Plans for Participation in Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement, Including Nationally-Designated Authorities to Receive and Respond to Notices of
Infringements, calling for the designation of persons, changes, suggestions, and comments. The delegate of
Denmark indicated that the appointment of someone in Greenland would serve the purpose of a nationally
designated authority to receive and respond to notices of infringements in Greenland waters. The delegate

1 Note by Executive Secretary: Romania has still not formally withdrawn her reservation to the Scheme •
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of Spain indicated that Spain expected to send someone to be stationed in Canada in the near future who
would act 8S the Spanish designated authority. The delegate of Norway reported that Mr Rolf Tro11e Andersen
of the Norwegian Embassy in Canada had been appointed temporarily for this purpose. The delegate of FRG
asked that Mr Dehde's name be deleted from Annex B of Circular Letter 76/37 since he had retired. A successor
would be appointed. The FRG had been considering whether it was wise to have an inspection authority on the
western side of the Atlantic, and had explored the feasibility of having this function performed by Consular
Offices in USA and Canada but concluded that there would be no advantage to such appointments as the Consular
Offices, in any case, would have to contact Bonn before they could assume responsibility for any action.
The delegate of USSR indicated that, previously, the Chief of Joint Expeditions in the ICNAF Area had been
designated to receive and respond to notices of infringements, however, USSR will soon provide the ICNAF
Secretariat with the name of a permanently-designated authority who will be located in Halifax. The delegate
of Cuba indicated that Mr Amaro Riesgo of the Foreign Affairs Department of the Fisheries Ministry had been
designated the Cuban authority.

Cd) Having completed Agenda Item 5(d), and noting that some delegates had already responded to Item
5(e), Reports of Those Ready for Mandatory Inspections in Statistical Areas 0 and 6, the Chairman asked for
additional reports. The delegate of Canada commented that revisions to the Enforcement Scheme made at the
January 1976 Meeting did amend the Inspection Scheme to apply to Statistical Areas 0 and 6 though the revised
Scheme has not yet entered into force. The delegate of Cuba indicated that Cuba was ready to accept mandatory
inspection in Statistical Area 6. The delegate of Spain stated that Spain accepted inspection in Statistical
Area 6 on a mandatory basis and could accept inspection in Statistical Area 0 even though not fishing in the
Area. The delegate of FRG asked where the definition of Statistical Area 0 could be found. The Executive
Secretary replied that the Area was defined in the ICNAF Statistical Bulletin and Redbook. The Chairman
suggested that the area definition for Statistical Area 0 be incorporated into the next revision to the
ICNAF Handbook.

6. The Chairman, referring to Agenda Item 6, Review of Annual Return of Inspections! Infringements! and
Disposition of Infringements for 1974 and 1975, noted that the document normally available for this item
had been delayed and would be available soon. The Chairman. with the agreement of the delegates, set aside
Agenda Item 6 until such time as the document became available.

7. The Chairman moved to Agenda Item 7, Review of Notification by Nationals of Vessels Engaging in Fisheries
Research, noting that this item stems from Proposal (1) agreed at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The delegate of
Canada expressed regret and said Canada would soon submit the required data. The delegate of Cuba indicated
that Cuba was in a similar position to Canada; Cuba planned to submit data on either 31 Mayor 1 June 1976.
The delegate of Denmark was unsure if the information had been passed to ICNAF. but if it had not, it would
soon be communicated. The delegate of FRG, unsure of his Government's transmission of information, queried
the Executive Secretary who indicated that FRG had submitted the data. The delegate of GDR reported having
submitted the required data in December 1975. The delegates of Japan and Norway reported that information
had been submitted. The delegate of Poland reported that the Polish research vessel Wieazno was conducting
fishing surveys in accordance with the ICNAF program for Subarea 5 and would give early notification of
future cruises. The delegate of Spain noted that Spain, unfortunately. had no research vessels operating
in the Convention Area. The delegate of USSR reported that data had been submitted. The delegate of UK
reported that his Government had submitted data and that no vessels were available to conduct research in
the ICNAF Convention Area. The delegate of USA reported that the USA had submitted a detailed report
including sailing orders, research objectives, and potential results. All US Government research vessels
in the ICNAF Area were included in the detailed report. Information concerning privately-owned vessels
would be provided when available.

8. The Chairman turned to Agenda Item 8, Review of Registration by Nationals of Vessels Engaging in
Fishing or Treatment of Sea Fish, noting that this item stems from Proposal (3) agreed at the September 1975
Special Commission Meeting. The Executive Secretary, at the request of the Chairman, reported that Bulgaria,
Cuba, France, FRG, GDR, Italy, Japan, Norway, Romania, Spain, USSR, UK, and USA had submitted registration
information. The delegate of Canada indicated that a report was in progress and would soon be ready. The
Chairman urged those countries currently working on reports to submit them as soon as practicable since they
were an important source for identifying those countries fishing and what their target species were.

9. Introducing Agenda Item 9, Review of National Reports of Status of their Legislation Regarding Authoriz
ation for Suspension or Revocation of Vessels' Authorization to Fish in the Convention Area and Statistical
Areas 0 and 6 upon Conviction of Certain Serious or Aggravated Infringements, the Chairman noted that, since
no formal report had been requested, each Member Country should report on potential national legislation.
The delegate of USA reviewed US domestic legislation which required all vessels to be licensed and registered
to fish. Certain basic rules existed with civil and criminal sanctions. Revocation of licences bas been
provided for conviction of violation of the regulations. The delegate of UK briefed the delegates on legis
lation whereby ICNAF regulations were adopted nationally, and on the penalties which might be imposed by
the Courts for contravention of this legislation. The Courts had no power to order revocation of fishing
licences. Ministers of the Crown might revoke licences when catch quotas bad been overrun or when any of
the conditions attached to the licence had been infringed, but could not revoke licences as additional
punishment for the same offence. If the offender had already been dealt with by the Courts, no further
action would be taken. He added that the UK had reviewed its measures for implementing its ICNAF obligations,
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and the relevant legislation, and was satisfied that present penalties were adequate but had and will keep
such matters continually under review. The delegate of USSR indicated that all USSR vessels in the ICNAF
Area were registered in accordance with existing regulations. Each vessel had an appropriate document of
such registration. Masters of vessels at sea receive orders from the Chief of Joint Expeditions in the
ICNAF Area. The delegate of USA added that, in certain cases, imprisonment was provided for in their domestic
law. The delegate of Spain reported that, since January 1976, Spanish vessels had been required to have a
licence to fish in the ICNAF Area. In a few days, Spain will have issued an order that included all points
discussed by STACTIC at the January 1976 Special Commission Meeting including logbook falsification. Licence
revocation would be provided for vessel infringements. This order would be published in 8-15 days. The
delegate of Poland reported that the Polish authorities had been preparing necessary modifications to many
aspects of their existing national legislation; among the aspects were registration of vessels~ basic changes
to logbooks which would include many of the new requirements aimed mainly at better data collection~ adapting
the logbooks to computer data processing and introducing modifications for cumulative reporting. etc •• and
penalties for various kinds of violations. All the above-mentioned items needed more serious consideration
for effectiveness. Poland would submit information immediately after the work had been completed. The dele
gate of Norway indicated that. under Norwegian law. revocation (suspension) of licences could not be accom
plished by an administrative process. Norway had planned revised legislation that would provide for adminis
trative revocation (suspension) of licences. The delegate of Japan reviewed provisions of Japanese law.
Revocation of licences was provided for distant-water. large-scale trawl fishing in other than the Bering Sea
and the Northeast Pacific. The licensing system provided for licences for designated fisheries. Licences
were not granted in any case where an applicant was ineligible. i.e •• where an applicant was conspicuously
neglectful of adhering to the spirit of fisheries laws or ordinances. Restrictions and conditions might be
imposed on any licence and were required in certain cases. Licences might be revoked, suspended. or altered
under the following conditions: a licensee ceased to be eligible; violation of fishery laws or ordinances;
if any fishery had been suspended for one year from the date of issuance. or for two consecutive years; in
the public interest. A public hearing was required prior to revocation. setting restrictions or conditions.
Various laws provided for the restrictions and/or prohibitions being established concerning fishing areas,
seasons~ fishing gear. closed areas~ etc. The following penalties/sanctions might be imposed: suspension.
revocation. alteration~ restrictions on licences. Only the Minister of Agriculture and Forestry had authority
to impose administrative penalties. It was impossible under Japanese law that an ICNAF decision could auto
matically be linked with revocation or suspension of liceRces. The application of legal penalties must be
decided by the Courts. The indication of an alleged violation by any inspector might be adopted as evidence
by a Court~ however. no Court was thereby required to render a specific judgement. The delegate of GDR
reported that. in accordance with the ICNAF document~ his Government had had specific regulations in force
since 10 March 1976. The delegate of FRG indicated that national legislation generally parallelled ICNAF
regulations. In the licensing procedure, the Minister reserved the right to revoke a licence if all obliga
tions under national orders and decrees were not fulfilled. An infraction of ICNAF regulations~ as with
German law. was subject to a fine~ but not imprisonment. The delegate of Cuba reserved official comment
indicating that Cuba had recently adopted a new Constitution. Serious changes in Cuban legal and adminis
trative orders were contemplated as a result of their new Constitution. The Minister of Fisheries had signed
several resolutions regarding the Commission regulations and every vessel master had received these resolu
tions. Seminars had also been conducted on the fishing grounds by inspectors to ensure that everyone was
acquainted with the regulations. Cuba would rather impose penalties on persons than upon vessels. The
delegate of Canada indicated that Canadian law prOVided that the Minister might issue. sU8pend~ or revoke
licences. This applied to ICNAF regulations. Fines and/or imprisonment were provided for under Canadian law.
Imprisonment was rarely imposed for violations. The delegate of Denmark indicated that, under present Danish
law~ revocation (suspension) of licences could not be accomplished administratively. As regards penalties.
present legislation only provided for fines and confiscation~ not imprisonment. Introduction of a minimum
penalty system would be against basic principles in Danish legislation. according to which Courts should be
limited only by maximum penalty levels. The Chairman suggested that any additions by other delegates to
this item might be made to the Rapporteur.

10. The Chairman moved to Agenda Item lO~ Proposal for Transfer of Inspectors by Helicopter, noting that
this proposal had been made by Canada. The delegate of Canada requested deferral of this item to 1 June 1976
and hoped to have a revised document available at that time.

11. STACTlC recessed at 1520 hrs. 31 May 1976.

12. The meeting of STACTlC reconvened at 1015 hrs. 1 June 1976. with delegates of all Member Countries.
except Bulgaria. Denmark. France, Iceland. Italy~ Portugal. and Romania. present. The Chairman called atten
tion to Comm.Doc. 76/VI/34, "Translations of the Questionnaire and Report of Inspection". prepared 1 May 1976
by the Secretariat. The Chairman noted that the Enforcement Committee of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries
Commission (NEAFC). at a meeting held in London in April 1976. contemplated various changes to the NEAFc
Scheme of International Joint Enforcement which would be substantially different from the ICNAF Scheme. The
delegates expressed interest in receiving a paper to be produced by the Chairman highlighting the proposed
changes (see Comm.Doc. 76/VI/59).
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13. The Chairman reopened discussion of Agenda Item lO~ Proposal for Transfer of Inspectors by Helicopter.
The delegate of Canada reviewed the Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/Vr!36) concerning the landing of ICNAF
inspectors aboard vessels by helicopter, emphasizing that the proposed procedures were designed to minimize
possible misunderstandings. The delegate of UK questioned whether the procedures outlined in the Canadian
proposal conformed with those adopted by the Intergovernmental Maritime Consultive Organization (IMCO).
The delegate of Canada understood that no applicable lMCO standard existed. Canada published annual heli
copter vessel hoist procedures for use in search aod rescue (SAR) incidents and this proposal had been
designed along lines similar to the SAR procedures. The delegate of Canada~ when asked if the Canadian
en 124 helicopter was equipped with VHF-FM radio, replied that the aircraft currently had limited VHF-AM
capability and that no plans existed for the installation of VHF-FM equipment. The delegate of USA stated
that the USA found 2182 KHZ a difficult frequency on which to communicate between ships and aircraft at
close range. The utilization of VHF-PM Channel 16 with a shift to an appropriate working frequency prOVided
nearly ideal communications. VHF-FM had limited power output and did not use a long wire antenna. The
delegate of Canada indicated that the present Scheme of Joint Enforcement applied in the Convention Area
outside national fisheries limits. It followed~ therefore~ that upon extension of fisheries jurisdiction
by coastal states, the Scheme would not apply within the 200-mile fishing zones. Canada believed there
would be a continuing need for multilateral cooperation, including joint enforcement in the management of
stocks beyond the 20G-mi1e limit. The Scheme developed over the past years within ICNAF had been a useful
one and it would playa vital part in the future with relation to the stocks beyond the 2004mile limit.
Impending jurisdictional changes would soon affect the geographical area in which the Scheme applied.
Nevertheless, with a view to the future, STACTIC must continue its efforts to bring about further improvement
in this valuable Scheme. It was also possible that with extended jurisdiction~ elements of the present ICNAF
Scheme could be incorporated into procedures established by coastal states. The delegate of USA questioned
whether the intent was to provide for helicopter operations in ice-infested waters or whether the proposal
goes beyond areas where ice conditions exist, thereby changing the tone of the proposal. The delegate of
Canada responded that it was never Canada's intention to limit the use of helicopters for boarding to ice
infested waters only. Most of Canada's inspection vessels were not helicopter equipped~ thereby limiting
their means of transporting an inspector(s) to the use of boats. Several Canadian vessels, however, were
helicopter equipped. Cases might arise where it might be more appropriate and/or safer to transport inspectors
by helicopter. Canada proposed that no conditions be placed upon the circumstances when helicopters would be
used. The delegate of FRG asked where~ in the Scheme of ~oint International Enforcement, it was mentioned
that the Scheme only applies beyond coastal state jurisdiction. The delegate of Canada drew attention to
the wording of Proposal (1) adopted by the Commission on 14 June 1974 (1974 Meeting Proceedings No.4,
Appendix I, Annex 1, page 128) which revised the Scheme of Joint Enforcement. The proposal states that
the Scheme was established "for international control outside national fishery limits". Past practice had
also been that the Scheme did not apply within the l2-mile fishery zone of coastal states. He indicated
that Canada did not wish to discourage improvements to the Scheme. Canada believed that the helicopter
proposal was an improvement and hoped that it would be approved. The Chairman noted that the ICNAF Handbook
indicates that the ICNAF Convention only applies outside a coastal state's fishery jurisdiction (Article I~

page 2). The delegate of UK indicated that the Protocol to amend paragraphs 5 and 8 of Article VIII of the
Convention, adopted 19 December 1969, provided that the Commission might make proposals for international
control on the high seas. The delegate of FRG, in reply to Canada and UK~ indicated that FRG does not
recognize unilaterally-extended jurisdictions such as economic zones or fishery limits of 200 miles. In
any case, FRG would want the so-called economic zones as part of the high seas.

The Chairman asked the delegates to comment on the proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/36J for the use of heli
copters. The delegate of USA questioned the adoption of the signals set out in Appendix B to the proposal
and their method of implementation. Such signals were adequately covered in the International Code of
Signals. Adoption of new signals could create a parallel, confusing set of signals. Other questions were:
How could an inspector on an inspecting aircraft establish a vessel's failure to permit him to board? How
could it be established that signals had been received by a vessel? What was the distinction between the
helicopter captain's decision to attempt such a boarding and that of a vessel master to accept the attempt?
What was the difference between refusal to allow boarding in accordance with the Scheme and refusal to allow
boarding based upon safety considerations from the vessel master's viewpoint, particularly, when effective
communication had not been established? These points required additional discussion for clarification.
The delegate of Canada indicated that these concerns also applied in the use of a surf boat. An apparent
infringement report would be required for refusal to allow boarding, and it was not Canada's intention to
prejudge when infringements had taken place. There was no change from the principles employed in boarding
by boat. The delegate of UK said that he shared the concerns of USA. Possible confusion might result due
to inadequate communications and/or duplication of signals. He proposed that, subject to the approval of
the delegates, a working group consider the proposal. The delegate of GDR said he could accept the proposal
in principle. He questioned the procedure requiring that the electrical power to the vessel antennae be
turned off, and noted that a master might choose an area of the vessel that did not require turning off
antennae power. A vessel might, for safety purposes~ be required to make sudden course and speed changes.
Since the vessel master was responsible for the safety of his vessel~ it was important that this matter be
clarified. The delegate of Canada indicated that one of the bases of the proposal was that the vessel master
and the helicopter captain would mutually agree upon the transfer point aboard the vessel. The point taken
by the GDR was valid in that a vessel might be required to change course and speed in the ice. Canada
believed that the vessel master's responsibility was clearly defined. The master was free, under the propos
al~ to change course and speed. It might be that the inspection could not take place due to the exigencies
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of the moment but it was hoped that common sense 9 good seamanship, and good airmanship would prevail as
the safety of all involved was paramount. No known incident had resulted in jeopardizing either a Canadian
inspector or a vessel and/or crew member. The delegate of Norway agreed with the proposal, in principle,
and with the establishment of a working group, as recommended by UK, to resolve the difficulties exposed
during the discussion. The delegate of Canada supported fully the UK proposal. The Chairman, noting con
sensus for the establishment of a working group to refine the helicopter proposal, asked Canada to provide
a Chairman for the Working Group which should report to STACTIC at its next session. The USA and UK agreed
to participate with Canada on the Working Group.

14. The Chairman drew attention toCoDDll.Doc. 76/VI/29 1 "Notea by the USA Concerning Enforcement Issues".
The delegate of USA indicated that additional comments with respect to Agenda Item III Proposals for New
and More Effective Measures of Control under the Schemel would be reserved for later.

15. The delegate of FRG asked if the USA could give its interpretation of the application of the Scheme of
International Enforcement in 1977. The delegate of USA said that he had not found any problems with the
Canadian statement. Additional comments would be reserved.

16. STACTIC recessed at 1120 hrs l 1 June.

17. STACTIC reconvened at 1400 hrs l I June. The Chairman drew attention to Comm.Doc. 76/Vr/35 1 Memorandum
by the United States Concerning the Keeping of Logbooks - Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of
USA indicated that this was another document in a series concerning the status of compliance with ICNAF
requirements by vessels of Member Countries. A general improvement in compliance had been noted aboard
vessels inspected by US inspectors off the US coast. Each delegation was asked to consider the paper with
respect to its own vessels' performance. The Chairman suggested further discussion concerning the paper
might be held on a bilateral basis with the US delegation.

The delegate of USSR indicated that USSR vessels di~ their best in meeting logbook requirements. Addi
tional detailed information was requested on logbook infractions.so that USSR officials could properly brief
vessel masters and others concerned and ensure such infractions were eliminated to the extent possible. The
Chairman asked the USSR delegation to consult with the US delegation concerning more specific logbook infrac
tion information.

18. The delegate of Canada indicated that the Helicopter Proposal Working Group was making good progress
and that work should be completed later in the day.

19. STACTIC recessed at 1415 hrs, 1 June.

20. STACTIC reconvened at 1010 hrs, 2 June with daLegatee of all Member Countrdee , except Bulgaria, Denmark,
France, Iceland, Italy, and Romania, present. The Chairman called attention to Comm:Doc. 76/VI/17 1 Summary
of Information on Inspections, Infringements, and Disposition of Infringements for 1975, and suggested that
the US memorandum (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/35) concerning logbooks be discussed together with this document. The
delegate of canada reported that Canada had neglected to include information on the disposition of the 1974
cases pending as had been requested. In its report to the 1975 Annual Meeting, Canada had one mesh-size case
outstanding; this had been disposed of, resulting in the imposition of a $200-fine. The delegate of Portugal
indicated that the information in the document was not clear and misleading. Several reports had apparently
not been received by Portugal. He indicated that he would work with the Canadian delegation to clarify
matters. Discard and logbook problems had been resolved in Portugal; only mesh-size difficulties remained,
largely due to misunderstandings about different netting material standards. The Chairman suggested that
the delegates discuss the report on a bilateral basis to clarify relevant issues. The delegate of FRG asked
if the one FRG infringement (logbook discrepancy) reported by the US inspector had been sent to his Govern
ment. The delegate of Canada, commenting on the enforcement activities of Canadian authorities, said some
21 vessels had been cited by Canadian inspectors in 1975 for fishing from the "Others" quota allocation with
out first having notified the ICNAF Secretariat. He expressed concern that, in some cases I the "Others"
quotas were substantially overrun, particularly in the case of Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring, during
the past year. He noted that this type of performance undermined the quota system and if Member Countries
did not comply with the reporting requirements I the quota overrun problems would continue. In September
1975, Canadian inspectors I working with the Secretariat, became aware that the "Others" quota in Div. 5Z +
Statistical Area 6 herring had been reached, and it was only through these joint efforts that the "Others"
quota was closed and a greater quota overrun avoided. The delegate of Japan indicated that Japanese vessels
had caught herring under the "Othe ra" allocation in Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 without prior notification
to the Secretariat. Later they did report to the Secretariat. Meanwhile, a letter was received from Canada
citing the Japanese vessels. On investigation, it was revealed that the difficulty resulted from personnel
changes and misunderstandings of procedures to be followed. However, he believed that Japan was not respons
ible for the overrun of the "Ot.hera" quota of herring in Div. SZ + Statistical Area 6 1 as laD-ton catch
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reports were submitted to the Secretariat without delay from the beginning of the Japanese fishery and the
indication from the Secretariat had been complied with. The Chairman observed that the problem under dis
cussion had been in existence for some time. Countries participating in the 110thers" quota should advise
the Executive Secretary prior to their intended fishing activity and estimate their expected catch. STACTIC
agreed that its concern with this problem should be conveyed to the Panels and the Commission.

21. The Chairman drew attention to the Revised Canadian Proposal for the Utilization of Helicopters in Vessel
Boardings (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/36 Revised) (see Section 13 for previous discussion) which had been revised by the
Working Group with participation of Canada, UK, and USA. The convener of the Working Group, Mr D.R. Bollivar
(Canada), reviewed the revised proposal. The delegate of Portugal asked whether there might not be a need
to provide the vessel master with a greater degree of participation in the decision to undertake a helicopter
boarding. Not only the safety of the personnel boarding the vessel, but also the safety of the vessel and the
aircraft and their crews should be considered. He felt that some provision should be made to give the master
of the vessel some discretion in deciding if it were safe to have his vessel inspected. Clarification was
needed. The delegate of Canada indicated that the proposed procedure had been written from the viewpoint
of the helicopter rather than the vessel. The delegate of Portugal emphasized that, under the accepted
principles of good seamanship, the master's responsibility for the vessel was clear. The master must have
equal authority with the captain of the helicopter in deciding if he could safely accept boarding by heli
copter. There might be times when the master felt circumstances existed where it would be unsafe to permit
an inspection. The Chairman suggested phrase changes to give the aircraft and vessel captains equal authority.
The delegate of Portugal indicated that he would require additional time to study the proposal. The delegate
of USSR said that he could not approve this proposal as he had had no opportunity to consult with helicopter
specialists and experts in his country. Such consultation was important due to space limitations aboard
Soviet vessels caused by much fishing gear and many antennae. Concern was expressed a~out safety considera
tions due to the proposed stoppage of radio transmissions, to the question of adequate deck space to land
the inspector safely, to the possible misunderstanding of communications and signals, and to the difficulty
in ensuring that helicopter lines would not foul. Concern was also expressed about the possible acceptance
of such procedures by vessel masters. The delegate of Canada indicated that decisions taken by ICNAF were
not binding upon any Member State but that a Member State might enter an objection or a reservation. Canada
agreed that Member States should consult with specialists. He noted that the minimum clear space required
for a hoist transfer to a vessel was relatively small, about three meters square, and that if such areas
could not be found aboard a vessel, a transfer would not take place. He discussed the several problems
raised by USSR in an attempt to resolve difficulties. The delegate of UK suggested that inst~uctions to
masters should also include directions to deal with radio transmissions and the discharge of static electri
city from a helicopter. The delegate of USA suggested that ICNAF might consider printing on plastic cards
a standard set of safety precautions, in several languages, dealing with helicopter boarding procedures.
Such a placard could be displayed in the pilot house of fishing vessels. Concern was expressed at the use
of the International Code of Signals (INCO) signal "SQ3" in boardings under the ICNAF Scheme since the signal
might have two meanings depending on whether or not the ICNAF pennant was displayed. Without the ICNAF
pennant, the signal was a command. It was used by the USA to command a vessel to stop, indicating the applic
ation of US law in US jurisdiction. The delegate of USSR indicated that formal objection could be made to
the helicopter proposal since it had not been put forward in advance of the Annual Meeting. He emphasized
that it would not always be possible to turn off electronic equipment aboard fishing vessels. He noted that
the described helicopter hand and other signals adopted from IMCO were intended for rescue operations and
questioned their appropriateness for use in ICNAF boardings. The delegate of GDR sa~d that he could accept
the proposal. However, he requested that the responsibility of vessel masters be clarified. The responsi
bilities of the aircraft captain and vessel master should be clearly delineated so as to avoid problems
between Member States in the event of an accident. He asked if an infringement existed if it were impossible
for an inspection party to board. The master of the vessel should be required to report why a boarding was
not possible. The Chairman asked the Working Group to meet again to incorporate the various comments made
at this session.

22. The Chairman directed attention to Comm.Doc. 76/VI/59 concerning Proposed Changes in the NEAFC Scheme
of International Joint Enforcement. The delegate of Portugal indicated that the proposals were not yet
formal NEAFC recommendations but would be received and discussed at the NEAFC meeting in July 1976. The
Chairman suggested that, since by-catch was a problem in ICNAF, STACTIC might consider if the proposed NEAFC
changes were worth adoption by ICNAF. He also drew attention to the proposed changes for NEAFC with respect
'to the size of vessels which should be required to maintain logbooks and the establishment of a HEAPe inspect
orate. The delegate of Portugal pointed out that the intent of the NEAFC proposal was to zero-in on the by
catch problem. NEAFC shared with ICNAF the difficulties of determining by-catch due to large quantities of
fish being ground into meal making species identification impossible. The proposal concerning an inspectorate
stemmed from the fact that the NEAFC Area was surrounded by coastal states. Nearly all fishermen in NEAFC
were from coastal states, while ICNAF has an unbalanced mix of coastal and distant-water fleets. The delegate
of FRG questioned the meaning of the term "excess landings" on the ICNAF Return of Inspection forms. The
Chairman noted that the definition could be found in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/17. The delegate of Portugal said that
NEAFC felt it was necessary to inspect the catch when it was landed, as it was only at that time that an
infringement for "excess Landdnga" could be firmly established. The delegate of FRG suggested that use of
the term "excess by-catch" might be a more appropriate term. He proposed, as suggested by NEAFC's Enforcement
Committee, a change to the form, allowing for an appropriate transition period. Regarding the size limit of
vessels for which logbooks were required to be kept, he noted that the different pattern of fisheries on the
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two sides of the Atlantic justified different logbook requirements. The delegate of USA proposed that the
NEAFC proposed changes be set aside and that their development be monitored. He indicated that it would be
beneficial to review the "excess by-catch" problem, suggesting that it be explored in another forum. He
said that the USA was opposed to the creation of an ICNAF inspectorate. The delegate of Canada indicated
that canada was prepared to support a change in the form with respect to "excess by-catch" as soon as con
venient. With respect to logbooks, Canada required that the fishing log be maintained on even smaller
vessels than required by ICNAF. Logs were required for Canadian statistical purposes. In Canada's view,
there was no point in changing ICNAF regulations on logbooks. Canada felt that the creation of an ICNAF
inspectorate would, at present, be inappropriate. The Chairman noted that Denmark, on previous occasions,
expressed concern over logbook requirements for smaller vessels due to conditions in Greenland. He further
noted that NEAFC may have peculiar needs and that there may be a need in ICNAF for better excess-landings
data and a category of excess by-catch. The delegate of Porgugal emphasized the differences in the scope
of fishing activity in the NEAFC and ICNAF Areas and drew attention to a paper (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/37) which
he had prepared to explain the differences between the NEAFC and ICNAF Enforcement Schemes. There was
greater control in ICNAF than in NEAFC because of the better balance of coastal states in NEAFC. The
Chairman, noting the consensus to change the ICNAF reporting forms with respect to "excess by-catch" and
"excess landings", requested the Executive Secretary to make the appropriate changes. The delegate of
Portugal noted that there is a distinction between quota infractions and by-catch infractions in the proposed
NEAFC forms.

23. The Chairman drew attention to Agenda Item 11, New and More Effective Measures under the Scheme (corom.
Doc. 76/VI/29). The delegate of USA indicated that the USA intended to explore the possibility of greater
implementation of the observer program. As of now, however, the USA did not propose a programmatic change.
Concerning US enforcement activities, the provisions of the US Fishery Conservation and Management Act of
1976 would become effective 1 March 1977. All countries should have copies of the Act as they were provided
via US Embassies in Member Countries. The USA under its domestic law was required to enforce US regulations.
Under US law, there would be no conflict with the ICNAF Scheme effective 1 March 1977. That law extends US
jurisdiction over the living resources of the sea out to 200 miles from the US coast. The ICNAF Joint Scheme
would cease to apply within that zone. In its place, US enforcement of her domestic law would apply. As of
now, details concerning enforcement procedures, etc., have not been fully developed. A great deal of planning
must be done. Regarding the enforcement of the !lathers" -quotia , the USA noted the difficulties in the past in
the enforcement of these quotas. Non-notification of fishing under the "Ot.hers" quota and the failure to
report catches in 10D-ton increments had clearly been observed by Canadian and US inspectors.· From an enforce
ment standpoint, the Scheme implied a country violation rather than a violation by individual vessels. A more
effective method was needed to charge violations to vessels rather than to countries. If the "Ocher-a" quota
system would not be enforced, then the viability of the system was called into question. Change was needed.
The USA might make proposals to the Panels.

24. STACTIC recessed at 1220 hrs, 2 June.

25. STACTIC reconvened at 1550 hrs, 2 June. The Chairman invited the convener of the Working Group to
discuss the activities of the Group in relation to the helicopter transfer procedure ,(see Section 21 for
previous discussion). The delegate of Canada expressed appreciation to UK, USSR, US and Canadian members
of the Working Group and reviewed the changes made in the Canadian proposal concerning helicopter boardings.
The delegate of Portugal suggested minor clarifications. He stated that the proposed procedures should not
apply in emergency conditions. He was not against the proposal, in principle, but he would have to consult
with vessel masters and helicopter experts in Portugal. The delegate of FRG indicated that he was in a
similar position. He supported the proposal since he was impressed by the film shown at the STACTIC meeting
in Rome and by the additional efforts which had been made in the Working Group to improve the proposed amend
ments to the Scheme of Joint Enforcement. Despite that, the proposal might be subject to objections since
the advice given to him by experts stressed that the helicopter transfer procedure would be dangerous. The
delegate of USSR, in a similar position to Portugal and FRG, indicated that he had no instructions regarding
the proposal from his Government since it had not been received before his arrival at the Montreal meeting.
The proposal was linked with several disciplines other than fishing and should probably be discussed in the
Plenary Session. The Chairman, noting FRG, Portugal and USSR reservations, asked for a consensus to reco~

mend an implementation date for the helicopter procedures to the Commission. Following a request from the
delegate of Portugal for more time for the delegates to study the proposal and to make further suggestions
or objections, STACTIC, having approved the proposal in concept, deferred further discussion and a final
decision to a later session.

26. Under Other Business, the delegate of FRG suggested that, in the future, STACTIC should not meet for
an entire week. The Chairman explained that the present schedule had been set due to long sessions of
STACTIC in the past. The delegate of Cuba stated:

"With your permission, I would like to take this opportunity to draw your attention to some measures
which had been undertaken by our country in order to guarantee that our fishing vessels fully comply
with the regulations already in force by the Commission.
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"At the same time, I must also refer you to some negative actions that have taken place recently during
some inspections carried out by US inspectors on our vessels. Their actions, in our opinion, do not
contribute to developing the basis for the mutual confidence necessary to achieve success in the
enforcement and implementation of the Joint International Scheme of Enforcement.

"previously in this meeting, I had referred you briefly to some of the internal measures we have adopted
in order to achieve the full observance by our fishing captains of the regulations adopted by the Com
mission.

lIThose measures are essentially the following:

"1. We have nominated a National Standing Committee which is in charge of the study and implementation
of the ICNAF regulations, and which is composed of personnel from our fishing fleet, from our
Fisheries Research Center and several Departments of our Ministry.

"2. We have produced a manual containing all the regulations in force by ICNAF for our skippers and
fishermen. That manual has been used in seminars conducted on board fishing vessels on the fishing
grounds in the Northwest Atlantic.

"3. We have introduced standard logbooks on our vessels in order to register all the data required
during inspections, and to be able to comply with the various statistical requirements of the
Commission. Actually, a new version of the logbook is being printed to take into account some
minor changes recOlIDl1ended as a result of the inspections we have undergone.

"4. At present, there are several Ministerial resolutions which will give a mandatory basis for our
domestic enforcement of the ICNAF regulations. At the moment, this objective is achieved by
internal administration dispositions. It is a fact that the results of some of these measures I
am referring to, have been observed by US inspectors and fisheries officials.

"It is also a fact that some of those authorities have expressed to us their recognition for our efforts.

IIIn contradiction with that, the latest inspections conducted by us inspectors have had a different
character which certainly does not contribute to achieving the goals already stated.

"re be specific, the inspection conducted by the US patrol ship Tamaroa on the eleventh of Mayan Cuban
vessel Rio Cauto is an example of this negative procedure. This ship, as related to us by Captain
Dionisio Hernandez, Chief of the Fleet operating in the ICNAF Area and also a Cuban ICNAF inspector,
suffered the following actions which are, by no means, in accordance with any internationally accepted
inspection scheme under the existing law of the sea regime:

"1. This vessel was boarded by an armed party who detained the vessel for 14 hours with resulting
financial losses from that action.

"2. During the inspection 150 boxes of frozen fish were destroyed searching for some prohibited species
without positive results.

"3. The master of the ship was asked to spread on the deck every catch and not to discard it directly
to the bunkers, when obviously this practice will reduce the fishing efficiency by more than 50%
for this type of ship.

"Finally, we want to inform you that, to the present, we have not received any official report of the
inspections carried out by the US inspector.

"I apologize for taking so much of your time but we wanted to take this opportunity to express our
complete disagreement with those methods. At the same time, we can assure you that Cuba is going to
continue taking all the necessary steps to implement more efficiently the Joint International Scheme.

"Thank you very much. II

The Chairman suggested that the delegate of Cuba consult with the US delegation to resolve the problem.

27. The Chairman suggested that STACTIC delay the election of a new Chairman until the next meeting when
the full membership would be present. In reply to the delegate of FRG, the Executive Secretary advised
that there was no ICNAF rule of procedure prohibiting the re-election of the Chairman of a Standing Committee.

28. STACTIC recessed at 1635 hrs, 2 June.

29. STACTIC reconvened at 0950 hrs, 21 June, with delegates from all Member Countries, except Iceland and
Romania, present.
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30. The Chairman drew the attention of the delegates to Comm.Doc. 76/Vr!21, Present Status of Implementation
of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement (as at 15 June 1976) and its Addendum which provided corrected
data from Cuba and Italy. He suggested that Member Countries with suggestions for change should pass them to
the Executive Secretary.

31. The Chairman then suggested further consideration of the revised Canadian proposal for amendment of the
Scheme of Joint International Enforcement to permit inspections by helicopter hoist procedure (Appendix I)
(see Section 25 for previous discussion). This revision included changes made by the Working Group on the
basis of suggestions and comments previously made in STACTIC. The Chairman then drew attention to a further
amendment (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/4l) presented by the delegate of Portugal which added a section (ii) to paragraph
4 of the proposal. The delegate of Portugal, in presenting the Portuguese proposal, noted that when reading
the amended wording of the Scheme of International Joint Enforcement (Appendix I) one found not only a pro
posal for new regulations but also annexed instructions to masters. Some instructions should, he felt, be
more appropriately a part of the regulations. He said that masters of fishing vessels should not be burdened
with any added responsibility under the Scheme. The wording of the Portuguese proposal, as it stood, could
lighten their responsibilities. He proposed a revision of section (ii) of paragraph 4 which would now read:
"The procedures established for personnel helicopter hoist transfers are not intended to place a higher duty
of care upon the master of a fishing vessel than would otherwise be the case under International Law". The
delegate of Canada indicated that the Portuguese proposal was quite acceptable. The delegate of USSR, to
clarify his delegation's position, noted that, in earlier sessions of STACTIC, he had drawn attention to the
late presentation of the proposal during the meeting and that, as a result, he had had no opportunity to
consult with experts in the USSR on a number of important issues. Now, as formal adoption of this proposal
by the Commission and the time for it to enter into force was considered, and having no intention to lodge
any formal procedural objection, he proposed adoption of a procedure analogous to that adopted by the Com
mission on enforcement matters in Statistical Areas 0 and 6. In that case, those countries that were able
to apply a proposal would do so on a mandatory basis and, in this instance, would participate in helicopter
hoist enforcement starting in 1977 and those. countries that required changes in legislation would apply the
proposal voluntarily. He did not object to the Canadian and Portuguese proposed amendments to the Scheme.
The Chairman noted that countries might have difficulty in implementing the proposal and pointed out that
the Commission provides opportunities for it not applying throughout the Convention Area. The delegate of
Portugal indicated that,until Statistical Areas 0 and 6 are part of the Convention, Portugal cannot make
application of any scheme mandatory in these areas, but will apply it on a voluntary basis. Paragraphs 2
and 7 of the instructions in the proposal should be made an integral part of the regulations. Not doing
this may raise particular problems in Portugal. In addition, as he had previously mentioned, no time had
been given to consult with industry, vessel masters and crews, and helicopter experts. The Chairman indicated
that the concerns of the delegate of Portugal had been taken into consideration when STACTIC approved the
Canadian helicopter proposal in concept, recognizing that some nations may wish at a later time to recommend
changes in order to have it applicable within their domestic law. The delegate of Japan indicated that his
delegation had not had time to study the proposal beforehand. There was no objection to the proposal, but
Japan's final acceptance was subject to detailed examination by Japanese legal and technical experts and
vessel masters. The delegate of Bulgaria supported the Chairman's suggestion and noted that many technical
complications lie ahead. There was no guarantee that the proposed procedure would be a safe one. He requested
that countries which would be implementing the procedure, especially Canada, to study the proposal carefully
one more. He accepted the Portuguese proposal.

The Chairman, noting the comments of USSR, Portugal, Bulgaria, and Japn on the technical aspects of the
proposal and their reservations of possibly having this apply only in certain areas and not on their vessels,
indicated that the proposal should be recommended to the Commission for adoption. Accordingly, STACTlC

agreed to recommend

that the commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (1) for amendment to the ICNAF Scheme of Joint International Enforcement of the Fishery
Regulations to permit inspections by helicopter hoist procedure in the Convention Area and Statistical
Areas 0 and 6 (Appendix II).

32. Turning to ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/VI/53, Proposal by the US Commissioners for a Commission Resolution
Relating to the Effective Enforcement of the Commission's Regulations , the delegate of USA pointed out that
this proposal dealt with the problem of enforcement within national fisheries' limits during the coming year.
The proposal recognized that, in two cases, the coastal states would shortly be extending their fisheries
limits to a greater distance than at present. It set out the US views on the enforcement regime which must,
therefore, take place in order to ensure the continued effective application of the regulations under the
present Convention. It was recognized that the STACTIC delegates probably did not have the authority to deal
with the proposal at this meeting. He welcomed their comments on the proposal, however, and had considered
it might be useful to discuss it here. But, recognizing the expressions of the delegations in earlier
sessions with respect to authority they have or do not have, he thought that STACTlC should refer this pro
posal to the Commissioners for consideration in the Plenary Sessions without a recommendation from STACTIC.
The delegate of Portugal requested clarification concerning the area and time of applicability of the reso
lution. As it was surmised in the introduction of the US proposal, his delegation had no authority to act
on this type of resolution. The requirement that fishing vessels stop immediately when hailed was seen as
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impractical and unsafe. When USA extended its fisheries jurisdiction, it would, by unilateral action, enforce
its regulations as it saw fit. countries might accept or reject the extended jurisdiction of USA but, in any
case, the adoption of this resolution would be inconsistent with the Convention and the International Scheme
of Joint Enforcement. Unilaterally, the USA could do what it proposed in the resolution and more. The dele
gate of USA, in response to the delegate of Portugal's request, drew the distinction between the Convention
Area and the area in which the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement applies. The Convention Area
includes all that water up to the territorial limits (3 miles) of the coastal states. The Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement includes the waters of the Convention Area up to the limits of national fisheries
jurisdiction, so that there is an area between the limits of territorial waters and the limits of national
fisheries jurisdiction not covered by an explicit enforcement scheme under the Convention, itself. The USA,
if it remained in ICNAF for 1977, was concerned tha~within the new limits of national fisheries jurisdiction,
there must be an effective means to enforce the decisions that had been made by this Commission as to the
conduct of the fisheries. The best way that the USA could see to do that, within the terms of national legis
lation and within the terms of the Convention, and the regulations under the Convention, was to apply the
procedures as contained in this resolution within the limits of national fisheries jurisdiction. The Com
mission's regulations were what should be enforced because they were still applicable in the Convention Area
up to the territorial sea. It was a difficult and somewhat complex set of ideas and it has resulted in a
somewhat complex ~roposal. The USA is fully aware that the majority of the delegates do not have the author
ity to make a decision on such a matter at the present time. The delegate of Portugal replied that, while
it was correct that there was an area under the Convention in which the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement did not apply and that areas of coastal state fisheries jurisdiction did exist, the problem of
all those areas should become well defined. The question was whether or not the USA would participate in
the Commission. As a consequence, the resolution was either not needed with extended jurisdiction, or was
impossible to apply under the Convention. The delegate of FRG indicated that, as quite rightly anticipated
by the US delegation, it could not be expected that most Commissioners could accept the proposal made by
USA since it might imply recognition of extended coastal states' jurisdiction and he had made it clear that
he could not recognize that here. It was not quite outside the framework of ICNAF to have such a proposal
since in Article VIII, paragraph 5 of the ICNAF Convention, as amended, the Commission may make proposals
not only for international control measures but for national measures of control as well. So the US paper
could be phrased in such a way as to be a proposal for national measures of control. If the USA were to
extend its fishery zone (though the FRG did not recognize such unilateral actions), then the USA would be
entitled to have enforcement procedures of any kind they would desire as long as they are compatible with
the general international law. Nevertheless, it would be advisable from a pragmatic point or view that the
enforcement measures within an extended fisheries jurisdiction zone be submitted to an international body
such as ICNAF to develop a standardized form of enforcement, perhaps not in legal substance, but in forms
similar to existing procedures established in ICNAF. This might facilitate enforcement and any legal regime.
It might be well for the coastal states to continue with ICNAF practices. He would prefer that, for example,
upon being signalled, a vessel stop only after having completed fishing. This would be a reasonable condi
tion not only for international, but also for national control. If ICNAF was going to continue in a way that
part of its regulations apply to waters within a nation's fisheries jurisdiction and part apply only outside
a nation's fisheries jurisdiction, one should know the limits of national fisheries jurisdiction claimed by
coastal states. If FRG were to adopt this US proposal (though she cannot) she should know the part of the
Convention Area to which the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement does not apply. She should also know
in paragraph 1 the definition of "relevant coastal state", that is to say, the delineation between different
coastal states. This is particularly important in some areas of Subarea 5. Perhaps, the Secretariat and
the coastal states could provide the Commission with a map with coordinates of the fisheries jurisdiction
claimed by the coastal states in the ICNAF Area. The delegate of Canada reiterated two basic elements of
Canada's approach to this meeting in connection with the US proposal. Firstly, the Scheme of Joint Inter
national Enforcement did not apply within the limits of national fisheries jurisdiction. Secondly, the
Canadian Government for 1977 would adopt and enforce as Canadian regulations under Canadian law in its 200
mile zone those measures agreed within the Commission with Canadian concurrence. The delegate of USSR
agreed with the observations of the US delegate that STACTlC and/or the Commission could take no definitive
action on the US proposal. Considering the US resolution outside the official sphere, he could agree with
the previous comments with respect to the wording of the document. Many questions surfaced with regard to
the area of application of the resolution. He wished to draw attention to the section on the stopping of a
trawler. There had been lengthy deliberations at previous sessions resulting in alternate wording. This
should make a distinction between international and national enforcement. The observer scheme proposed by
the USA differed greatly from the scheme of scientific observers adopted by the Commission in 1975. These
were his unofficial remarks concerning this proposed resolution. The delegate of PortMgal reminded STACTIC
that the observer scheme that had previously been placed before the Commission was outside the enforcement
scheme. It was made clear then that the observer scheme had nothing to do with enforcement. Unfortunately,
in the US proposal, the observers were made part of an enforcement system and the applicable terms and con
ditions were not specified. In short, a coastal state had fisheries jurisdiction in a certain area or it
had not. If it had and it was party to the Convention, it would enforce the Convention regulations in that
area as it wished; outside that area, it had to enforce them as the Convention dictated. If it was not
party to the Convention, it would enforce what it wished, however it wished; outside its jurisdiction, it
would enforce nothing. The delegate of USA indicated understanding of the Portuguese delegate's statements.
As the USA had previously indicated, the domestic legislation required that if the USA remained within the
ICNAF Convention for 1977, it was the conservation regulations agreed by ICNAF which should be enforced.
That was the US legal position and one of the underlying reasons for the resolution before STACTIC. The
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uS law contemplates enforcing within the Convention Area, inside the limits of national fisheries jurisdic
tion. the conservation regulations which have been agreed to internationally. The delegate of Cuba indicated
that the meaning of the area covered was unclear. Requiring a fishing vessel to stop immediately could not
be accepted due to economic implications. As the US delegation would realize, the concept of permanent
observers had much to do with the concept of sovereignty of other states. This was a very important concept
that must be taken into account. Present Cuban legislation dealing with sovereignty would not accept this
type observer. Cuba would accept an observer only if she signed an agreement, bilateral or multilateral,
as a basis to say when she specifically recognized such a program. This would be something Cuba accepted
because another state would also accept the same theory on board their own vessels~ To accept such a measure
that was dictated unilaterally by another state is not contemplated in Cuba's present legislation. This
concept of national sovereignty is of great importance and should be given more thought. The delegate of
Spain indicated that it would be unprofitable to continue consideration of the issue and that the matter
should be referred to the Commission and to the Governments affected by it so that due consideration could
be given to all the points raised by the proposed resolution. The paper was not in sufficient detail. The
applicable area, for example. needed clarification. The Chairman indicated his understanding that it was
the US intent to refer the document to Governments. It was also intended that STACTIC be a forum to allow
some discussion and deliberations and that without recommendations, refer the document to the Commission
for further referral to Governments. The delegate of Portugal agreed with the delegate of Spain, noting that
the discussion had been profitable. The delegate of GDR reiterated its official position. The GDR delega
tion had no authority to consent to such a suggestion before the conclusion of the Law of the Sea Conference.
He held the same view as the delegation of USSR - that the wording and text could be considered only inform
ally. He suggested that this resolution could be discussed by the countries concerned after the coastal
states extended their jurisdiction to 200 miles. Some changes were required in paragraphs 2 and 4. He
considered it was impossible while fishing to stop a vessel immediately. Similarly, in paragraph 4, the
observer program was dealt with as a scientific program and not as an enforcement program. The detailed
procedures to be used in implementing the observer program needed clarification. He was not in a position
to state the GDR final position on the matter. The delegate of Portugal requested a reference for the
statement in the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement that the Scheme only applied outside national
fisheries jurisdiction. The delegate of FRG quoted the reference on page 128 of the 1974 Meeting Proceed
ings. The Chairman noted a consensus to refer the US proposal without recommendation to the Commission
for further referral to Member Governments for further s~udy before the next Commission meeting. He asked
that the major discussion on the issue occur in STACTIC and not in Plenary where time was limited, if it
was intended by any delegation to seek adoption of Comm.Doc. 76/VI/53 as a formal resolution.· On confirma
tion that the USA did not seek adoption, STACTIC agreed that there was no need for extensive debate in the
Plenary Session.

33. The Chairman asked for any additions or changes to the report of STACTIC which had been circulated.
The delegate of FRG indicated that the FRG had now submitted vessel registration information as required
under the STACTle Agenda Item 8, Review of Registration by Nationals of Vessels Engaging in Fishing or
Treatment of Sea Fish. It was again requested that Mr Dehde's name be removed from Annex ~ of Circular
Letter 76/37. The delegate of Portugal informed that the post of designated authority under the Scheme of
Joint International Enforcement in the ICNAF Area had already been created for Portugal by Order-in-Council.
The Treasury, however, had not yet allocated the necessary foreign exchange funds, but these should be
available soon. With respect to Agenda Item S(e), Portugal was not in a position to accept mandatory
inspections in Statistical Areas 0 and/or 6, but as Portuguese fishing vessels had n~t been registered for
fishing in these areas, it had made no difference. Referring to Agenda Item 7, he pointed out that Portugal
had no research vessels operating in the Convention Area. With respect to Agenda Item 9, he said that
Portuguese courts have no power to order revocation of fishing licences or permits since this was regarded
as the punishment of an instrument in the food supply chain rather than the culprits.

34. The Chairman moved to Agenda Item 12, Election of a Chairman for 1976/77. The delegate of FRG nominated
Mr W.G. Gordon (USA) for re-election. The delegate of Portugal seconded the nomination. There being no
other nominations, Mr W.G. Gordon (USA) was re-elected Chairman of STACTIC.

35. STACTIC adjourned at 1100 hrs, 21 June.
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Draft proposal for amendment to ICNAF Scheme of Joint International Enforcement to permit inspections by
helicopter hoist procedure in the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6

That pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the Convention, paragraphs 2, 4(1), and 7 of the
Scheme of Joint International Enforcement. adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (Annual Report
Vol. 24, 1973-74, pages 87-89), be replaced by the following; and that Annexes A and B be added to
the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement:

"2. Vessels and helicopters carrying inspectors shall display a special flag or pennant approved
by the Commission to indicate that the inspector is carrying out international inspection duties.
The names of the vessels which may be either special inspection vessels or fishing vessels and
the identity of the helicopters SO used for the time being, shall be notified to the Commission.

"4. (1) The master of a vessel employed for the time being in fishing for sea fish or in the
treatment of sea fish in the Convention Area or in Statistical Areas 0 and 6 shall
facilitate boarding when given the appropriate signal in the International Code of
Signals by a vessel or a helicopter carrying an inspector. The vessel to be boarded
shall not be required to stop or manoeuver when fishing, shooting, or hauling. The
master shall nonetheless provide:

a) a boarding ladder; or,
b) such assistance to boardings from helicopters as specified in Annex A to the

Scheme of International Enforcement; and
c) in either case, observe the ordinary practice of good seamanship to enable an

inspection party to board as sodo as practicable.

"7. An inspector observing a failure of a vessel to enable an inspection party to board after
being properly signalled shall:

(i) Report the apparent infringement as soon as possible to any inspector of the flag
state known to be in the vicinity or a designated authority of the flag state;

(ii) Prepare a report giving as much information as possible, including the distance from
which the signal was given, the visibility at the time, sea state, wind and icing
conditions."
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Annex A

Instructions to masters for transfer of an ICNAF inspection party by helicopter to and from fishing vessels

The Contracting Governments shall take appropriate action to ensure that all masters of fishing vessels
under their jurisdiction engaged in fishing for sea fish or in the treatment of sea fish in the Convention
Area or in Statistical Areas 0 and 6 are made aware of and comply with the following instructions with regard
to the transfer of ICNAF inspection parties by helicopter to and from fishing vessels:

1. Inspection parties authorized under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint Enforcement procedures may board a
vessel not only by sea boat, but also by helicopter. In some ice conditions this may be the only
practical way of boarding a vessel. Masters shall be aware of this method of transferring inspect
ors, and shall be conversant with the information contained in these instructions.

2. The captain of the helicopter shall be responsible for the safety of personnel who are being
transferred between a vessel and the helicopter during the entire time such personnel are attached
to the helicopter via the hoist cable and the lifting device.

3. The master of the vessel shall follow the procedures described below to assist the helicopter:

(i)
(Lf)
(iii)

(Lv)

(v)
(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

Attempt to communicate by radio in some common language;
Alter course and speed if requested and if free to do so;
Maintain a steady course and speed throughout the transfer operation unless the safety
of the vessel is in jeopardy;
Provide a visual indication of relative wind by means of a pennant or other suitable
device;
Clear the transfer area of objects which could be blown loose;
Radio transmission shall not be made on standing wire antennae (high frequency) in the
immediate vicinity of the transfer area during the transfer. If such transmissions
become necessary, the helicopter shall be advised so that the transfer can be delayed;
A guide line may on occasions be lowered first. Crew members should be available to man
this line to assist in the transfer of the inspection party, but the inspection party,
other lines and wires should not be touched by the crew of the vessel until the inspection
party ground them on the vessel;
TAKE APPROPRIATE MEASURES TO ENSURE TO THE EXTENT PRACTICABLE THAT NONE OF THE LINES OR
FITTINGS LOWERED FROM THE HELICOPTER ARE ATTACHED TO OR PERMITTED TO FOUL IN THE VESSEL.

4. The helicopter displaying its ICNAF pennant shall communicate to the vessel, by one or more of
the following means, his intention to conduct a boarding:

(i)
(ii)

(iii)

Radio communications on 2182 KHZ, VRF-FM Channel 16 or other agreed to frequencies;
Visual or aural indication of an appropriate signal extracted from the International Code
of Signals as included in Annex B of the ICNAF International Inspection Scheme;
Hover over or near the intended boarding position in conjunction with hand signals indi
cated in paragraph 5.

5. The following visual hand signals, adopted from the International Code of Signals, may be used
by the air crew or vessel crew to permit communication as appropriate to the stage of the boarding
operation:

(i) Signal: Pointing movement by the arm or hand

Used by:

Helicopter

Meanings:

Wish to conduct transfer or boarding in the indicated location

(Lf.) Signal: Vertical motion with an arm or a flag, or a "Thumbs-Up" indication

Used by:

Either
Vessel
Helicopter
Helicopter
Either

Meanings:

Ready to conduct transfer; or
Desire transfer from this position; or
Take up the slack on the guide line; or
Pull in gently on the guide line; or
Any affirmative response.
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Signal: Horizontal motion with arm or flag, or "Thumbs-Down" indication

Used by:

Vessel

Either
Vessel
Helicopter
Helicopter
Either

Meanings:

Transfer not recommended from this position - recommend alternate
(and point towards desired position); or
Not ready to conduct transfer; or
Request you stop the transfer; or
Ease the tension on the guide line; or
Release the guide line; or
Any negative response.

6. A visual display of the symbol YU by the helicopter or the radio transmission of YANKEE UNIFORM
to the fishing vessel indicates the signals in Annex B of the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement are to be used for inspection communications.

7. The following situations are representative of conditions under which a personnel helicopter hoist
transfer will not be attempted:

174

(d)

(ii)

(iii)
(Lv)

In the opinion of the captain of the aircraft or the master of the vessel, there is inade
quate clear space for a transfer or there are too many obstructions;
There is significant vessel motion such that. in the opinion of the captain of the aircraft
or the master of the vessel. a hazard exists;
The helicopter cannot position itself with an acceptable relative wind;
Other hazards exist which prejudice the safety of the helicopter or the vessel or of
personnel being transferred.
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Standard examples with meanings from the International Code of Signals and remarks pertinent to helicopter
transfers under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint Enforcement

INCO Signal

SQ 3

MG

IK-RQ

AZ

IMCO Meaning

You should stop, or heave to, I am going
to board you

You should steer course _

Request you proceed at KTS

I cannot alight but I can lift crew

ICNAF Remarks

The display of the ICNAF pennant
indicates the presence of an authorized
ICNAF inspection team in the helicopter

Course is true

Indication of intentions to conduct
helicopter hoist transfer (used with
BB signal)

BBI-RQ

BB2-RQ

BB3-RQ

May I alight on your deck:
to receive me forward

May I alight on your deck:
to receive me amidships

May I alight on your deck:
to receive me aft

are you ready )
)
)

are you ready )
)
)

are you ready )
)

Used in conjunction with signal AZ to
indicate helicopter will not alight
hut will conduct a hoist transfer in
the area indicated

K

YX

c

N

YU

BT

I wish to communicate with you by •••.••
(extracts from IMCO Table 1)

6••• International Code Flags
8••• Radiotelephony 2182 KHZ
9••• VHF Radiotelephony Channel 16

I wish to communicate by radiotelephony
on frequency indicated

YES (affirmative)

NO (negative)

I am going to communicate with your station
by means of the International Code of Signals

Helicopter is coming to you now (or at time
indicated)

November Oscar by voice or radio trans
mission
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(1) Proposal for amendment to ICNAF Scheme of Joint International Enforcement to permit inspections by
helicopter hoist procedure in the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6

STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit the following proposal to Depositary Government for
joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the ConventioD 7 paragraphs 2, 4, and 7 of the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (Annual Report Vol. 24,
1973-74, pages 87-89), be replaced by the following; and that Annexes A and B be added to the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement:

"2. Vessels and helicopters carrying inspectors shall display a special flag or pennant approved
by the Commission to indicate that the inspector is carrying out international inspection duties.
The names of the vessels which may be either special inspection vessels or fishing vessels and
the identity of the helicopters so used for the time being, shall be notified to the Commission.

"4. (i) The master of a vessel employed for the time being in fishing for sea fish or in the
treatment of sea fish in the Convention Area or in Statistical Areas 0 and 6 shall
facilitate boarding when given the appropriate signal in the International Code of
Signals by a vessel or a helicopter carrying an inspector. The vessel to be boarded
shall not be required to stop or manoeuver when fishing, shooting, or hauling. The
master shall nonetheless provide:

a) a boarding ladder; or
b) such assistance to boardings rrom helicopters as specified in Annex A to the

Scheme of International Enforcement.

In either case, the master shall observe the ordinary practice of good seamanship to
enable an inspection party to board as soon as practicable. With respect to personnel
helicopter hoist transfers, in certain circumstances such as those cited in paragraph
7 of Annex A, a boarding, using the helicopter hoist transfer procedure, will not be
attempted;

(ii) The procedures established for personnel helicopter hoist transfers are not intended
to place a higher duty of care upon the master of a fishing vessel than would otherwise
be the case under International Law;

(iii) Fishery support vessels in transit and not for the time being connected with fishing
or transferring unprocessed fish are not subject to boarding under this Scheme;

(iv) An inspection party will consist of one inspector in charge of making the inspection
who may be accompanied by additional inspectors appointed under this Scheme and not
more than two witnesses. The word "inspector" hereafter refers only to the inspector
in charge unless it is clear that all inspectors appointed under this Scheme and
included in the inspection party are referred to;

(v) The master shall enable the inspector to examine and photograph catch, nets, or other
gear and any relevant documents as the inspector deems necessary to verify the observ
ance of the Commission's regulations in force in relation to the flag state of the
vessel concerned.

"7. An inspector observing a failure of a vessel to enable an inspection party to board after
being properly signalled shall:

(i) Report the apparent infringement as soon as possible to any inspector of the flag
state known to be in the vicinity or a designated authority of the flag state;

(ii) Prepare a report giving as much information as possible, including the distance from
which the signal was given, the visibility at the time, sea state, wind and icing
conditions."

NOTE: Attached are Annexes A and B which form an integral part of this proposal.
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Annex A - Integral part of Proposal (1) for amendment to ICNAF Scheme of Joint International Enforcement
to permit inspections by helicopter hoist procedure in the Convention Area and in Statistical
Areas 0 and 6

Instructions to masters for transfer of an ICNAF inspection party by helicopter to and from fishing vessels

The Contracting Governments shall take appropriate action to ensure that all masters of fishing vessels
under their jurisdiction engaged in fishing for sea fish or in the treatment of sea fish in the Convention
Area or in Statistical Areas 0 and 6 are made aware of and comply with the following instructions with
regard to the transfer of ICNAF inspection parties by helicopter to and from fishing vessels:

1. Inspection parties authorized under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint Enforcement procedures may board a
vessel not only by sea boat, but also by helicopter. In some ice conditions this may be the only
practical way of boarding a vessel. Masters shall be aware of this method of transferring inspect
ors, and shall be conversant with the information contained in these instructions.

2. The captain of the helicopter shall be in charge of and shall ensure for the safety of personnel
who are being transferred between a vessel and the helicopter during the entire time such personnel
are attached to the helicopter via the hoist cable and the lifting device.

3. The master of the vessel shall follow the procedures described below to assist the helicopter:

(i)
(ii)
(iii)

(iv)

(v)
(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

Attempt to communicate by radio in some common language;
Alter course and speed if requested and if free to do so;
Maintain a steady course and speed throughout the transfer operation unless the safety
of the vessel is in jeopardy;
Provide a visual indication of relative wind by means of a pennant or other suitable
device;
Clear the transfer area of objects which could be blown loose;
Radio transmission shall not be made on standing wire antennae (high frequency) in the
immediate vicinity of the transfer area during the transfer. If such transmissions become
necessary, the helicopter shall be advised so that the transfer can be delayed;
A guide line mayan occasions be lowered first. Crew members should be available to man
this line to assist in the transfer of the inspection party. but the inspection party.
other lines and wires should not be touched by the crew of the vessel until the inspection
party ground them on the vessel;
TAKE APPROPRIATE MEASURES TO ENSURE TO THE EXTENT PRACTICABLE THAT NONE OF THE LINES OR
FITTINGS LOWERED FROM THE HELICOPTER ARE ATTACHED TO OR PERMITTED TO FOUL. IN THE VESSEL.

4. The helicopter displaying its ICNAF pennant shall communicate to the vessel, by one or more of thp
following means, his intention to conduct a boarding:

(i)
(ii)

(iii)

Radio communications on 2182 KHZ. VRF-FM Channel 16 or other agree~ to frequencies;
Visual or aural indication of an appropriate signal extracted from the International Code
of Signals as included in Annex B of the ICNAF International Inspection Scheme;
Hover over or near the intended boarding position in conjunction with hand signals indicatel
in paragraph 5.

5. The following visual hand signals, adopted from the International Code of Signals, may be used by
the air crew or vessel crew to permit communication as appropriate to the stage of the boarding
operation:

(i) Signal: Pointing movement by the arm or hand

Used by:

Helicopter

Meanings:

Wish to conduct transfer or boarding in the indicated location

(ii) Signal: Vertical motion with an arm or a flag, or a "Thumbs-Up" indication

Used by:

Either
Vessel
Helicopter
Helicopter
Either

Meanings:

Ready to conduct transfer; or
Desire transfer from this position; or
Take up the slack on the guide line; or
Pull in gently on the guide line; or
Any affirmative response.

.. 177



(iii)

- 3 -

Signal: Horizontal motion with arm or f Lag , or "Thumbe-Down" indication

Used by:

Vessel

Either
Vessel
Helicopter
Helicopter
Either

Meanings:

Transfer not recommended from this position - recommend alternate
(and point towards desired position); or
Not ready to conduct transfer; or
Request you stop the transfer; or
Ease the tension on the guide line; or
Release the guide line; or
Any negative response.

6. A visual display of the symbol YU by the helicopter or the radio transmission of YANKEE UNIFORM
to the fishing vessel indicates the signals in Annex B of the Scheme of Joint International Enforce
ment are to be used for inspection communications.

7. The following situations are representative of conditions under which a personnel helicopter hoist
transfer will not be attempted:
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(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

In the opinion of the captain of the aircraft or the master of the vessel, there is inade
quate clear space for a transfer or there are too many obstructions;
There is significant vessel motion such that, in the opinion of the captain of the aircraft
or the master of the vessel, a hazard exists;
The helicopter cannot position itself with an acceptable relative wind;
Other hazards exist which prejudice the safety of the helicopter or the vessel or of
personnel being transferred.
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Annex B - Integral part of Proposal (1) for amendment to ICNAF Scheme of Joint International Enforcement
to permit inspections by helicopter hoist procedure in the Convention Area and in Statistical
Areas 0 and 6

Standard examples with meanings from the International Code of Signals and remarks pertinent to helicopter
transfers under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint Enforcement

IMCO Signal

SQ 3

MG

IK-RQ

AZ

rMea Meaning

You should stop, or heave to, I am going
to board you

You should steer course __

Request you proceed at KTS

I cannot alight but I can lift crew

ICNAF Remarks

The display of the ICNAF pennant
indicates the presence of an author
ized ICNAF inspection team in the
helicopter

Course is true

Indication of intentions to conduct
helicopter hoist transfer (used with
BB signal)

BB1-RQ

BBZ-RQ

BB3-RQ

May I alight on your deck:
to receive me forward

May I alight on your deck:
to receive me amidships

May I alight on your deck:
to receive me aft

are you ready )
)
)

are you ready )
)
)

are you ~eady )
)

Used in conjunction with signal AZ to
indicate helicopter will not alight
but will conduct a hoist transfer in
the area indicated

K

YX

c

N

YU

BT

I wish to communicate with you by •••••
(extracts from IMCO Table 1)

6 ••• International Code Flags
8 ••• Radiotelephony 2182 KHZ
9••• VHF Radiotelephony Channel 16

I wish to communicate by radiotelephony on
frequency indicated

YES (affirmative)

NO (negative)

I am going to communicate with your station
by means of the International Code of Signals

Helicopter is coming to you now (or at time
indicated)

November Oscar by voice or radio
transmission
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Tuesday, 8 June, 1000 and 1610 hra
Wednesday, 9 June, 0930 hra

Monday, 14 June, 1015 hra
Tuesday, 22 June, 0925 hra

Proceedings No.3

1. The Opening Session of the Twenty-Sixth Annual Meeting of the Commission was convened in the Sheraton
Mount Royal Hotel, Montreal, Canada, at 1000 hra on 8 June 1976.

2. The Chairman of the Commission, Mr Eric Gillett, Fisheries Secretary for Scotland, opened the Meeting.
He welcomed the Delegates, Observers, and Guests, and introduced the Canadian Minister of State for Fisheries,
the Honourable Romeo LeBlanc, who addressed the Commission as follows:

"It gives me great pl-easure to ioelcome delegates to the 26th Annual Meeting of the International
Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF).

"I wish to recall that we had been invited by the Gonernment of Cuba to hold this Annual Meeting
in Havana. I want to thank the Cuban Government for foregoing their plans so that Canada. could host
the meeting. A good deal of preparatory work must have been done in Cuba and I very much appreciate
the Cuban decision which has allowed us to hold the meeting here. I also wish to thank the other
Member Nations for giVing up the beaches of Cuba for the sidewalks of Montreal.

"Much has happened since the Special Meeting of the Commission held in Montreal last September.
The great concern about the status of the resource off the Canadian coast, which led to the establish
ment of an effort reduction program and more stringent TACs for certain stocks, has been reinforced by
the pessimistic report developed by the Assessments Subcommittee at its April meeting in Halifax. We
know now that the r-esczc-ce crisis is much worse than we had imagined. Even stronger measuPes are
needed for 1977 if the resource is to eurvive and to provide an economic base for [utiure fisheries,
not only by fishermen of coastal states but by others as well.

"On Friday of last week my colleague, the Searetary of State for External A.ffairs, and I announced
the decision of the Government of Canada to extend canadian fisheries jurisdiction to 200 miles by
1 January 1977. We believe that such action is necessary to ensure that the disastrous decline of the
stocks is halted and that the next decade will see the reetoxatdon of a resource that is vital to
meeting the protein needs of the world.

"The Goverrunent of Canada took this step only afteT' eas-eful- appraisal of the ICNAF scientists'
assessments and a careful- review of the management results obtained under present multilateral fisheries
arrangements. We are convinced that only the coastal state can effectively provide for proper manage
ment of the rescic-ce, taking into account the interests of both coastal fishing communities and of
fishermen of other nations. Canada is committed to allowing others to fish for stocks which may be
surplus to Canadian capacity. I re-affirm that commitment nOW. For many stocks there can only be a
surplus if the stocks ere rebuilt. It is to the process of rebuil-dinq that the Government of Canada
is preparing to devote itself now.

"Canada has long worked touard multd-laberal- solutions of -internatdonal: fisheries problems. We
remain eomni t ted to this approach. That eonmi.tment: has brought us to the present ICNAF meeting. Here,
in good faith, we ape about to work with other Member Nations to bring about sound ooneeroaeion measW'es
for 1977, measupes which recognize the needs of our hard-preeeed ooaetal: communities and provide for
cccese within Canada's 200-mile limit by fishermen of other nations so that protein resources do not
go unutilized. We believe that Canadian participation in the present meeting will help us all during
the transition between the old and new regimes of fisheries management off Canada's coast.

"I hope that this Canadian approach will be clearly understood. We a.re here to consult and
cooperate with our ICNAF pax-mere, For 1977, however, Canada will determine within its 200-mile zone
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the conservation measures to be applied, the vessels which will be allowed to fish, and the allocations
they will be al-lcnaed to take. Vessels fishing within the zone wilt be fishing under Canadian perni.te
and will be subject to Canadian enforcement procedures. This does not mean that Canada will ignore the
results of this meeting in 1977. On the oontraru, as an interim measure for 1977 only, Canada is pl'e
pared to give effect to those regulations agreed within ICNAF with canada ' e concur'rence, by adopting
and enforcing such regulations under' Canadian lO,.1J). Canada, of course, may also adopt additional regu
latory measures fol' 1977 but theBe too would take into account decisions within ICNAF and 'WOuld be
consistent with agreements reached here with Canadian concurrence.

"For stocks of the area outside 200 miles, Canada is committed to multilateral cooperation and is
pr-epared to negotiate the requlat-ione for suon stocks for 1977 on the same basis as at past ICNAF
meetings.

"I should also like to outline in brief qeneral: terms some key elements in Canada's approach to
the long-term [uture of ICNAF:

1) With respect to the future" dux-ina 1976" Canada will seek modification of the existing ICNAF
arrangements to provide fop continued multilateral cooperat-ion regarding the management of
stocks beyond 200 miles. In the exercise of its management responsibilities for stocks within
200 miles, Canada will establish consultative procedures aimed at maintaining the present high
level of scientific cooperation within ICNAF and providing a [ovum fop discussion of reaula
tions applied by Canada within its zone. We are hopeful that other Nembere share Canada's
desire to continue multilateral cooperation and consultation regarding the management of
stocks in the Northueet: Atlantic and will join with us in the development of suitable new
arrangements.

2) In view of the impending jurisdictional changes and the present ICNAF procedure which allows
Member Nations to lodge objeetions to measures agreed at the preeeni: meeting" Canada must
serve notice, by 30 June 1976, of its intention to withdrauJ from ICNAF on 31 December 1976.
Canada will not necessarily proceed with lJithwalVal but must preserve this option to clear
the way fop new mul td.latieral: arrangements which take into aaoouni: the new jurisdictional
realities. Indeed" it is canada's hope that we can make an unisiterrupted transition from
the old to the new reqimee, It goes without saying" hoiaeue», that if agreement cannot be
reached at the preeent meeting Canada must exeroiee its option to withd:Ioaw.

"In propoe-inq new arrangements we are mindful of the value of muon that has been developed under
the old arranqemente, We do not wish to lose what is good. It iaoul-d be unrealistic for us to hope
that this meeting coul-d arrive at final decisions about the future of ICNAF. A special: meeting on this
question may be necessary later this yeax'. I hope, however, that liJe can al-l- here and now affirm our
mutual commitment to continued consultation and cooperat-ion 'Within what we all know is the developing
new order of the sea. Let us set a model for the implementation of that new order as We have in the
past, with all our failings, set a model for other international fisheries commissions. We owe this
duty to a hungry uorl-d. As a fil'st step, we must taork: at this meeting to ceszc-e the protection of the
r-escec-oe and the development of an orderly tranSitional reqime fol' 1977. That is the job before us.
Good luck!"

3. The Chairman thanked the Minister for his remarks about the achievements of ICNAF in the past and the
possibilities for international cooperation in this field in the future. He said that ICNAF has led the
world in international fisheries management and this has remained true whatever dissatisfaction some Members
may have had with the degree of success it has achieved. Now with jurisdictional changes forthcoming~ ICNAF
may well take the lead in developing new forms of international consultations in regard to fisheries.

He pointed out that this conference would take place under the ICNAF Convention and Rules and it was
the Chairman's duty to ensure that these rules were adhered to in the discussions. These rules included
the right of any Member State to disassociate itself fram any recommendations of the Commission so that the
position of each Member State was fully preserved whatever views it might take with regard to the extension
of jurisdiction, whether from the point of view of a coastal state or a non-coastal state. Full account
would no doubt be taken in the proceedings of the statements of intent with regard to changes of jurisdic
tion which had been made by two Member States. Canada and USA had given due notice of their request to have
the future of ICNAF considered at this meeting and this would give an opportunity to review the new juris
dictional situation. But the Commission delegates must act at this meeting under the terms of the Convention.
He suggested that it might be advisable to take some time off to consider the situation and meet later to
discuss the agenda item related to the question of extended jurisdiction, namely "The future of the Commission
and its potential role under extended coastal state j urtsdrcrton" (Plenary Agenda Item 15) to which might be
added, if agreed, lito what extent pending changes in jurisdiction should modify proceedings at this meeting".

4. The Plenary agreed to the proposed procedure and to resume discussion at 1600 hrs.

5. The Plenary recessed at 1040 hr-s , 8 June.
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6. The Plenary reconvened at 1610 hra, 8 June.

7. The Chairman called the meeting to order with delegates from all Member Countries, except Romania,
present including Observers from the Republic of Korea, the European Economic Community, the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations and the International Council for the Exploration of the
Sea (Appendix I).

8. The Chairman asked for comments on the Agenda for the Plenary Session (Appendix II) and on the timetable
for the Plenary, Panels and Committee sessions. The Agenda was adopted. The delegate of Denmark requested
that the Meeting of Panel 1 be postponed to the beginning of next week as his delegation was not yet complete
and discussions were still being held on Panel matters by his Government in Copenhagen. The Plenary adopted
the timetable including the change for the Meeting of Panel 1.

9. Under Plenary Item 3~ Publicity, the Plenary agreed that a Conunittee on Publicity should be set up
composed of the Chairman of the Commission, the Chairman of the Standing Committee on Finance and Adminis
tration (STACFAD) and the Executive Secretary.

10. Under Plenary Item 4, Approval of the Report of the Proceedings of the Eighth Special Commission Meeting,
January 1976~ the Plenary approved the Report as presented.

11. Plenary Agenda Item 5. Panel Memberships, 6. Administrative Report, 7. Auditor's Report, 1974/75~

8. Financial Statements, 1975/76~ 9. Budget Estimate, 1976/77, 10. Budget Forecast, 1977/78, were referred
to STACFAD.

12. Under
76/Vr/16.
Convention
cipants.

Plenary Agenda Item 11. Status of Commission Proposals, the Chairman referred
The Plenary took note of the status of proposals adopted by the Commission for
and for the regulation of the fisheries as detailed for the information of the

to Comer.Doc,
changes in the
Commission parti-

13. Under Plenary Agenda Item 12. Amendments to Financial Regulations, and Commission and Panel Rules of
Procedure, the Chairman referred to this item as a requi~ement from the 1975 Annual Meeting of the Commission.
The Executive Secretary advised that~ in view of the pending discussion of the future of the Commission and
the probability of a re-negotiation of the Articles of the Convention, it had been decided to. postpone con
sideration of amendments to the present regulations and rules of procedure.

14. Plenary Items 13. Annual Returns of Infringements and 14. Scheme of Joint International Enforcement
were referred by the Plenary to the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC).

15. Under Plenary Agenda Item 15. Future of the Commission and its Potential Role under Extended Coastal
State Jurisdiction, the Chairman drew attention to the statement made by the Canadian Minister of State for
Fisheries, the Honourable Rom~o LeBlanc, regarding the extension of fishery jurisdiction to 200 miles by
Canada effective 1 January 1977 (see paragraph 2 above) and requested comments from Member Countries.

(a) The delegate of USA made the following statement:

"Thank you 3 M1' Chairman.

,~ believe i~ appropriate before We moVe into the schedule of Committees and the program of small
group deUberotions laid out for the next: two ueeke, for the United stotee also to share with the
Members of the conmieeion the principles and objectives which guide its work and participation here.
Before doing so, I eoutd like to thank our Canadian eol-Leaguee for the arrangements made for this
important meeting. I would like to express to aU!' hosts our appreciation for the hospitality of the
Canadian Government on this occasion.

"The Corrvnission meets in Mon-tPeal in ciroumetanoee lJhich can only be described as unique in
ICNAF's 26-year histozoy. Since our last eeseion, the United States has passed into Laia the Fishery
Conservation and Management Act of 1976. The purposes and eontent: of this Act undoubtedly are well
knoum, but I think it 'Worth1.Jhile to review them here.

I

"In the first -inetanoe, the purpose of the Act is to foster a national program for the conservation
and manaqemeni: of the fiahery resources of the United States in order to prevent over[ishing, to rebuild
overf'iehed etooke, to ensure conservation and to real-i-ze the fuZZ potential of the fishezy reSOUl"ces of
the United States. The Act di.reote that immediate aoeion be taken to conserve and manage the fishery
resources found off the coast of the United States and to do so thPough the establishment of a fishery
oone eroatrion zone which ehal-l- ext-end seawa:rod of 200 nautical miles on the baseline from which the cerx-i
tar-ial- sea is measured. Enforcement of the authority of the United States lJithin the fishery manage-
ment zone wiZZ commence on 1 March 1977. '

"The Act provides [01' foreign fishing mthin the zone after 28 February 1977 under certain described
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circumstances and conditions. The principles underlining the continuation of foreign fishing within
the zone are that it shall be pureuani: to a governing international fishery agreement -- a bilateral
aqreement: in aha:I>acter -- and that foreign nations with whieh the United States has such agreements
may apply for access to that portion of the optrimum yield of any fishery eubiiect: to the exotueiue
fishery management authority of the United states which will not be hax-veeted by vessels of the United
States. The determination Of the totaZ atlceabte aatoh, the harvesting capaeity of vessels of the
United States and the allowable surplus will" at such time as the n~ regime is oompletelY in place,
be a function of a system w'hieh begins with a domestic Regional Council as provided in us law.

"Enforcement within the zone under the new regime obvioW3ly reeidee with the United States as
the coastal state and will take place pursuant to the United States law.

II

"The United States is prepared to consider remairiinq in ICNAF for a tranei tdonal: year but it must,
in that oonei.derat-ion, det-ermine whether the outcome of this meeting is consistent with the change in
[ur-iediotrion which will take place on 1 Mapch 1977.

"In order to be eoneietenti, this Twen1:y-Sixth Annual Meeting would have to proceed on the basis
that the determination of total allowable catch, coastal state harvesting oapaoi tg , and a finding that
a surplus eeiere is, within the zoo-mete fisheroy conservation zone, the responsibili1:y of the coastal
state. -

"Bnforaement: is an area of equal -importanoe,
Joint Bnfotoement: applies only in the area outside
States3 only beyond 200 miles as of 1 March 1977.

The United States takes note that the Scheme of
the national fishery limits oX'~ fop the United
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"Were ICNAF to continue into 1977, and assuming it has been possible foX' others to agree to the
proposals for fishing in subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 on the basis I 've just described, then the
United States would give them full effect while they remain in force for the United States in accordance
with the Convention. The United States would take such enforcement action as would be necessary within
its zone to ensure that fishing activities are undertaken in accordance with the proposals of the
coomieeion, as provided by United States law.

"FinaUY3 if it is going to be possible fop the United States to remain in ICNAF for a ta-anei trional:
per-iod, each vessel fishing within the fishery oonservatdon zone of the United States after 28 February
1977 must obtain a pePmit issued annually by the Secretary of state, display it prominently in the
ioheelhouee of the ueeeel , and show it upon request to a duly authorized enforcement official of the
United States. The teI'11lS and conditions of these permits will be the same as the propoeale adopted by
the Oonmi.eeion, that enter into force in aacordanae with the Convention. The United States would expect
to receive from each Gooerrment: a list of vessels fishing off the coae z of the United States under ICNAF
and would issue such pe~its fop each such fishing vessel needed to take that Government's allocation.
The sole purpose of the requirement: is to provide enforcement officers on the scene with readily apparent
evidence that a vessel is authorized to fish in the area by virtue of the Convention.

"The provision in United States law authorizing continued fishing under ICNAF is a temporarv
measure. It is not a eubetri tube fop the conclusion of goveming international fishery agreements on a
bilateral basis. The continuation of ICNAF for the United States is not only dependent on acceptance
of the reqietmatdon permit requiremenc, but is also dependent on acceptance of United States positions
on enforcement and fishing effort limitations. Further~ the domestic Regional counoi.te could require
additional conservation measures vhioh would apply within the zone.

"Having described the outcome of this session which uoul-d provi-de the most favourabl-e prospect of
the United States being able to remain in ICNAF for a transitional- year, I would add that: I and the
menbere of the US delegation are not unaware of the diffiCUlties it may present. Nonetheless, We
believe that the 26 years of our association require us to be as candid as possibZe as to the limitation
on continued United States participation should the Commission deem it desirable to provide for a
transition from the old regime to a new regime.

III

"Of course, it may be that a transition per-iod of the kind I have described is neither required
nor desirable. The United States is prepared to negotiate bilaterally with those nations which wish
to apply to fish within the fisheries conservation zone after 1 March 1977 and since our aqx-eemente
will apply to both ooaete, those negotiations will be going fo:t'1JJard in any OO8e.

IV

"The United States is prepared to participate in the negotiation of new multilateral arranqementie
for ooopeoat-ion and consultation for this reoion, with the underetandinq, of ccsc-ee, that management
authority within the zone off the coast of the United States rests with the United States.
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"FinaUy~ recognizing that the months ahead are unprediotable and that it may not be possible for
us to achieve al-l- that must be achieved between nouJ and 1 Marek 1977;> the United States feels incumbent
to report that it will as of 30 June give notice of intent to withdraw from ICNAF in order to establish
the condition precedent to possible iaithdsxuaal: by the United States from ICNAF as of 31 December 1976.

"Mr Chairman.

"I have outlined eeueral. courses of action open to the Comniee-ion, all of which m>e,J for the
United Sto.tee, consistent with our law. We will be prepared to consider> them as the other Members of
the Commission de~~de.

"We have also, as perhaps many of you are cecre, made this statement availabZe to the Secretar-iat:
80 that it may be distributed as soon after this presentation as possible.

"Thank you, Mr Chai-rman;"

(b) The Chairman asked for further comments from other delegations. The delegate of Cuba suggested a
recess to be able to study details of the US and Canadian statements and be prepared to resume discussions
tomorrow morning. The delegate of Portugal supported the Cuban proposal. He pointed out that the rules of
the Convention were still in force. One of the rules required that papers for discussion be circulated 60
days before a meeting. This had not been done. In this case, it was important to know exactly what the
ideas of the coastal states were so that other Members could take a position and especially in relation to
the future of ICNAF. He said he interpreted the Canadian position as not wanting to withdraw from ICNAF but
she wanted Member Countries to adopt the new circumstances so she would not have to withdraw. However,
because of the objection rule, she would have to withdraw and then correct her position. The USA, on the
other hand, gave ICNAF another year and would then withdraw. He believed that ICNAF had not failed but that
not enough data had been made available for proper research and, consequently, proper assessments. ICNAF
was slowly making progress. Could any other succeeding body do better? He recognized the primary interest
and concern of the coastal states for what was adjacent to their coast but felt that such interests could
be defended without wiping out the goodwill and progress in science which ICNAF has had. The delegate of UK
requested, as a point of clarification, if he understood correctly that USA intended to leave ICNAF at the
latest at the end of 1977. The delegate of USA replied that the Fisheries Conservation and Management Act
of 1976 provided that USA promptly re-negotiate all treaties to bring them in line with the Act. However,
that language did not preclude continued assocaition in multilateral arrangements provided such arrangements
took into account the exclusive authority of the coastal state. First of all, in order to establish the
condition precedent to possible withdrawal, USA, on 30 June 1976, would give notice of intent to withdraw
and would also be willing to participate in re-negotiation or revision of existing arrangements so that they
might have a multilateral character. Continued participation in ICNAF, as it had been known in past years,
was circumscribed by the Act and it did not have to be exclusively bilateral, it could be m~ltilateral.

The delegate of Canada drew attention to the fact that the statement of the Canadian Minister of State for
Fisheries was consistent with an approach at this meeting which would be to proceed with business as usual
and to conduct the considerations of the TACs, national allocations and other regulatory measures but to
bear in mind the desirability of having the actions consistent with Canadian interests and enforcement within
ZOO miles. In his interpretation, neither the US nor Canadian statements should keep' the Commission from
doing its best at the present session from developing recommendations which could be handled in the manner
outlined in the Canadian statement and in the manner which he understood was possible in the transition
period for USA. He also pointed out that Canada was committed to multilateral cooperation outside the 200
mile zone and did not have a closed mind on the type of arrangement that should be reached outside the ZOO
mile zone for multilateral cooperation or inside the ZOO-mile zone for consultation or if something entirely
new might be necessary. He shared the views expressed that ICNAF had made a good deal of progress and that
it would be unfortunate to lose the benefit of its performance. There had been failures in ICNAF as the
serious decline in stocks showed but these had been due to the need to develop new scientific concepts.
Progress had been made in these developments now and in some cases had already been applied. Canada
believed that the crisis in the resource could best be solved by extension of jurisdiction and by applying
the best science and greater degree of control possible under national jurisdiction. The Chairman spoke
briefly in appreciation of the efforts and contributions by Dr Needler, the head of the Canadian delegation,
to ICNAF in particular and to fisheries in general. His proposal to continue a further exchange of views
between Member Countries tomorrow as how best to carryon the meeting in the light of the statements made,
was agreed by the Plenary.

16. The Plenary Session recessed at 1700 hrs, 8 June.

17. The Plenary Session reconvened at 0930 hrs, 9 June, to continue consideration of Plenary Agenda Item
15, Future of the Commission and its Potential Role under Extended Coastal State Jurisdiction.
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(a) The delegate of Norway made the following statement:

"Mr Chairman:

"The ttomoeqian author-i.t-iee have considered carefuZZy the question of the [uture role of ICNAF in
the light of the new jW'isdietional situation which will exi.et: in 197? Our tentative conclusion is
that the Commission could continue to playa useful role in several different eonxetate ,

"Firstly, with reqard to stocks wmch DCCUT' only on the high seas beyond the 200-miZe limit.
Secondly, with regard to euch stocks as oceu:t' both within 200 miles and beyond this limit, and which
are capable of being exploited in both areas. Thirdly, my delegation has noted with interest the
statements made by the Canadian and United States Governments concerning a role for ICNAF also with
regard to stock occurring exclusively within the 200-mile limit. Here ; the Government: of Canada has
indicated its willingness to ut-il-iee, at least in a branei t-ional: per-iod, the machinery of ICNAF in its
management of stocks with a view to conservation and ful-L utilization. We have also listened with
great interest to the statement of the representative of trw United States on this subject. FoupthlY3
we hope that ICNAF can continue to play an important role as a foPWTJ for cooperation in scientific
research.

"Natura"ZlY3 the reepons-ib-il-i-tsj for the ee tabl.iehrent: of TAcs and for the distribution of the
surplus must3 in the last instance3 lie with the coastal state. At the same time3 decisions in such
matters must depend on extensive consultations. The ioi-I-l-inqneee expressed by Canada and by the United
States to utilize3 with effect for 19773 this Commission as one of the instruments fop such consulta
rione, and to abide by any decisions reached with the concurrence of the ooae tal: etate, iS3 in the view
of my deieqat-ion, a development which we should all welcome.

"At the same t-ime, hoiaeoer, the Commission will oboiouel.g only be able to play a useful role with
reqard to stocks within 200 miles to the extent that Member Countries show [ul-l- C11tJQX'eness of the con
eequenoee of the new jurisdiational situation. One of these consequenaes is that allocations of catch
to countries other than the coastal state must normaUy be limited to the surplus. We muee, therefore,
in the view of my deleoat-ion, aooept: the proposal thac, in allocating the TAC for each stock among the
participating «tat.en, we must fi'pst deduct the estimated coastal state oaboh,

"Reference has been made, MY' chairman, to the need at a subsequent stage to establish new multi
lateral arrangements in order to bring ICNAF into line ~ith the new jurisdictional realities. My
delegation can see that such a need may arise, but ~ould not like to take a position at the present
stage. Obviously, much will here depend on the degree of success of oW' work at the present meeting.
We think that the suggestion of holding a conference in the autumn to deal with these matters deserves
serious consideration.

"In view of the fact that so many of the delegates here represent their countries also at NEAFC3
my delegation would finally Zike~ Mr chairman, to draxo attention to the connection between the topics
which we discuss here in the context of ICNAF and the similar topics ar-iein g with regard to NEAFC.
NEAFC too will be in the poei.t-ion, when it meets this Swmler3 of having to plan its meaBu:roes for 1977
against a background of ant-icipated basic ohanqes in the jurisdictional situation through the eetabl.ieh-
ment of zones of 200 miles. The same questions which today are posed with regard to ICNAF will then
have to be tackled with reqard to NEAFC. I voutd like to emphae-ize, hoioeoer, that the parallel between
the situation of the two organizations is far from complete. We shoul-d, therefore, not assume that the
solutions which we find here for ICNAF will necessarily serve as applicable precedents for NEAFC.

"Thank you."

(b) The delegate of Iceland said:

"Mr Chairman:

"We Icelanders congratulate the Canadian and the United States delegates with the decisions of
their respective Governments on the extension of the fisheries dUX'isdiction to 200 miles. This is a
great pl.eaeure for us and 1M are glad especially when we think of OUI' extension of fishery jurisdiction
and oUI' stpuggle which has now been peacefully terminated, as we have now made an agreement and settled
the dispute with the British.

"The rational management of f-ish stocks within 200 miles is of great importance. We have also
attached great importance to the management of fisheries rescercee outside 200 mi.iee, and at the LCllJ
of the Sea Conference ee have supported management regime outside 200 miles. We consider it especially
important for the coastal states. Rational management and optimum sustainable yield of the »ceczc-ces
is of importance both inside and outeide 200 miles.

"We, therefore, favour the approach set out by the canadione, providing for continued mul-t-i.latieral
cooperation regarding the management of stocks beyond 200 miles. We also are in favour of proposals
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in the direction of using ICNAF this year as a [oPU.Jn or consultative body for allocating the eurpbue
to the coastal states' capacity, i.e., when the coastal state has taken its share. We are in favour
of ooneul tatdve procedures in the [uture aimed at maintaining the present high level of scientific
cooperation within ICNAF and providing a forum for dieoueeion of »equlatdone applied by Canada.

"We look upon ICNAF as an important body in the future, although its [unatrione must differ in the
evolution. Anyhow" we must take into account and respect what the Iaia of the Sea Conference deaides
upon in this reepeot,

"Thank you" MP Chairman."

(c) The delegate of Cuba contributed the following:

"Ml' chairman:

"Cuba has supported the 200-miZe limit at the Law of the Sea Conference even though this is
against our own interest since OUI' own rcscao-ces G.1'e rather poor. But~ we have done that in favour>
of the underdeveloped countries that tJill benefit from that measure. Of cczcwe, we feel that the
highly developed countries will also benefit immeneelq by this measu:t'e and we expect them to take into
consideration the interest of the underdeveloped countries who need fish very badly as a source of
protein.

"Cuba has recognized the right of the coastal states to establish the 200-mile limit but would
like to see that accomplished at a world level and the final aqreement: that wilZ eventualZy be reached
at the LCllJ of the Sea Conference should take into consideration the right of the underdeveloped coun
tries to reoeioe a preferential status in the al-l-ooatdon of the eurplue, In the ease of unilateral
laue, 0UI' country will have to study in great detail those laue before aceepting them. Cuba under
stands that ICNAF has been a very useful body and that it should survive the new regime. The mistakes
that have been comnitrted in the past and have resulted in the present state of the stocks is the fault
of all the Member Countries of ICNAF~ including the coastal states and it is unjust that only the
distant-water' fleets will have to pay for the mietakee of all. We think that ICNAF muet: be a body
that should take in mainly all these five functions that I am going to mention:

1) To administer the resources outside the 200-mile limit;
2) To serve as a consultant body Or' forum where the coastal states lJill receive the criteria

of the countries that fish in the region about the state of the stocks and the requlatorg
measures that ehaul-d be established even though the coastal states lJill take final, decisions;

3) To coordinate and conduct research programs;
4) To serve as a statistical center fop the fisheries of the region; and
5) To negotiate the surplus on a multilateral basis.

"Cuba is in favour of holding a meeting before the year is over where modifications to the text
of the Convention should be accomplished but; to do that with a praotdcal: approach; we need to ereatie
a working group before this meeting is over where canada, the United States and three other Member
countx-iee representative of the remainder of the Membe:l' Countries should participate. These five
eountx-iee should meet before the next meeting of the cormieeion and prepare a projection of what the
future Convention should be. This will guarantee quick solutions once the next meeting is convened
and, of course~ any agreement wilt be subject to revision once the Conference on the Law of the Sea
comes to an end.

"We feel that at the present meeting quota regulations should be negotiated for 1977 within the
text of the Convention trying to incorporate the criteria of the ooae tal: states.

"Thank you, NT' Chairman."

(d) The delegate of Portugal stated:

"Mr ChaiPman:

"We have studied carefully the Canadian and United States documents regG.1'ding the future of the
Commission and will try and state cleQ:l'ly and euooinotlv Portugal's position.

"The Commission is faced L)ith txo problems in time: cae, the transitional period; the otihe»,
the situation during 1976.

"Throughout 1976 the L)ork of ICNAF should go on as usual except for the fact thati, effective
30 June 1976~ t1JJO ooaeeat states propose to deal-are they wish to leave the comnieeion, This deolaratdon
of -intienti, however, in no -way relieves those States from theil' t'Peaty obligations [01' 1976.

"In consequence~ L)e feel unable to accept the statement thati, in order to be eoneietenti, the 26th
Annual Meeting must proceed on the basis toot determination of TACs~ of coastal state harvest capacity
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and of a 8UPPZUS~ if any, is, uri-thin the 200-miZe fishing zone, the responsibility of the coastal state.

"We feel it necessary to remind the Commission that, at the time of the 26th Annual Meeting, there
is no fisheries economic zone anywhere in the Convention Area. These zones will be created by laws of
the eoaetal- states, effective from 1 January 1977 for Canada and from 1 Maroh 1977 for the United
States.

"Because we are practical- men in oW' del-iberat-ions of today, we iai.l-l- take into oonei.deration that
fisheries [ux-iediotdon areas UJiU be different tomorrow.

"This attitude is, hooeoe», a far cry from deeiding here and now that the ooaetial. states are imme
diate Zy free to do as they like before the economi-c zones aome into being.

"Meanwhile, the problem of the intermediate period aan be solved only within the context of the
aurreni: regulations and present Convention to which every Member Country is obviously a party~ until
such time as the terms of the convention itself allow one to opt out.

"This ehauld, in no way~ be seen. as an -impoei.tdon, a penal tg , 01' a damned nuieanoe, but indeed as
a quarant-ee for an orderly changeover of jW'isdiction~ and for the continuation of the process of
international collaboration essential to every facet of international fisheries problems.

"Our second point is that the Commission is also faced with tnoo problems relating to areas: one
outside the 200-mile limit and the other inside that limit.

"outside the 200-mile zone the authority of the ICNAF Convention remains unoontee ted, eVen after
the economic zones take effeat within the area of the ICNAF Convention.

"By 1977~ hoiaever, two coastal states may have withd:r>aLJn from ICNAF and nuy then be outside of
both the decision-making prooeee of ICNAF and of the Joint International Inspection Scheme.

"In order to be praetdoal., whilst at this very moment: decisions have to be taken which affect
certain fisheries in 1977~ we need to have irrunediate knowledge of the future intentions of these tnao
countries regarding the extent of their future oonmi tmenb to ICNAF~ outside of the zoo-mite zone.

"It would appeCU' unrealistic of the coastal states to try and impose imnediaie conditions on the
remaining "Club" membere, in exohanae for the reward of their staying on in the "club", and eVen then
perhaps only for another transitional year, when the "Club" is not subject to the rules of the ooaetal:
states but rather they are subject to the rules of the "Club".

"Ow> Convention is in force nOW and no aountry is doing anybody any favour by complying with a
Convention to 1JJhich it is a pCU'ty. Indeed, it is its obligation to do so. So the discussions here
on matters involVing 1977 will have to follow the rules of the Convention procedure as th8y now stand.

"We all hope that the oooperatdon and gooduJill whiah have always prevailed in oup discussions
will continue and oonsequentilg, toot the two coastal states may be assuPed that We will dJJ our best
to aooomnodate the facts as they stand for 1977. On the other hand, it is fair'and necessary for ICNAF
to obtain from them noW reassurances that they will also do their best to accorrunodate ICNAF needs after
the end of 1976.

"OUr' delegation is in accord with the views put f01'/;)ard in the previous speech by the Cuban
delegate. We., too, favour the concept of the 200-mile fishery economic zone. This concept is, however,
in our view without prejudice to the two overriding first principles which have to be taken into
account by each and every fishery organization and fishery authori eu, whether they be national or
international.

"The principles are namely:

1) Conservation of stocks has top priority;
2) FUll and rational utilization of the resources is accomplished.

"The tnoo coastal states, which aPe going to take unilateral aarion to extend their fisheries
jUX'isdiation~ are two of the richest countx-iee in the world. They should take pause before yielding
to the temptation of the puPely materialistic view that their action adds to their riches and, ecaee
qUEntly, is in the best interests of their peopl-e, and that is that.

"Better that they should regard themselves as custodians of those resources rather than proprietors.
Theee rich nations are entrusted with these vast amounts of natural resources because it is in their
best interests to protect them and consequently, it is logioal to expect that they will take all the
necessary steps to provide the best possible systems of rational management.

"We hope they will not overlook 01' ignore the tremendous somal problems and repercussions that
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their decisions may create~ if they establish a selfish scheme of exploitation and oontrol of the
resources oxai.table. We understand as selfish any scheme in which full consideration ?JJOuZd not be
given every time to the paral-lel: eoonomi-a problems and conditions prevailing in underdeveloped, semi
developed or developing countries with well-established fishing activities in the area.

"Those coastal states must real-i-ze that their new rights bring with them tremendous new responsi
bilities. Due to their paat experience and UJOl'k with ICNAF, 7lJe feel 8u:Pe the coastal states will rise
to these obldoat-ione and consider with fairness the needs of their pax-tnere of old.

"In the coaseneee arising from the La.1J) of the Sea Conference, the coastal states are not sovereign
ever- the resceroee inside the 200-mile zone; their rights are sovereign [01' the pU11Jose of utilization
of these r>esouPaes.

"Therefore, we feel it is very muoh in the -intereei: of the coastal states to have at their> disposal
an international consultative body whioh wilt ool.lect: and coordinatie all statistiaal and reeearoh data
and also will be cal-l-ed upon to explain and report: the social and economic problems that other oountx-iee
feel should bear on the al.looation of the eurp'lue, if any.

"The coastal states have tihe r>ight; "to decide against this Lnternatdonal.lu-: framed advioe, but this
advice they need.

"Thu8~ ICNAF would expect to continue with little change outside the 200-mile limit as there are
still wide areas to be managed and oontx-ol.ied, including a vast eeteneion in Statistical Area 6 which
should nOW be definiteZy taken into the ICNAF Area.

"Boioeoer, it is also advieabl-e to create an international aonsultative body under the aegis of
lCNAF to aid and advise the ooaetal: states in their management of their 200-mile zones within the
priurity oonei.derat.ione explained above.

"Finally~ we would profit from this oocaeion to olaPify Portugal's position regaPding national
laws applicable to fisheries on the high geas.

"We wouZd definiteZl1 prefer that such laue iooul-d conform with the eonol-us-ione of the UN Law of
the Sea conference,

"cioen, hoveoe», the Zany period of time that Conference has taken without yet reaching any con
elus-ion, Por>tugaZ is not against uni-lateral: action in this reepeoc, provided that such an aotdon is
in confozomity with the aonsensus arising from that Conference.

"Portugal -ie, houeuer, definiteZy against any eeoidon of unilateral national. to» which will not
refi-ect that consensus and will strongly object to any control- which daee not take due account of the
principles of full utilization and ooneervat.ion of the stocks.

"In the application of their new-found power8~ coastal. states must know that it is not a wave of
repression against foreign fishermen whiah wiU 'solve the problems of the fishePies. It is human and
true the world oVer that national fishermen feel strongly that the root: of all evil. is alZJay8 "those
foreign fishermen". National authorities must not faU for this easy way out.

"Foreign fishermen have discovered the way to e:::ploit several valuable underesploi.ted e tooke,
and hel-ped and completed resear>ch and etat-ietiioe, foreign fishezomen bPing money to the ha:l'boUl'8~ and
last but n.ot leaet, [areiqn fishermen bring friendship and international understanding.

"It is ool.laboxatdon and applied eoienoe and technology that hold the key to successful management
of international fisheries. Let us n.ot tiake a step back by d;pC11JJing inimical lines on the oceans. The
lines themselves were expected and may eVen be welcome unless they wiZZ merely reflect national. self
interest and, in 11.0 way~ take into aaoouni: the interdependence of stocks and the very real tangent
needs of other nations.

"Then inevitably~ they would foster hostility and disputation on an international eccte. This
sad legacy of disintegrotion and misunderstanding is desired by no one. ICNAF is no "house divided".
We stilZ sit round the conference table and corrrnon sense will preoai l., equity and the spirit of com
promiee will. save the day once again."

(e) The delegate of UK contributed the following:

"MP Chairman:

"r 1). The United Kingdom for some time now has supported the adoption of 200-mile fishing l.imi.te, with
eeteneive coastal state rights~ at the United Nations Law of the Sea conference (UNLOSC). In the
past, we have consistentZy stressed the importance which we attach to proeeedinq by international agree
ment. But in the light of recent developments we need to consider (with our pax-mere in the European
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Economic Corrrnunity (EKe) as appropr-iate) what our attitude to uniZateral. extensions of 'limits should
be in future. Therefore~ the Uni-ted Kingdom delegation cannot give a definitive reaction to yesterday's
B tatements by Canada and the United States.

"(2). But on a practical level" We aPe eager to continue to participate in ooneervatdon both within
the potential 200-miZe zone of the various coastal. states involved and in those parts of the Convention
Al'ea wm.ah will be outside that zone. It is easy nolJ1 to foresee us lJJClnting to operate once again in
the ICNAF Al'ea at levels comparable to those which applied until a very few years ago" and it is,
therefore, in our interest to ensUX'e that the international stocks return as quiakly as poeeibl-e to
their fOmlaP strength" and that the portion of the stocks lying UJithin the 200-mile zone 1J)hich is
eurp'lue to the coastal states' requirements is as large as poeeibl:e. I very muah welcome the obvious
desire of the Canadian and United States Gooerrmentie to proceed in [ul-Leet: consultation UJith the other
covemmente interested in fishing in the ICNAF Area. The United Kingdom del.eqatdon UJill participate
fully in discussions at this meeting. I do not anticipate that my Government: would uumt to oppose the
rej1ection in conservation measures adopted by this meeting of the reasonable needs of the coastal
states and of coastal fishing communities.

"(3). As far as the fubure of ICNAF is oonaerned, it seems clear that there will continue to be an
important place for international: organiaations UJithin the context of extended coastal state juPisdia
tion to deal with the kind of matters mentioned by other del.egations; and also for bodies to operate
in areas outside national jurisdictions. Within ICNAF there lies a good deal of eepert-iee on the
questions that will still need to be considered internationally in future. We are not yet in a position
to give a final view on the [utUI'e role of the international commissions in general. Never-theleee, the
United Kingdom delegation wiZl be happy to partsioipate in a non-oottmi.t-tal: dieoueeion of what changes
might need to be made in the convent-ion, if other delegations taoul-d find this helpful."

(f) The delegate of Poland made the following statement;

"MP Chairman:

"On many ocoaeione Poland has emphaeieed the epeoial: role which should be played by international
fishery orpanieatdons toearde world fishing management. We have stressed this point very much dux-inq
recent sessions of the Law of the Sea conference in New York.

"As to ICNAF~ we highly appreciate its efforts to protect: living resources of the North Atlantic
region. It seems to us that ICNAF rightly evaluated the usefUl saientifia system of oollecting data
and other researches aiming to protect fish stocks for the benefit of all nations oonoerned. We see
a vepY important role for ICNAF in the futu1'e~ regardless of the anticipated extension of jurisdiction
by ooaetal: states.

"Swrming up~ this delegation is vexy much in favour of maintaining ICNAF activity for our mutual
benefit. That is why We also support the Cuban proposal to set up a working group to prepare necessary
changes to the present ICNAF Convention."

(g) The delegate of FRG said:

"M!' Chaizman:

"The item on the future role of ICNAF has two aepeate, the irrmediate one and a more long-term
or-ien tated one.

"As regards the irrrnediate aspect~ we are sitting hepe in an ICNAF meeting according to the ICNM
Convention. This appldee, aooordinq to its Article I~ paPagraph 1~ to all waters except: the territorial
»atere, regardless of our views on the eeteneion of fishery jurisdiction (Article I~ pa:mgraph 2). So
we could continue business as usual., if there were not the announcements of Canada and the United States
that they might withdronJ fpern ICNAF, effeotive 1 Janua:t'y 1977. If they would do so and we would not
substitute a specific regime for that per-iod, Canada and the United States could not pefer to ICNAF
»equlatiione and we would enjoy iahati, in our -oieio, would be the freedom of fishing on the high seas
since we do not reeoqni-se unilateral extension of fishery limits; wherea8~ the coastal states would
exercise unat, in their vi-eo, would be the coastal. state's management.

"This foreeeeabl:e and unpleasant conflict should be settled pragmatically for the mentioned taxme
i-t-ional- period. In this oonneotrion, I have to point out that a transitional period of one year seems
to be rather ehorti, since in former years~ when there were extensions of fishery juri8diction~ either
the coastal states or propoeale, such as at the Geneva Conferences of 1958 and 1960~ prooided for much
lonqer transitional periods. Nonethel-eee, we Q1'e prepared to settle this conflict here 'lJJithin the
!rCO'netUork of ICNAF for this transitional per-iod, provided that we stick at least to the baeio prtnoiplee
of ICNAF as contained in the Convention's Article VII~ parafl1'QPh 1~ that we should try to achieve the
optimwn utiZiBation of the eiootce, based on scientific investigation and economic consideration. These
eoneideratione, of COu:I'se~ iaoul-d have to irotude economic problems of distant-water fishing etatee,
which have t:raditionaZZy fished in the ICNAF APea and are dependent on its resources as the ooaetal:
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states are" and since we wiU remain dependent on futu.Pe resource" ee too are interested in the rebuild
ing of the stocks where necessary" and will" insofat' as we remain entitled to fish, provide scientific
effo:l't for the assessment of stocks.

"We have noted Minister Leiilanate statement that Canada is prepared to give effect to regulations
agreed to in ICNAF for 1977, under the conditions that these regulatiorw receive Canada'8 concurrence.
Not anticipating my covernment.!e final view on this approach, it appears to me to be a compromise which
saves everybody'8 legal. position. But We wonder what additional conservation meausres might be taken
by the coastal states, as mentioned in both Canadian and United States statements.

"As regards the United States statement that the deterrmination of TACs, coastal etate te capaaity
and surplus would be within the l'Bsponsibitity of the coastal etate, I wonder whether that should mean
that ICNAF (even du.ring a transitional period pending the results of the UN LC1JJJ of the Sea Conference)
should not be in a position to have its view on these items which are essential for the optimum utiliza
tion of the etooks ,

"When I said earlier the conflict should be resolved pragmatically.. I had in mind as well the
enforcement: problem. I understand that the question.. who shouZd enforce.. is open undeP the ICNAF Con
vention.. though under the general lcaa of the eea, in our view.J it would still be the flag state who
had the right and responsibiUty to enforce the rules applicable to its vessels on the high eece, which
would include a fisheries zone of 200 miles.

"ICNAF has already taken a first step for better enforcement through the vessel registPation
scheme. Do I understand the Canadian and United States proposals correctly.. that that Scheme should
be altered so that the pe1'mits xould be issued by the coastal states instead of the l-ioenaee being
issued by the flag states? Or would the permits have to include a epeei-fio vessel. allocation? This..
I think.J would not only Paise legal. problems but as we'll practical diffiCfUlties.J at least so Lonq as
those vessel allocations cannot be transferred easily.

"Regarding the future of ICNAF after a transitional period.. we firmly believe that the record of
ICNAF is good enough to J"ustify adapting ICNAF to a phanging law of the sea. We bel-ieve, -indeed, that
an amended ICNAF convention could well provide the framework for continued oooperatdon and consultation
between the states concerned.. as long as such consultation was genuine. Therefore.J we agree to the
proposals to convene a meeting for re-negotiating the Convention.J as prOVided for in its Article XVII
as amended,

"We have noted the offer to conduct bilateMl agreements with the coastal states and 1 am suPe
aU!' Government wi'll urgently take the steps necessary 80 that negotiations to that effect can be con
ducted as soon as possible. But I would like to add a last question here: whether and under what
circumstances xoul.d both ooaetat- etatee, united States and canada, be prepared to admit foreign fishing
without such agreement?

"These are some preliminary remca'ks and questions from my delegation.

"Thank you.J Mr Chairman."

(h) The delegate of Japan contributed the following:

"Mr Chairman:

"My delegation highly esteems the achievement of this Comwieeion during the period of more than
a quarter of a century.J not only in scientific research but in managing the fish resouraes in the
Northwest Atlantic ar>ea.

"Although~ in ecee oaeee, prooeedinqs of this conmission could not necessarily be regarded as
satisfactory by every Member Natdon; each of us has striven to fill gaps amonq us and ooerccee the
difficulties one after another through the spirit of mutual eooperatdon;

"For exampl-e.. when we were dealing with the problem of a two-tier quota system in subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6 wmch was initiated by the United States delegation.. we coul-d fina'lly agree to the
introduction of a new scheme after extensive discussions.

"Further.. when Canada asked for a new management fonnuZa in Subareas 2.1 3.. and 4 a ooupl» of
year's aqo, aqain, everybody made an effort to work out a so-called "effort limitation scheme" liJhich
ce appl-ied as from this year.

"It is the belief of my delegation that the cormieeionere of ail- participating countries are
hoping to make further progress along these lines in order to improve the coneeruat-ion and management
of the r-esozc-ces on the basis of eoi-entri f-io findings and with the spirit of mutual cooperat-ion,

"I have studied very carefully the statements made by the distinguished Ambassador Madam Ridgway
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and Minister Leelana, To my regret, I got an impression that the United States seems to be intending
a total negation of the existence of ICNAF because our Convention daee not conform with the "Fishery
Conservation and Management Act" which has been recently brought into being in her country.

"We are aware of the fact that the UN Law of the Sea conference is approaching the final stage
and that 200-mile exclusive jurisdiction is gaining a wide eupport: at this moment.

"We bel-ieve, hoioeoer, that unilateral establishment of exclusive management authority over 200
miles of water could not be »eqarded as valid from the point of view of current: international. law.
Moreover, euah. unilateral action, at this stage where the said UN Conference 1:S striving to reach a
final agreement acceptable to aZZ3 might give an adverse effect to this situation.

"Once an agreement is peached at the LClhJ of the Sea Conference and the exclusive ju:Pisdiction
over the 200-mile zone by coastal states is accepted as international law3 the Contracting Governments 3

I suppose3 would be prepared to consider how to adjust the basis 3 roles and functions of this Commission
to a new situation. My delegation seriously doubts whether our colleagues from various countries would
be prepared to dieouee such a matter as has been proposed by the United statee, at this stage.. because
the proposal is derived from the unilateral decision which they do not believe to be justifiable.

"The Japanese delegation has no author-itiu to get into any discussion which is not in conformity
with our' Convention or' iohicn is not in compliance with the formal procedure for the amendment: of our
Convention.

lIMp Chairman.. the GoVernment of Japan has a grave concern over' the future of this Commission in
the light of the jurisdictional actions which aPe going to be taken on the par't of the two coastal
states.

"The Japanese delegation is prepared to pax-tdoipate in a deliberation concerning the future of
the corrunission at this Commission meeting in toontreot: .. with the understanding that We proceed on a
prel.iminaru and non-committal basis.

"This is the preliminary reaction of our delegation fop the time being."

(i) The delegate of USSR made the following statement:

"Mp Chairman:

"The Soviet del-egation has arr-i.ued at the meeting to discuss and take decisions on the probl-ems
in striet eonformity with the 1949 Convention which has been racifi.ed o-r approved by all the Member
Counir-i ee, In this connection.. it is beyond oW' tierme of reference to oonei-der the mat-ter that
emeroed yestepday on the ac-tual handing OVe-r to the eoastal states the main ICNAF functions which
wer'e determined by Gouernmenbe on the basis of international. agreement.

"The Soviet delegation would like to preeent: its position based on principle with reepect: to the
del.ibe-ration on the item dealing with the futur~ status of the Commission.

'~s is known.. the Soviet Union is pr'epared to agree to the establ-ishment of economic zones
provided that there will also be mutual-Zy acceptable decisions taken on the otheI' majop issues of
the LCJ;bJ of the Sea at the ThiX'd UN Conference.

"When aonvening the Thipd Iaxo of the Sea conference, the United Nations General- Assemb Zy eonei-dered
the task to be the establishment of a neW regime of the Wo-rZd Ocean and the Floor Thereof for' the
Common Benefit of Mankind. To fulfill this task.. it is neaessar'y to ensure the oooperatrion of all the
States and to seek mutually acceptable sol-utions in the nature of a compr'omise. This is why the Soviet
Union undertokee al-l: the measW"es within its power in order to settle the problem on the basis oj'
consensus oP on a broadep ground to any extent possible.

"We bel-ieve that under conditions where the UN Conference has not yet completed its wopk.. uni-:
l-ateral actions on extension of national jurisdiction taeaken such eooperatdon and do not foe ter the
ee tab l-iehment: of a C07117l0n regime of the sea on a justified basis.

"We know from exper-ience that in many cases the unilateral actions of coastal states go far
beyond the framework of the Singl-e Negotiating Text pI'esently undep discussion at the Conference.

"The strengthening of these tirende -iwterferee with the pl'Ogl'eS8 that might be made there and
paves the way fop extpemists.. e.g ... in the countPies haVing intentions to establish either fo~ally

Or' in fact 200-mile territorial- wateps.. deflects from ful-fiZling the task set by the United Nations
Organization.

"All this leads to disorder and creates a situation fraught with consequences that are difficult
to prediot:
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"Regarding the statement made by the us del.egation with respect to the United States ].ClU) which
establishes a 200-mile fishery conservation 20ne~ the Soviet delegation uwuld like to remind the
comnieeion that the USSR Embassy in the United States has made a statement to the Department: of State
about the USSR negative attitude touarde this action. It was indicated in this statement that the
United Nations Conference has entered an important: stage of pi-aotdcal: aqreement: on fundamental. ques
tions. Under such conditions there must be an especially substantial and balanced approach of aU
the paPticipants to the problems under discussion at the Conference 80 as to ensure taking deeieione
which would take into account the legitimate interests of the nations and hit at the same time the
majop target, the development of international aooperatiion,

"It is of no less importance, of course, that practical actions of etatee should facilitate making
agreed a:rrrangements and should not move in a backioard direct-ion, It is noted in the Soviet e tatement:
that the fact that the United States has passed the l-aia on establishment of 200-mile fishery ccaeer-cc
tion zone oontxadiote the efforts directed to achieve at the Conference mutually acceptable solutions.

"Such is the official position of the USSR. The Soviet delegation -ooul-d like to diael I: on the
propoeale that the Commission iooul-d take decisions at the preeent: meeting, proceeding from the principle
of a coastal state exel-ue-iue jurisdiction within a 200-mile coastal. zone and on the basis that the
determination of total allowable catch, coastal state ha.rvesting capacity and surplus to be allocated
amanq other Member countx-iee as nel-l: as individual. enforcement, reside with a coastal state.

"In this aonneotdon, the Soviet delegation has to state the foll-owing.

"As it has been indicated above, the ICNAF was founded according to the 1949 Convention ratified
01' approved by al-l: the sovereign Member Countries having equal rights. No Member State has any pi-ivi-:
Leqe with teepeot: to the access to resources. The Commission is not authorized today to hand over its
functions and authority to any country.

"Such is the legal aspect of the matter.

"If not to regard the essence of the above proposals, we did and will do all in OUI' power to
maintain and preserve the spirit of good international cooperation as we cannot to any extent comply
with the evident trend to abolish the ICNAF which uould result in consequent infringement of the
international. commitments outlined by the 1949 Convention. We must cl-eo bear in mind that the ICNAF
is one of the international organizations whose activity droue the attention of many countries all.
oVer the world who are devel.oping their fisheries. To abolish the ICNAF would mean to strike against
their hopes and trust in international cooperation. This would be a great mistake.

"As far as our delegation is concerned, we are full.y aware of the moral. and poZitiaal responsibiZity
that might be entailed by this action. Taking this position into account, the Soviet delegation is
prepared to discuss the praotd.oal: aspects of further oooperatdon between the states eonduatrinq fisheries
in the NopthhJest Attantio, proceeding from the necessity to take effective pegulatozy fishery measures
as foreseen by the 1949 Convention.

"The Soviet de'leqatxion considers the ICNAF'to be the greatest and the most ,effective international
fishery organization despite certain faults related to its activity. This is supported by the long
term eooperatiive exper-ience gained by the scientists in the field of research on fisheI'ies resources
of thE. convention Apea, by the vast and scientifically established system of measures on fisheries
management, by the harmonious Scheme of Joint International Enforcement; and lastly, by the cooperat-ive
exper-ience gained by the coverrmente ' representatives in the ICNAF as to hou to find objective solutions
on fisheries »equl-airione paying due regard to the legitimate rights and intereete of all Member Coun
tries.

"The Soviet deleqat-ion has always treated with understanding the needs and requirements of the
coastal states' fishermen taking into eonsideration at the same time the peculiarities and the character
of their fisheries. In fact, fop a long time, we have done our best not to cause damage to these
fishermen if such damage is due to r-ecscne originating from us and not to domestic ones. We pe-affirm
our readiness in the futuPe to do all in our poweP to take into account the legitimate demands of such
fishe1Wlen and we are prepared to listen to concrete propeoole in this respect established on their
real haPvesting capacity and needs.

"The Soviet delegation has arnved in Montreal. for the pu:t>pose of detiberat-inq and settling
practical issues on the Commission's agenda in accordance with the Convention being in force. We
Q1"e ready to Ca:J."TY out this work in a constructive way taking corrunon interests into account.

"In view of the fact that the discussions on future ICNAF activit;y are under way now, the Soviet
delegation is also prepared to take part in these discussions on the assumption that any recommendations
may be taken by the ICNAF only aftep the ultimate decision will have been taken at the Third United
Nations Law of the Sea Conference on the issue dealing with the :rights of a coastal state in the field
of fisheries conducted in waters adjacent to its coast."
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(j) The delegate of Denmark contributed as follows:

"MP chairman:

"I would first like to aonment: on that part of our Agenda which requests us to discuss the futw>e
roZe of ICNAF. My delegation hae, in the past many times when ICNAF in the right and more often without
right, was or-it.ioieed for inefficiency, expressed its opinion that ICNAF has made very much progress and
has been abl-e to adjust to a development which could not be foreseen when the Convention UUlS signed.
Consequently, we feel that these achievements should not be dropped and in the future regime with its
extended 200-mile zone, ICNAF will still have a [unatrion, It will not only still be des-ir-abl-e but even
necessary to continue. You can be sure that Denmark wi'll participate in the disaussions in order to
make the modif'ioatdone to the exiet-ina Convention which might be necessary.

"As far as the Canadian and United States statements are concerned, I must say that my delegation
is not authorized to accept or express views on the unilateral action of their extension of their fishery
zones to 200 miles as of next year. Also, I am not able to eomnent: if the timing of the decision of the
two countries is right. I will not comment on whether it is consistent with what is appearing from the
LrJi.I) of the Sea conference, but I will limit myself to looking at the possible influence of these declar
ations of which we have taken note on the proceedings of OUI' meeting here. I noted with pl.eaeure, aided
by the interpretation of the Canadian delegate~ the willingness of Canada to go on in this meeting in
the way we have been negotiating before with the net reservation from Canada than, having achieved
results in the meeting~ they have to consider themselves if the results were eonsistent with their legis
lation. This situation has always existed and I find it natural for them to go back. So I see no
hindrance from this legislation to this meeting. There has been a willingness from delegations in the
past to look upon the epeoial: problems and elaime of the eoaetal. states. I think it should be possible
to do that at this meeting too.

"I am pl-eased to see at the bottom of page 2 of the United States statement an attitude very much
like that of Canada and I think it woul-d be possible for us to go on that way. But tu.rning to page 3,
I was a bit disappointed. I cannot accept existence of 200 miles for the United States as I have no
authority, but I woul-d hope the United States will oonei-de», if possible, going along in the way of
Canada, so we can avoid the oomplioat-ione which paragraph 1 on page 3 involve. I am willing to cooperate,
as in the past, by negotiation, ease by case, subar'ea by subarea, but, of course, this cannot be done
without knowing those countries' intention to make changes in their jurisdiction. However, this question
is eeporate from OUl' discussion here and our delegation cannot enter into it."

(k) The delegate of GDR spoke as follows:

"MP Chairman:

"Life has shown that the complicated and -inieruouen problems of the human society of the 20th
centUI'Y cannot be solved without multilateral cooperation rather than only by unilateral agreements.

"We are SUI'e that none of the del-egations of ICNAF Member States doub te that ooneervarion and
:rational utilization of liVing sea stocks belong to these problems which can be solved best only by
multilateral cooperation.

"With respect to international fishery orqani.zatdone as a carrier of their multilateral cooperation,
the CDR has expressed its position on fu:rther necessity and suitableness of these organizations, both
in the UN Conference on the Laia of the Sea and by its oonetsruatiiue cooperation in those organizations.

"We appreciate the working results of ICNAF as other delegations do and therefore support the views
expressed here by many delegations according to which ICNAF, after haVing been modified accordingly,
has to fulfill an important function also under the conditions of a new law of the sea, and this not
only outside but also inside the so-called 200 nautical mile zones.

"It would be especially traaio if it were the states which founded ICNAF to doubt: the existence
of this oroani.zat.ion by the steps they have taken recently.

'~S to the unilateral steps taken by the eoastal states, to extend their national jurisdictions
on parts of the open sea before the conclusion of the Conference on the Law of the Sea, it has to be
said that they are in di.reet: contradiction to the efforts undertaken by the UN Conference to d:t'aft a
univel'sally acceptable new convention of the Law of the Sea.

"In oonneotdon with this assessment which does not render only our personal view, we proceed from
the fact that the Convention (ICNAFJ is still in haI'mony with governing -isiternatrional. lou, of which it
is an integl'al part.

"With reqard to this legally intact convention which at present is effective f07' solving fishery
problems, we do not see any need for the Commission to call for a re-negotiation of the Convention.
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"For the same reason" it is necessary that this session of the comnieeion proceed from val-id rules
of the Convention and its COTmlon praotioe when it comes to take any steps for 1977.

"Thus, our view basicaUy oos-reeponds with the view expressed by one of both coastal states with
respect to 1977. Therefore, lJe support the wish expreeeed by the representative of Denmark that the
repreeentatdvee of the other coastal state may join such a regulation. Mr> Chairman! Delegates!
Naturally, our delegation is not unaware of the problems and oonsequenaes caused by the aforesaid uni
lateral steps.

"Therefore, we aPe prepared to participate in discussing and dX'afting aaeeptobl.e solutions. We
ehal-l- dLJ this also in a pi-aqnat-ie way if it eer-eeo the interests of att- oonaerned,

"Thank you, Ml' Chairman."

(1) The delegate of France said:

"Mr Chairman:

"I lUill only make a brief statement as it seems to me thati, at the present stage of our considera
tions concerning the futiure of ICNAF~ everything has been said by my colleagues.

"Boxeve», I uould also like to point out that the general, problem of consequences of the extension
of economic zones by certain Member counts-tee der-iuee from theses developed dux-ina the conference of
the L~ of the Sea; my countpy is cW'rentl,y examining the consequences thereof within the European
Economic Communi ties.

"The problem of the [utiure rote of ICNAF is also that of the role of international, organizations
in the new worl,d which is being evol,ved. We believe that these organizations can still prove to be
necessary if they adjust and change their etruoiuxe,

"Therefore, my oount:r>y would be happy to take PQI't in any conference which might be organized with
a view to proceeding to a study of the »e-adaptat-ion of ICNAF.

"We coul-d sincerel,y wish that ICNAF, which has pZayed a major rote so far, goes on pZaying that
role in the futu:f>e and sereee, in particular, as a meeting place for ooneul.tatdon of al-l: countries
fishing in the cner, whether they are coastal states 01' non-coastal, states.

"All, this being said and having placed ourselves at a very general, levee, whieh, in fact, belongs
more to the competence of dipt.arate than fishing escpex-te, we do hope that the new situation, from which
we will have to drma consequences for the future, will, not prevent us from carrying out oW' work and
overcoming difficulties."

(m) The delegate of Italy stated:

"Mr chairmm:

"Like other EEC membere who spoke before me, I must say that I am not enabl-ed to take any position
vie-a-vie the uni-lateral: declarations of our Canadian and United States partners. These declarations
involve indeed delicate diplomat-ic and [uri-dioal problems which have been already outlined here and al-l:
I can say is that oU!' delegation shares the concern fOor the future of ICNAF. The Italian delegation
believes that this problem can more properly be discussed in the Speeial- Meeting already announced and
which we welcome.

"As far as the immediate future of our organization, we consider it important not to kill it
because, despite some inevitable bottlenecks, it has always served a useful: role. I don't know what
the sitaution would be today if ICNAF had not existed.

"As you know, we have been Members of ICNAF since the beginning and we have aZways managed to
respect its prescriptions, in the interest of everybody. The quantities of fish we have caught azoe
certainly not enough to create a problem for the ecosystem balance; on the other hand, those quantities
are a vital part of oU!' r-escrc-ces, That is why we are confident that the coastal etaiee will take into
aonei-deratrion this aspect of the problem and will allow the traneixional- per-iod, as it has been defined
here, to be wide enough to eiare a new life of ICNAF in a renewed world oonteet, on a sufficiently
reflected basis."

(n) The delegate of Bulgaria stated:

"Mr Chai1'WW1.:

"I wish to make some pzoeliminary zoema:t>ks on the ieeue, Th10 aspects of the problem are under dis
cussion: first, will ICNAF continue after extension of the coastal state fisheries zone to 200 miles,
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and eeaond, what role will IeNA? play in the future? ICNAF is one of the foremost organizations in
the field of fisheries and has aZways been a model for constructive international cooperation. It is
very difficult to foresee the role of this organization, after extension of coastal state [ux-iedictdon,

"The Commission, especially in previous years, has always done its best to satisfy the claims of
the coastal states. That is why the statements of Canada and the United States about their intention
for eventual uribhdraual: [porn ICNAF create some confusion. On the one hand, the importance of ICNAF
is under tined, and on the other, the intention for eventual withdrawal is also expressed. Perhaps
more details will be forthcoming from the ooaetal states.

"As faro as the other aspect of the problem is concerned, what function will the Commission have
and which kind of a fisheries regime will be conducted in this part of the world ocean~ we all cannot
e::cpP8SS definite views before the conclusion of the Law of the Sea Conference. If We are going on
with del.ibera tione, we must adhere strictly to the position of our Governments at the Law of the Sea
Conference.

"The 200-mi7..e zone has already been accepted by most of the countries but there ape difficulties
in the interpretation of the regime within this zone. It is our understanding that the discussion of
this problem here wiZZ duplicate the work in the Law of the Sea conference, We believe that: we should
postpone 0UI' deliberations until the agreement of the Law of the Sea Conference is reached."

(0) The Chairman noted that there were questions posed which he suggested might be answered next week
at a further session of the Plenary. He asked for the views of the delegates regarding the Cuban suggestion
to establish a working group at the present meeting to prepare a projection of what the future Convention
might be. He noted that there should be no commitment whatsoever but with the fishery experts present an
exchange of views in a working group might help Governments to take decisions later. He pointed out that
there was a joint responsibility to the staff of ICNAF and its future and a need for resolution of any uncer
tainty.

18. Under Plenary Agenda Item 48. Report of STACRES, the Chairman invited the Chairman of STACRES, Dr A.W.
May (Canada), to present a summary of the provisional report of STACRES. Dr May reviewed the work of the
Assessments, Biological Surveys, Environmental, Statistics and Sampling Subcommittees and the various Working
Groups. The Chairman expressed the Commission's thanks and gratitude to STACRES, its officers and scientists
for their continued excellent efforts and noted that decisions involving financing of proposed special
research projects would await the recommendations of STACFAD.

19. The Plenary agreed to terminate its discussions until next week and recessed at 1245 hrs~ 9 June.

20. The Plenary reconvened at 1015 hrs, 14 June, to continue consideration of Plenary Agenda Item IS, the
Future of the Commission. The Chairman noted that the Plenary had agreed to consider pragmatically the
problems to see if mutually acceptable solutions could be reached. Since the problems had not yet been
introduced in the Panels, he felt that it would be useful if the dt ecuesdon concentrated on "fish". He
asked, if it were accepted that there was a role for an international body within and outside 200 miles,
how soon could steps be taken to begin formulation of a revised or a new international fisheries body and
who would take the initiative, the Depositary Government, ICNAF, or the coastal states? Secondly, should
a working group be set up, as suggested last week, to advise on the possible formulation of a revised or a
new body and the role of such a group? Thirdly, what practical arrangements were envisaged for enforcement
in the future? He then invited those Member Countries who had not had the opportunity last week to make
general statements.

(a) The delegate of Spain then spoke as follows:

"M!' Chairman:

"Let us skip ovel' the feeling of emptiness imposed upon us by the reality of these past few days'
discussions~ and think back to last Wedne8day~ 9 June~ in order to link this statement to the others
then made. Allow me first of all to areet, on behalf of the delegation of spain, all the other dele
gations here represented. Let me thank, very par-tdoulorl.u, our haec, the Government of Canada, whose
delegation is~ so far~ winning the day with considerable subtlety.

"The delegation of Spain has been able to make use of the weekend to consider in detail the
statements made by the Minister of Fisheries of canada and by Ambassador Madcun Ridgway of the United
States reqardinq proposed extension of fisheries [ur-iediatrion over a 200-mi7..e zone in the, alas! ~ very
neal' future. Without~ in any way~ committing my covemment-, 1 would like to comment briefly on the
preliminary reaction of my delegation to the statements in question.

"I fi1'mly believe thati, if We consider them with real-iem, We are faced with two positions which
are suhstantia7..ly alike. One may reoooni.ze a difference in procedure, but certain7..y not in the basic
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concepts underlying the expeoted final results. In truth, as from 1 JanuaPy 1977 in the one case, and
1 MaPch 1977 in the other, the coastal states announce the exeroiee of sovereign pights over an area
extending seawal'ds 200 mites in al-l: matters pertaining to:

- the determination of the total al.louabl-e catch;
- the harvesting capaoi.tg of the coastal state; and
- the sharing out of the al.lovabl-e eurpl-ue, if any.

"I CQn'1UJt consider hel"e and now the substantiaZ points raised by these statements, which obviousZy
exceed the purpose of this meeting; it is, nevertheleee, gratifying for my delegation to note that
both ooaetal- states reooaniee as one of the essential points to cons-ider when aUocating the surp tue,
the historical performance of the distant-fishing countries, which, contra:r>y to legend, have done so
muah for the ooaetat communities and for the development of the fisheries of the North Atlantic, in
general.

"Having made this initial analysis of the situation, the obvious question arises concerning the
future role not only of ICNAF but also of ather multilateral orqanieatdone dealing with the management
of fisheries r-eecarcee, Here we hcwe listened to the uni-lateral: statements of Canada and the United
States, and those of us who, for better 01' for worse, aleo fish on the other side of the AtZantio are
probably going to have to face simi-lor formulae during the ooming meeting of NEAFC in eaPZy July. We
shoul-d expect a eimi.l-ar reooqnl.tion of our past fishing history in the area, and as a coroUary the
possibility of continuing OUI' fishing activities within the framework which may be imposed by the new
oircumetanoee,

"But let: us come back to ICNAF whose irrrnediate futiure is worrying us al-l-, AZthough it may not
appear to us, at the moment, as a very bright one, we firmly believe that We should all think aa'1'efulZy,
and most of all the eoaetal: states, about the responsibiZity whiah we would incur, were this Commission
whose great eery-ieee we readily recognize to become obsolete and inefficient in the ftcture,

"In the present state of the world we must not block any avenue of cooperation and dial-ogue
between nations, but must ooerocee the difficulties .and widen it. With this understanding, we favoW'
the suzvivaL, for survival it is, of a mul-t-i-lat-eral- forum such as ICNAF, eVen while we recognize the
basic importance that the strengthening of bilateral ties has for the development of relations between
states.

"Against the gl,oomy background that I have just described, my country has taken a stand, well
known by al-l-, that tries to overcome problems and adjust to new situations with the maximum of prag
matism. This stand avoids all unnecessary confrontation and looks for an acceptable understanding by
way of negotiation.

"At this stage, we believe that after this meeting many of ICNAF's functions, undoubtedly the
main ones cunong them, are going to 'lie outside the sphere of the organization. We woul-d not like to
see an organization which has been 80 useful up to now, making over the years an important effort of
meeting the growing needs of the coastal, etatee, playing a eeoondaxg role in the future. It appears
quite clear that the new situation has been brought about by the excl,usive posi~ion of the coastal
states and we feel we must question them as to what kind of a [utiure they enuieaqe fol' ICNAF.

"Reasserting our tradition of searching for an understanding thPough negotiation, Spain would
'like once more to contribute, within its possibilities, to the survival: of this type of international
orqanieatdon haVing the greatest possible content. In prOOf of this, we would like to pick up the
sU{jgestians put forward by several delegations and offer Spain as the meeting place of the Special
Committee which would examine and propose changes to be introduced in the 1949 Convention, and of the
conference of Government representatives which would irrrnediately [ol-l-oia, We believe we meet the
necessar'Y objective conditions, and we submit to the consideration of the oonferenae oW' offer of
meeting again in Spain before the end of November.

"Thank you~ Mr Chairman. II

(b) Continuing the discussion, the delegate of Canada made the following statement in response to the
various couunents contained in the statements of the Member Countrdes t

liMP Chairman:

"The Canadian position with :l'egazod to both the conduct and significance of the present meeting
of ICNAF and the future of ICNAF was fuZZy set out in the statement of the Honaurabl.e Romeo Lebl-anc
at our opening session. In the light of statements by other delegations on these matters, I 'Wish to
reiterate the Canadian approaob, to attempt to answer various questions that have been raieed, and to
comment on certain proposals.

"The Canadian delegation conei.dere it an important development that this meeting is proceeding with
what we might call. "business as usual". We are here developing recommendations for sound eoneeruatrion
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measures~ including al.looatdone, for 1977 in aaaol'danae iai th: the usual ICNAF prooeduree, while taking
into account the positions expressed by the two principal coastal states. Those reeonmendat-ione, in
keeping Ulith a fundamental corrmitment we al-l- share, must also satisfy the principle of optimwn utiliz
at-ion, as a number of delegations have urged. For Canada '8 pax-t, both the Secretary of State for
External Affairs and the Minister of State for Fisheries have underlined our commitment to this prin
ciple.

"zls was stated by Mr Leb lana, Canada has undertaken to give effect within its 200-mile zone, in
1977, to those measupes agreed at the present ICNAF meeting with Canadian concuppence. This means
that Canada would adopt., appl,y and enforce the meaSU1"e8 in question as Canadian regulations under'
Canadian law. As to al.looatdone to other oountx-iee agreed upon with Canadian eoncurrence., Canada would
issue appropriate permits on the basis of those allocations relating to stoeks of the Canadian 200-mile
zone.

"TO answer a number of questions raised by the representative of the Federal Republic of Germanu,
I wish to make the following additional points on this matter:

(1) As a transitional measure for 1977 at least, Canada has made cl-ear that it would issue such.
permits eVen to those IcNAF Member States with whieh Canada does not have bi.taterat: agree
ments. The Canadian Governmenti t e approach to this question for the years beyond 1977 remains
under consideration.

(2) Canada sees no reason why the ICNAF vessel reoiecratdon scheme should not continue in 1977,
although that scheme could not: poeiu-iioe 01' be a substitute for the permits to be issued by
Canada. as a Canadian reqwirement; Indeed the ICNAF vessel registration scheme will remain
most valuable faT' the area beyond 200 miles.

(3) As to fla{] state licences [01' fishing within Canada's 200-mile zone, it must be understood
that these cannot substitute for Canadian permits. I must stress here Canada's view that
eVen under a system of coastal state regulation and enforcement, flag states would not be
relieved of their responsibility to ensurs that their vessels comply with the applicable
regulations, including strict adherence to quota al-Looatxione ,

(4) More generally, I would reply to the questions raised by the representative of the Federal
Republic of Germany by assuring him and all othere here that Canada would undertake to ca1'1'y
out appropriate consultations later this year with the countries oonoerned on the modalities
of implementation of jurisdiction, especially as to licensing procedures and, where appT'O
pr-iate, enforcement procedures - recalling, of course, that enforcement will fall within
Canadian authority.

"The representative of the Federal Republic of Germany also -inqui.red what additional regulatory
measures might be established by canada in 1977 beyond those agreed at the present meeting with Canadian
concurrenee. I am not certain that it would be possible OT' useful to try to give examples at this time.
In any event, as stated by Mr Lelsl-ana, any additional Canadian regulations in 1977 would take into
account and be consistent with agreements reached here with Canadian concurreno~.

"As to the future of ICNAF., we have already stated that Canada is eommitted to continued multi
lateral cooperation in the management of stocks beyond 200 miles and wishes to negotiate as Boon as
possible new multilateral arranqementie to this end. Obviously the ICNAF Convention in its present fom
cannot apply to the 200-mile zone. However, the sort of system we have developed in ICNAF would be
valuable and indeed necessary for the conservation and management of stocks within the ICNAF Area
beyond 200 miles. We haue an open mind as to whether new arranaemente should be neqoriated by way of
amendments to the present Convention 01' otherwise. In either case, a basic change would be in the
geographic area of application of these multilateral arranqemente, In addition the Canadian Government
believes that the new arrangements would have to take into account the relat~onship between the stocks
of the 200-mile limit and those beyond.

"As to arrangements concerning stocks of the 200-mile zone, I taoul-d reaffirm canada!e commitment
to consult annually with other countries fishing in the zone, in the development of Canadian regulations
for conservation and management of the stocks and the allocation of surpluses. We attach the highest
-importanee to maintaining the kind of scientific cooperation that has developed in ICNAF. Canada pro
poses to establish an appropr-iate mechanism or forum for consultations on these matters. The preoiee
form of that mechanism, and its possible relationship to the multilateral organization for the area
beyond 200 mitee, are questions that remain under consideration in Canada. It tsoul-d seem desirable
at any rate for consultations regarding regulations in the 200-mile zone to be carried out in conjunc
tion with meetings of the international commissions dealing with stocks beyond 200 miles. Certainly
we would be pleased and grateful to hear the views and suggestions of otheP countries on these possible
approaohee, although I must emphasize that the establishment by Canada of a consultative mechanism faT'
stocks of the 200-mile zone will not be a matter for negotiation as such.

"I should like at this point to recall Mr LeBlanc's suggestion that a special: meeting to deal with
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the future of ICNAF may be necessary later this year. The Canadian delegation hopes that all here
would agree on the usefulness of such a meeting, either of the Commission itself or of plenipotentiaries.
Any delay could seriously prejudice the iuiure of multilateral ooneul.tatdon and cooperation to which
we are aU committed. M1' LeBlanc stated a few days ago Canada's hope that We can make an uninterrupted
tronsition from the oZd to the new regime, and to do this it 1JJOuld be imperative to set to work imme
diately on the elaboration of a new regime. For Canada to remain a member of ICNAF in 1977, we must
have adequate aS8umnce that manaqemeni: measupes for 1978 will he developed under the new arranqemente,

"As to the Cuban suggestion, which has already been supported by some members, that we oreaie a
working group that uould meet at an early date to produce a draft: of what might be a modified ICNAF
Convention, this idea is a useful one and I woul-d like to set out Canada's views on it.

"The group should have a wide mandate. We believe that it should examine what new arranqementie
UJiZZ be neaessary in order to ensuPe the oontsinuanoe of multilateral. cooperation in the management of
etocks fowui outside e::r:panded national fishery limits. This might wel-l- be aaeompl.iehed by modifications
to the present ICNAF Convention, but Canada for its part: has an open mind on this question, as I have
already indicated. What We want to ensure is that the lessons of ICNAF are not 'lost whatever the
arranqemente arrived at, and that parcieular attention be paid in such arrangements to enSUI'e that
eioeke which straddle the outer l-imi: t of national jurisdietion - or migrate back: and forth aerOBS the
limit - are managed in eooperatiion with the ooas tal- state.

"It is important, in the Canadian view, that the proposed group have a certain degree of flexi
bility. It »outd be OUI' suggestion, therefore, that those taking part in the gpoup do so in a personal
aapaaity, as experts in this field, and not as repreeentat-ivee of Governments. We would also suggest
that the gpoup be convened soon enough to be in a position to submit theip report: to the Speaial ICNAF
Meeting or meeting of plenipotentiaries we have proposed be held tater this year. We would be pleased
to aat: as hosts fop both the group of experts meeting and the special meeting of the Commission op of
plenipotentiaries here in Canada."

(c) The delegate of USA then contributed the following to the discussion:

"M!' Chairman:

"We think, upon refl-ect-ion, it was quite wise of you to have provided some several days between
our' initial consideration of the future of ICNAF and our exchange this morninq, It has given us an
opportunity to hear the views of other'S, to hear from otihere the questions which wepe raised by our
statement, and to try to respond to those questions in an addi-t-ional: statement today. We have not,
howe:ve:r, anticipated some of the questions which you posed this morning in introducing the subjeat,
but we would certainly, in an exchange which might foZ"low, be prepared to try to respond to those
specific questions.

"Let me try once again to provide some insight into the United States position and to db 80 from
a perspective somewhat different from that emploged last veetc. Let me try, this time, to state ouro
position in terms of what the United States Government wiZ"l be looking fop at such time as the Com
mission completes its del.iberatdone and the »eeulte aPe oiroulated to Governments. After the oonalnc
sian of this Annual Meeting, when the united States Government reoeiuee the proposed Commission regula
tions for 1977, it will look fop the folZo1ving:

"First, db the regulations take into account the provisions of United States lau which will be
binding for the United States as of 1 March 19717

"Second, do the Commission reoulatdone creat-e a aorifl-i.at: between United States la11l and what would
become treaty obUgations on the United States Were the United States to accept the ICNAF proposed
pegulations and were ICNAF to Pemain in force for 1977?

"To take the eeoond question first, obviously the United States Government: cannot put itself in
a position of luaJing to choose, on 1 March 1977, between abiding by its own domestic law and abiding
by its troeaty obUgations under the Convention. Either the United States law and the international
eommitments We accept at the time we accept Commission proposals are consistent, or the United States
win face Buch a choice. Ctearly, the choice would be in favor of its own lcaa, It taoul-d be intolerable
for any government knowingly to place itself in a position in which its behaviop, while consistent with
international treaty obligations, is inconsistent with its domestic regulations.

"Turning t-heti to the first question, do 1;he regulations take into account: the provieione of
United States law? The United States, in reviewing the Commission proposed pegulations which would
flow from this meeting, and the recommendations, would seek speaificaUy to determine whether

- fipst, the proposed regulations prooide for coastal state enforcement wi1;hin the limits of
national fisheries jurisdiction as those limits are determined by a coaetal: state;

- second, do they provide, aleo within the "limits of national fisheries juPisdietion, for a
national permit system determined by the coastal state in a manner consistent with its dameetrio
la11l?
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third, the United States, in reviewing the proposed Commission regulations, would seek to
determine whether those regulations intrude into the arena of domestic pule-making with respect
to the management of fishery resources within the limits of national fisheries juraisdiation;

- foUX'th, do the proposed regulations for 1977 estabUsh quotas whieh take into account the
setting of the total al/loiaibl:e catch within the limits of national fisheries iux-iediotdon by
the coastal state and the determination by the coastal state of its needS before the allocation
of any eurpl-ue,

"The United States believes these foul' prerequisites to United States acceptance of the Commission
proposed regulations must be met if the United States is not to exercise its intention to withdraw by
31 December 1976. We think that they can be achieved within the limits of the present: Convention.
Whether they can be achieved without raie-inq questions of principle for other Members, is a matter
which is not for the United States to determine. If the nations represented here find that questions
of principle are raised, even though we see them as practicalities, and that they cannot be accommodated,
then clearZy the delegations representing t'heir nations within the conmieeion -oould act on that finding.
Or their Governments, subsequently, would decide questions of principle had been raised which cannot be
accommodated and would aac on that finding. The result is very much the same iahetiher it flows from
Corrrnission proceedings or subsequent decisions by Governments to object to the regu lations. To the
extent that it is not possible for the ICNAF regulations for 1977 to meet the four objectives I have
stated above, the United States would have to moVe toward withdrawal.

nIf I may, in an aside here, just say that the task that we haue struggled with in the weeks
preceding this Commission meeting is the task posed by the second question we offered. Is it tolerable
for any government to put itself in a position where it must choose between -int-ernat-ional: treaty obliga
tions or domestic law? We decided that it Was not. We are trying to etruature a situation in which
the tT'eaty obligations which would flow from the acceptance of the proposed requl-atrione are the same
as domestic law and, therefore, a conflict does not arise.

"There are two items which do require specific comment. First, the question was raised the other
day by the Federal Republ-ia of Germany - what does the United States mean when it says that additional
conservation measures might be applied within the zone following 1 March? If the Commission regulations
and recommendations are acceptable to the United States and ICNAF remains in force foY' the United
States for 1977, it would nonetheless be the intention of the united States to reserve for itself the
right to expand on those regulations after 1 March. This is not to say that the United States would
not abide by the determinat-ione of surplus and allocations reached at this meeting. There are, houever,
other ways by which coastal states rray manage the fisheries. These include area and season closures
and gear regulations. We can foresee that as the program of domestic management of fisheries resources
comes into force for the United States, decisions would be reached by the united States which amplify
the international measures agreed to within ICNAF 01' which are new. We believe it essential that some
how provision be made for the coming into force of such additional measures after 1 March 1977, if the
United States should decide upon such meaSUl"es. We cerotainly are not unaware that this reservation of
authority creates fears that such meaSUl'es might be used to negate the decisions reached here with
respect to surplus and al-l-ocat-ione , I can only hope that the United States' commitment to abide by
its treaty obl-iqatdone which would be inherent in the acceptance of the Commission -propoeed regulations,
would be seen as assurance enough that those additional measures which might come i-nto force, if any,
would be consistent with the measures we have agreed to internationally.

"All of what I haue said up until now relates to a singZe question for the United States - that is,
whether it is possible, through ICNAF, to provide a transition for coming into force of extended juris
diction off the coast of the United States - the transition to last only for 1977. Thereafter,
distant-water states which wish to fish off the coast of the United States would have to have entered
into bilateral agreements. In many instances in 1977, in this transition, it is obvious that the rela
tionship would be governed in a rather dual fashion, both by the treaty obligations and by thaee
bilateral agreements which we negotiate between now and 1 March.

liThe question of the future of ICNAF becomes more clear if one makes this distinction between
managing the fisheries in 1977 in a way that prooidee a transition, and discussiong the multilateral
relationship that might exist once we have moved throuqh: the transition period. Clearly, the United
States cannot rema-in in ICNAF, as we know ICNAF, past 1977. Thus, I am, this morning in talking about
the [uture, talking about a new organization which, if agreed upon., tooul.d come into force no later
than 1978. The United States would support the re-negotiation of the convention, or any other approach
to reaching agreement on new arr-anqemente, whichever approach is found to be the more appropriate for
the new situation. We are here with no [iPm guidelines as to what the future might be. We are prepared
to psu-cioipate fully in an examination of the guidelines, 01' in any other preparatory work that others
might find appropriate. We are prepared to respond positively to the proposal that there be a working
group and that the working group operate, tri thout: commitment, to examine what might be appropriate
means for the future, oro what might be the appropriate arranqemente for a multilateral organization.

III think that you will find us here wanting not to go into great detail as to our participation
in such a working group. One, we want to be without commitment to a particular solution, to be able
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to examine, frankly, and without mental reeervation, if you ui.l.l., what the various proposals are; we
ape prepared to take into account the interest that othere might have in assigning specific duties in
a new organization, both with respect to the management of etooke whieh are tiraneboundarg or to the
discussion of consultative arranqenente, if any, that might apply iai thi-n the zone. We do not think
that this work needs to be completed in 1976. It should be initiated in 1976 if there is to be a
transition without -interrupcion, It would obviously have to be completed by 1977 and ready to go
into force no later than 1978.

"Mp Chairman, I hope this makes moPe olear what it is the United States is trying to achieve in
this Corrrnission meeting. The two tasks, reaching agreement on proposed requl-at-ione for 1977 and pre
paring the way for the future are" in oUX' view" entirely separate. We are prepared to participate in
both. We hope that the outieome of both is favorable to continued international aooperatrion, I have
not., as I said in the beginning" aneuered some of the speaifia questions which you posed. We uoul-d
be happy to anSllJer those questions specifiaaUy in the eczo-se of this morning."

21. The Chairman noted that, although there was a great deal of similarity in the positions adopted by
Canada and USA, there were also important differences. It would help the other Members of the Commission,
if in the course of discussion these differences could be narrowed down, particularly with regard to the
steps to be taken for the modification of ICNAF or the creation of some other organization and the definition
of their respective roles. Then, noting the reluctance of delegates to contribute to the discussion, the
Chairman suggested they consider whether a working group should be set up, its composition, meeting time and
place, and terms of reference, emphasizing the Canadian point that participation in the working group should
be in a personal capacity and not as a Government representative. The delegate of USA asked for clarification
of the various proposals, noting that at one point it seemed to be suggested that the working group should be
drawn from the delegates at this meeting to prepare recommendations to Governments; at another point, the
working group was suggested to be established outside the Convention and then 8 special meeting of the Com
mission or special meeting of plenipotentiaries seemed to be suggested. The delegate of Canada replied that
the Canadian proposal was that, first, there should be a meeting of a group of experts acting in a personal
capacity. Then later this year, there should be either a special ICNAF meeting or a meeting of plenipoten
tiaries. This inferred that the meeting of a group of experts should be fairly soon, not later than the
end of August or early September. The Canadian feeling ~as that it might be better if it was a meeting of
plenipotentiaries. The Chairman noted that a meeting of plenipotentiaries suggested that a participant has
full powers to commit his Government at that stage, which was perhaps not desirable. The delegate of FRG,
in thinking aloud, noted that Article XVII of the Convention might provide a procedure for amending the
Convention. He agreed that there should be a working group appointed by ICNAF, that participation should
be in a personal capacity, and that the working group should consider either amendments to ICNAF under
Article XVII or the creation of an entirely new body. He also agreed that the working group should start
work at the end of August or early September and the special meeting of ICNAF or of plenipotentiaries be
held in October. The delegate of Portugal felt that his Government might prefer acting under Article XVII
as the Convention needed very little amending for application outside the 20D-mile limit. He and the dele
gate of Denmark also agreed with the delegates of Canada and FRG regarding the working group and procedures
relating to the future of the Commission. The Chairman pointed out that, if the group of experts was to have
coastal state participation, it would have to accept coastal state jurisdiction as a basis for discussion.
The delegate of UK agreed that a group of experts must act in a personal capacity. He wondered if it would
not be worthwhile for the group of experts to be constituted now and hold a preliminary meeting here, in
order to consider a possible agenda and approach to the matter and then report briefly to this meeting. The
delegate of Canada said that, if the working group of experts was to be able to carry out its assigned role,
certain things would have to be taken for granted. He did not believe that it would be necessary to decide
at this meeting whether to proceed with the development of new arrangements under Article XVII or in some
other manner, or whether to proceed with the development of new arrangements by way of a special meeting of
ICNAF or otherwise, but that the group of experts might consider these matters. He favoured the suggestion
of the delegate of UK. The delegate of Italy also favoured use of Article XVII for amending the Convention
but pointed out that the proposal would need to be notified 9q;days before the special meeting in which it
was to be considered. The delegate of Cuba felt that the group of experts should take into account the
developments at the Law of the Sea Conference by meeting after mid-September 1976. There should then be
time for the report by the group to be circulated and studied before the special ICNAF meeting. He hoped
that the group of experts could be created now, with the participants appointed on a personal basis, to
set up a timetable for future meetings and to study carefully the possibility of working within the Conven
tion and of having a special ICNAF meeting or of obtaining a solution to the question by any other means.
The Chairman said the group of experts should be small and that delegates should be thinking about its
membership. The delegate of USA suggested that, in order to clarify the role of the Group of Experts, a
small preliminary ad hoc Working Group be set up to meet informally to frame a proposal for the work of the
proposed Group of Experts. This suggestion was accepted by the delegates who were asked by the Chairman to
nominate a maximum of six persons who would participate in a personal capacity in a meeting to be convened
as soon as possible to decide broadly the objectives of the subsequent Group of Experts.

The Plenary agreed that the ad hoc Working Group should be made up of Mr M.B. Phillips, Dr J .A. Storer,
Mr E. Oltuski, Mr A.A. Volkov. Captain J.C.E. Cardoso, and Mr K. L~kkegaard, with Mr L~kkegaard taking the
lead in convening a meeting as soon as possible during the present Commission meeting, with a view to prOVid
ing suggestions to the Commission at this meeting on the next step to be taken, and in particular, the form,
function and objectives of the subsequent Group of Experts which would meet after the Law of the Sea Conference •
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22. The Plenary recessed at 1230 bra, 14 June 1976.

23. The Plenary reconvened at 0925 hra, 22 June.

24. The Chairman drew attention to the Report of the ad hoc Working Group on the Group of Experts to
Consider the Future of ICNAF (Appendix III) and asked the Convener of the Working Group, Mr K. L~kkegaard

(Denmark), to present the Report. Mr L~kkegaard emphasized that the Working Group had two main aims:
(1) to present a wide mandate for the Group of Experts and, (2) to avoid prejudicing the substance by
not identifying too many problems for the Group. He noted that the text had been carefully prepared in
order to avoid controversial formulation in the Group or controversial discussion in the Plenary. As the
delegate of Denmark, he accepted the Report. It provided the opportunity for the Group of Experts to
explore all possibilities for the future. He suggested that there was a need for a wider scope for the
Group of Experts in making a choice of dates in September. The delegates of Canada. Portugal, and USA
accepted the Report with its broad mandate and agreed to the need for flexibility as to the dates for the
meeting of the Group of Experts. The delegate of Portugal, underlining the broad scope of the mandate.
gave, as an example. that one might suggest for Subareas 1 to 4 and Statistical Area 0, a solution for the
future of ICNAF different from that to be proposed for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The Chairman,
noting provisional agreement with the Report. suggested consideration of (1) what steps would be taken
after the suggestions of the Group of Experts under paragraph 4 had been received, and (2) what interim
financial arrangements should be made by STACFAD. In regard to what might happen after the report of the
Group of Experts was received by the ICNAF Commissioners for the attention of their Governments, the
Convener of the Working Group said that this matter was discussed in the Working Group, and that following
the presentation of the report to Governments, it was thought that an initiative would be taken by one of
the Member Countries. The delegate of Spain pointed out that an initiative had already been taken by Spain,
with an invitation to hold the special meeting in Spain at a time agreed by the Commission. The delegate of
Canada said it seemed inevitable that there would be a special meeting of ICNAF this autumn to consider
matters deferred from the present meeting. It also seemed the future of ICNAF must be an item on the agenda
of this same special meeting. The Chairman suggested it·could be useful to have some discussion of the
timing of any changes either in the constitution of ICNAF or in the formulation of any other organization.
He drew attention to the timing involved in adopting the course of revising the ICNAF Convention or of
setting up a new organization and asked for observations. The delegate of Portugal noted that ratification
of any new treaty would take some time. He pointed out that, in spite of what the Group of Experts might
advise. ICNAF would still have to decide its own fate. The delegate of Denmark felt that a timetable of
events leading to a possible amendment to ICNAF could not take place until early spring of 1977 and would
have no effect on the existence of ICNAF. In response to a request from the delegate of Japan regarding
the thoughts of Canada and USA on the matter of timing, the delegate of Canada, supported by the delegate
of USA, said that Canada was open-minded regarding modifications under Article XVII or by separate nego
tiation and that STACFAD should continue to budget for the whole year 1976/77 in the usual manner. In any
event, there should be adequate time set aside for full discussion in the special Commission meeting in
the fall of 1976. The delegate of Bulgaria agreed with Canada and suggested the special meeting be held
in Spain during the first half of January 1977. The delegate of Denmark felt that a January meeting was
too late to provide the necessary decisions on deferred Panel items. The Chairman, ~n summing up the dis
cussion, said there seemed to be general agreement with the Working Group recommendations subject to flexi
bility about the timing of the meeting of the Group of Experts. The likely course of events after the
Group of Experts report to the Commissioners was that there would then emerge from some country a proposal
that the matter should be discussed in ICNAF or under some new international arrangements. On the financial
side, there waS agreement that ICNAF should budget for the whole year 1976/77. The Chairman. in response
to a question from the delegate of Denmark, said that there seemed to be no reason for a recommendation or
resolution to dispose of the report of the Working Group as it was a report to ICNAF Commissioners them
selves and the report would only need approval. The delegate of Canada agreed that the report should be
approved and that a special Commission meeting should be held well before 1 January 1977. possibly in the
last week of November or the first week of December which would consider the deferred Panel items and
should discuss, without prejudice, the future of ICNAF. He re-emphasized that Canada hoped that there would
be an uninterrupted transition from ICNAF. as it is, to the new regime whether or not it required a modifi
cation of ICNAF or a new body. He was pleased to note that progress was being made at this meeting and it
would seem to be enough to make it possible for Canada to remain in ICNAF through 1977. The delegate of
Portugal agreed with Canada. however, he noted that NEAFC meetings in the last week of November and ICSEAF
meetings starting 10 December would have to be circumvented in establishing the time of the ICNAF Special
Meeting. The Plenary agreed that the Executive Secretary should look into the possibility of dates and
places for the Special Meeting of the Commission which would look at the deferred Panel items and discuss
the future of the Commission. The dele~te of Japan, in speaking on the disposal of the Report of the
Working Group, noted that the time of any interim meetings and reports of the Group of Experts should be
sent to the Commissioners so that they could be kept continually informed and provide early advice to their
Governments.

25. The delegate of UK, on behalf of the Member States of the European Communities, presented the following
statement relating to the discussion of Plenary Agenda Item 15:
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"Mr Chairman:

"I take the [1.001' on behalf of the Member States of the Suropean Communities present at this
Meeting. These States have taken note of the general views whiah were presented by the USA and Canada
regarding fu-ture control and management of fisheries etooke, They are convinced of the fundamental
importance of measures to secure the eoneervaoion and optimum utii-ld-zatrion of the living resources of
the sea and remai-n willing to work tCJWCCllda achieving this end.

"As some delegates UJiU be awa:re~ the Susopean CorrtJrrlmities aPe cUPl'ently undertaking a reappraisal
of their (J()mmon fishE.1"ies policy in the light of changing oiroumetanoee, This will. affect not only the
arranqemente to apply to waters under the jta>isdiction of Corrmunity Member States" but also the approach
to be adopted in the framework of cooperation un.t;h other oountriee, Some of the problems which have
been discussed at the Meeting will faU within the scope of the developinq Corrmon Fisheries Poliey.
The process of reappraisal to which I have referred is not yet oompl.ete, It shoul-d, therefore, be made
cl-ear that the Member States of the Community cannot at this stage prejudice their position on the way
in which their common institutions wiZl oontribute to the reaZization of the objectives which they
share with al-l: other parties to the conuentrion, 01' the way in which the proposals adopted at this
Meeting are to be set within a communit;y context."

26. The Chairman thanked the Plenary and the members of the ad hoc Working Group for their good efforts
and declared the Plenary Session adjourned at 1015 hrs, 22 June.
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Mr L.S. Parsons, Resource Services Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth
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Mr B. Paul, Newfoundland Region, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, P.O. Box 5667, St.
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Dr M.P. Shepard, International Fisheries and Marine Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment
Canada, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Ont. KlA OR3

Mr W. Short, N.F.F.A.W.U., P.O. Box 5158, St. John's, Nfld.
Mr R.G. Stewart, Atlantic Fishermen's Association, P.O. Box 517, Yarmouth, N.S.
Dr W.T. Stobo, Marine Fish Division, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Biological Station,

St. Andrews, N.B. EOG 2XO
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CUBA

Commissioners:

Capt D. Hernandez, Cuban Fishing Fleet, Havana
Mr E. Oltuski, Direccion de Relaciones Internacionales, Instituto Nacional de la Pesca, Ensenada de Pote

y Atares, Havana

Advisers:

Mr J.J. Terre, Centro de Investigaciones Pesqueras, Ave Ira y Calle 26, Miramar, Havana
Dr J.A. Varea, Direccion de Relaciones Internacionales, Instituto Nacional de la Pesca, Ensenada de Pote
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DENMARK

Commissioners:

Mr E. Lemche, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, DR-1128 Copenhagen K
Mr K. L16kkegaard, Ministry of Fisheries, 16 Borgergade, 1300 Copenhagen
Mr P. Reinert, Government of the Faroe Islands, Tinganes, 3800 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
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Mr A.P. Dam, Government of the Faroe Islands, Tinganes, 3800 Torshavu, Faroe Islands
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Mr Sv.Aa. Horated, Gr~nlands Fiskeriunders~gelser, Jaegersborg AIle IB, 2920 Charlottenlund
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Mr G. Martens, Greenland Provincial Council, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, DK-ll28 Copenhagen K
Mr J. Motzfeldr, Greenland Provincial Council, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3. DK-1128 Copenhagen K

FRANCE

Commissioners:

Mr B. Labrousse, Secretariat General de La Marine Marchande, 3 Place de Fontenoy. 75007 Paris
Mr R.n. Letaconnoux, Institut Scientifique et Technique des P@.ches Maritimes, B.P. 1049, 44037 Nantes CEDEX

Advisers:

Mr P.L. Berard, Affaires Maritimes, B.P. 15, St. Pierre et Miquelon
Mr J. Dezeustre, French Ship Owners Association, UAPF, 59 rue des Mathurins, 75008 Paris
Mr J. LeBailly, Soci~te Interp&che, B.P. 434, St. Pierre et Miquelon
Mr A. Parree, Union des Armateurs a la P~che de France, 59 rue des Mathurins, 75008 Paris
Me M. Vansintej an , 4 avenue du Tir aux Pigeons, 1150 Brussels, Belgium

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Commissioners:

Dr D. Booss, Bundesministerium fUr Ernlhrung, Landwirtschaft und Forsten, Rochusstrasse 1, 5300 Bonn
Duisdorf

Dr A. Schumacher, Bundesforschungsanstalt fUr Fischerei, Inst1tut fUr Seefischerei, Palmaille 9, 2000
Hamburg 50
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Advisers:

Dr J. Genschow, Association of German Trawler Owners, P.O. Box 403, 2850 Bremerhaven 29
Mr H. Junge, Association of German Trawler Owners, P.O. Box 403, 2850 Bremerhaven 29
Mr F.W. Marwitz, Association of German Trawler Owners, P.O. Box 403, 2850 Bremerhaven 29
Dr J. Meestorff, Bundesforschungsanstalt fUr Fischerei, Institut fUr Seefischerei, Asseostelle, Fischkai,

2850 Bremerhaven

GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC

Mr F. Hartung, VVB Fischkombinat Rostock, 251 Rostock-Marlenehe
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Mr W. Lange, Ministerium fUr Bezirksgeleitete und Lebensmittelindustrie, Leipziger Straese, 108 Berlin

Advisers:

Mr H. Petermann, Ministerium fUr Bezirksgeleitete und Lebensmittelindustrie, Leipziger Strasse, 108 Berlin
Mr B. Vaske, Institut fUr Hochseefischerei, 251 Rostock-Marienehe

ICELAND

Commissioner:

Mr J.L. Arnalda, Ministry of Fisheries, Lindargata 9, Reykjavik

ITALY

Commissioner :

Mr L. perecn, Ministero della Marina Mercantile, Direzione Generale della Peeca , Viale Asia, -00100 Rome

Adviser:

Mr E. Dobosz, FEDERPESCA, Corso d'Italia 92, Rome

JAPAN

Commissioners:

Mr M. Mizoguchi, Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Kasumigaseki, Tokyo
Mr S. Ohkuchl, Nippon Suisan Kaisha Ltd., 6-2 Otemachi, 2-Chome, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo

Advisers:

Mr K. Iino, Embassy of Japan, 75 Albert Street, Ottawa, Ont., Canada
Dr F. Nagasaki, Far Seas Fisheries Research Laboratory, 1000 Orido, Shimizu, Shizuoka
Mr T. Saito, International Affairs Division, Fis~ery Agency, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
HI K. Seki, Second International Economic Affaira DiviSion, Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign

Affairs. 2-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
Mr K. Shima, International Affairs Division. Fishery Agency, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo

NORWAY

Commissioners:

Mr K. Raasok, Ministry of Fisheries, Oslo
Mr H. Rasmussen. Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen

Advisers:

Mr A. Aas~, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
Mr L. Gr~nnevet, 6170 Vartda1
Mr P. Kibsgaard-Petersen, Association of Norwegian Fishing Vessel Owners, Keiser Wilhgt 60. 6000 Aalesund
Mr K. Kristoffersen, Norwegian Seamen's Association, Oslo
Mr P.L. Mietle. Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
Mr ¢. Ul1tang, Institute of Marine Research. P.O. Box 2906, 5011 Bergen-Nordnes
Mr H. Vindenes, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Oslo
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POLAND

Commissioners:

Mr P. Anders, Ministry of Foreign Trade and Shipping, AI. Wiejska 10, Warsaw
Mr W. Kalinowski, Fisheries Central Board, Odrowaza I, Szczecin

Advisers:

Mr E. Antczak, 1119 Tower Road, Halifax, N.S., Canada
Mr A.L. Paclorkowski, Sea Fisheries Institute, Skr. Poczt. 184, 81-345 Gdynia
Mr W. Polaczek, Fisheries Central Board, Odrowaza 1, Szczecin
Dr J. Popiel. Sea Fisheries Institute, Skr. Poczt. 184, 81-345 Gdynia
Dr s. Rymaszewskl, Sea Fisheries Institute, Skr. Poczt. 184, 81-345 Gdynia
Mr t. Wrzesniewski, Commercial Counselor's Office, 1 Dag Hammarskjold Plaza, New York, N.Y., USA

PORTUGAL
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Mr E.L. Cadima, Dlreccio Gersl de Investlgacao, Secretaria de Estado das Pescas, Praga Duque de Terceira
24-2°-D, Lisbon 2

Capt J.e.E. Cardoso, rua 9 de Abril 40, San Pedro do Estoril
capt A.S. Gaspar, Pra~a Duque da Terceira 24-3-E, Lisbon 2

Adviser:

MS A. Tavares, Direcc40 Geral de Investigacao, Secretaria de Estado das PesC8s, Praga Duque de Terceira
24-2°-D, Lisbon 2

SPAIN

Commissioners:

Mr V. Bermejo, Direccion General de Pesca , Ruiz de Alarcon 1, Madrid 14
Mr J. Conde, Direccion General de Pesca, Ruiz de Alarcon 1, Madrid 14
Mr V. Mora, Direccion General de Pesca, Ruiz de Alarcon 1, Madrid 14

Advisers:

Mr J.C.J. Gaga-Lopez, Apartado 1078, Vigo
Mr G.J. Gonzalez-Sama, Agrupacion Nacional de Parejas Bacaladeras, Pajeo del Prado 18, Madrid
Mr E.C. Lopez-Veiga, Instituto Investigaciones Pesqueras, Mue1le de Bouzas, Viga
Mr J .M. Oya-P§rez, S. Francisco 29-:10

, Vigo-Pontevedra
Mr J.L. Redondo, S.A.P.I.G., Ave de las Camelian No. 58, Viga
Mr R. Robles, Instituto Espanol de Oceanografia, Orillamar 47, Vigo

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

conmissioners:

Mr V.H. Kamentsev, Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow K-45
Mr A.A. Volkov, Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow K-45

Advisers:

Dr V.A. Rikhter, Atlantic Research Institute of Marine Fisheries (AtlantNIRO), 5 Dmitry Donskoy St.,
Kaliningrad

Mr V. Solodovnik, Foreign Department, Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow K-45
Mr G. Tchoursin, Ministry of Fisheries, 12 Rozhdestvensky Raul., MOscow K-45
Mr V. Zilanov, Polar Research Institute of Fisheries (PINRO), Knipovich Str. 6, Murmansk

UNITED KINGOOM

Commissioners:

Mr E. Gillett, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Chesser House, Gorgie Road, Edinburgh EBII 3AW
Scotland
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Mr R.C. Lawson, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Great Westminster House, Horseferry Road,
London SWlP 2AE England

Advisers:

Mr M.G. Jennings, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Great Westminster House, Horseferry Road,
London SWlP 2AE England

Mr B.W. Jones, Sea Fisheries Laboratory, Pakefield, Lowestoft, Suffolk, England NR33 ORT
Mr H.W. Hill, Sea Fisheries Laboratory, Pakefield, Lowestoft, Suffolk, England NR33 OUT
Mr B.B. Parrish, Marine Laboratory, P.O. Box 101, Victoria Road, Torry, Aberdeen, Scotland

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Commissioners:

Mr J.E. Douglas Jr, Virginia Marine Resources Commission, Box 756, Newport News, VA 23607
Ambassador R.Le Ridgway, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs. Department of State.

Washington. D.C. 20520
Mr D.H. Wallace. NOAA, 6010 Executive Blvd., Rockville. MD 20852

Alternate Commissioner:

Mr T.A. Norris. Boston Fisheries Association. Administration Bldg •• Fish P~er. Boston. MA 02210

Advisers:

Mr J. Ackert. The Gorton Group. 327 Main Street. Gloucester. MA 01930
Dr E.D. Anderson, Northeast Fisheries Center. National Marine Fisheries Service. Woods Hole. MA
Dr V.C. Anthony, Northeast Fisheries Center. National Marine Fisheries Service. Woods Hole. MA
Mr M. Bendiksen, New Bedford Seafood Cooperative, 15 Fo~t Street. Fairhaven. MA 02719
Miss J.A. Brennan, Northeast Fisheries Center, National Marine Fisheries Service. Woods Hole. MA 02543
Dr B.E. Brown, Northeast Fisheries Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole. MA 02543
Mr R.A. Buck, Old Dublin Road, Hancock, NH 03449
Mr S.J. Burton. Office of Legal Adviser, Department of State, WaShington. D.C. 20520
Mr J.J. Dykstra, Point Judith Fishermen's Association. Box 730, Galilee Road, Naragansett, RI 02882
Dr R.L. Edwards. Northeast FiSheries Center. National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole, MA 02543
Mr W.G. Gordon. Northeast Region, National Marine Fisheries Service, 14 Elm Street. Gloucester, MA 01930
Dr M.D. Grosslein, Northeast Fisheries Center. National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole, MA 02543
Mr R.C. Hennemuth, Northeast Fisheries Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole, MA 02543
Capt C.F. Juechter, Commander Atlantic Area (Ao), US Coast Guard, Governor's Island. New York, NY 10004
Mr C. Kuenlen, Northeast Region, National Marine Fisheries Service, 14 Elm Street. Gloucester, MA 01930
Mr V.O. Look, State House Annex, Augusta. ME
LT T.R. McHugh, Commandant (G-00Q-4), US Coast Guard, Washington, D.C. 20590
Mr E.J. MacLeod, Kennebec Fish Corp., State Fish Pi~r, Gloucester. MA 01930
Dr J. Magnusson, Ecology Program, National Science Foundation, 1800 G Street, Washington, D.C.
Mr H.B. Mickelson, Sheehan, Tierney and Mickelson, 26 Seventh Street, New Bedford, MA 02740
LCDR T. Nunes, US Coast Guard, Atlantic Area (Aole), Governor's Island, New York, NY 10004
Mr N.L. Pease. Embassy of the United States, 24 Dag Hammarskjolds, 2100 Copenhagen, Denmark
Mr J.C. Price, Office of International Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, Department of

Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20235
Mr D.E. Russ, National Marine Fisheries Service, Department of Commerce, P.O. Box 279, Gloucester, MA 01930
Mr A.F. Ryan. Office of International Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, Department of

Commerce. Washington, D.C. 20235
CDR L.N. Schowengerdt, Office of Fisheries Affairs, Department of State, Washington, D.C. 20520
Mr L. Snead, Office of International Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, Department of

Commerce, Washington. D.C. 20235
Mr C.B. Stinson, Stinson Canning Co., Prospect Harbor. ME 04669
Dr J.A. Storer, US Department of Commerce, WSC #5. Rockville, MD 20852
Mr J. Warren, Maine Sardine Council, P.O. Box 337, Brewer, ME

o B S E R V E R S

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY

Mr J.P. Berg, Commission of the European Communities, 200 rue de la Loi, 1049 Brussels, Belgium
Mr J. ten Have. Council of Ministers, EEe. 170 rue de la Loi, 1040 Brussels, Belgium
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FOOD AND AGRICDLTDRE ORGANIZATION

Dr W.C. Clark, Department of Fisheries, FAD, Via delle Terme di Caracalla, 00100 Rome, Italy

INTERNATIONAl COMMISSION FOR THE SODTHEAST ATLANTIC FISHERIES

Dr B. Draganik, reSEAF, Pas eo de la Habana 65, Madrid 16, Spain

INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL FOR THE EXPLORATION OF THE SEA

Mr B.B. Parrish. Marine Laboratory, P.O. Box 101, Victoria Road, Torry, Aberdeen, Scotland

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Mr H.M. Kim, Embassy of Korea, 2320 Massachusetts Avenue NW, Washington, D.C. 20008 USA
Mr Y.G. Kim, Korea Marine Industry Development Corporation, P.O. Box 1308, Seoul, Korea

G DES T S

Dr L.M. Dickie, Department of Oceanography, Dalhousie University, Halifax, N.S.
Dr W. Silvert, Department of Oceanography t Dalhousie University, Halifax, N.S.

SEC RET A R I A T

Mr L.R. Day, Executive Secretary, ICNAF
Mr V.M. Hodder, Assistant Executive Secretary. lCNAF
Mr W.R. Champion, Administrative Assistant, ICNAF
Mr S.A. Akenhead, Biostatistician, ICNAP
Mrs V.C. Ker-r, Senior Secretary, ICNAF
Mrs E.R. Cornford, Finance and Publications Clerk-Steno, ICNAF
Mr B.T. Crawford, Clerk Duplicator Operator, ICNAF

SECRETARIAT ASSISTANCE

Mr R.J. Clarke, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Onto KlA OR3
Miss L. Golowin, Miss 500, Avenue du President-Kennedy, Montreal, P.Q.
Miss C. Jolicoeur, Miss 500, 625 Avenue du President-Kennedy, Montreal, P.Q.
Mrs E. MacDonald, Miss 500, 625 Avenue du President-Kennedy, Montreal, P.Q.
Miss t. Nessel, Miss 500, 625 Avenue du President-Kennedy, Montreal, P.Q.
Mr R.E. Quirt, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Onto KlA OR3
Mr T. Widyaratne, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Onto KlA OR3
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.3
Appendix III

Report of the ad hoc Working Group on the Group of Experts to Consider Future of ICNAF

The ad hoe Working Group recommends to the Commission:

(1) That experts be designated from Canada, Cuba, Denmark, portugal, USSR, and USA to discuss the
future of ICNAF and related matters in the light of recent and impending developments. In parti
cular, the Group of Experts should:

(a) examine aud seek to formulate suggestions regarding the future of multilateral cooperation
in the field of fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic Ocean;

(b) examine and seek to formulate suggestions regarding the procedure and timing to be fOllowed
in pursuing the matter considered in (a) above;

(2) That the designated experts together with such assistants as are necessary, act in a personal
capacity at meetings of the Group and that its discussions and any suggestions formulated by it
without prejudice to the position of any ICNAF Member Governments;

(3) That the Executive Secretary of ICNAF be invited to attend meetings of the Group in a consultative
capacity;

(4) That suggestions formulated and reports prepared by the Group be sent to the ICNAF Commissioners
for the appropriate attention of their respective Governments;

(5) That the Group of Experts hold its first substaRtive meeting in Ottawa, at the invitation of the
Government of Canada, during the last half of September 1976. The convening of any subsequent
meetings of the Group shall be decided upon at the September meeting.
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ANNUAL MEET1NG - JUNE 1976

Proceedings No.4

Report of Meeting of the Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD)

Tuesday, 22 June, 1125 hrs

1. The meeting of STACFAD was called to order by the Chairman, Mr E.B. Young (Canada).

2. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Membership. Nominees were present from Canada (Mr J.S. Beckett), ERG (Dr D. Booss), USSR (Mr A.A.
Volkev), UK (Mr R.C. Lawson), and USA (CDR L.N. Schowengerdt). Observers were present from Canada (Miss
D. Pethick) and GDR (Mr W. Lange and Mr H. Petermann).

4. The provisional Agenda was adopted.

5. Panel Memberships were reviewed. There were no applications for new memberships or transfers. How
ever. the delegate of FaG noted that his country might withdraw from some Panels due to the loss of
fisheries in these aress. He also thought that several bther Member Countries might be in a similar
position.

6. Report of Annual Meeting of the International Fisheries Commissions Pension Society (IFCPS). The
Chairman presented a brief history of IFCPS. He informed the members that the IFCPS, at its last Annual
Meeting, had decided to reconsider an early retirement benefit for the staffs of member Commissions of
the Society based on the attainment of age 60 and with 20 years of service. Be considered it a reasonable
step toward full compatibility with the Canadian and US Government plans for their employees. He noted
that the Society hoped approval could be obtained from the Commission in time to begin implementation of
the benefit in October 1976. The cost to the Commission would be about $625.00 per year (4.9% of the cost
of the pension plan). This amount could be found in the propo8ed estimates for 1976/77. Following dis
cussion. STACFAD

recommends

that the Commission adopt the early retirement plan as proposed by IFCPS at its 1976 Directors'
Meeting.

The Chairman also reported that the Sun Life Insurance Company had provided the IFCPS with the calcu
lations showing the single premium requi~ed at 1 October 1976 for upgrading the annuity credits for Ruper
annuation for the Commission employees to the 1973 rather than the 1972 earning, level. He pointed out
that this was roughly compatible with Canadian and FAO policy to average the !a8t 6 years of salary for
superannuation purposes. The cost at 1 October 1976 to increase the credit8 earned to 1 October 1973 to
the 1973 earnings class would be $7.554.20. He noted that upgrading to the 1972 level at a cost of about
$1,500.00 waB already included in the 1976/77 proposed estimates. At the request of the representative
of FaG, the Executive Secretary agreed to circulate a comparison of the Canadian and UN plana for both
the early retirement and superannuation plans.

7. Auditor's Report. The Auditor's Report covering the CommiBHion's accounts to 30 June 1975 was
distributed in October 1975. STACFAD, noting that no comments wer~ recQivad from the Contraotios Govorn
ments,

recommends

that the Auditor'. Report for 1974/75 be adopted.

8. Administrative Report and Financial Statements (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/l5). The Executive Secretary presented
the Report. making specific reference to the fact that the Commission's budget showed a deficit of approxi
mately $13,628. This deficit was due mainly to the increased and unforeseen costs in the Communications
Services Account and the Annual and Mid-Year Meetings Account.
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He drew attention to the 1975/76 contributions which were still outstanding, as follows:

STACFAD

recollDD.ends

Bulgaria
German Democratic Republic1

Poland 2

Romania

Total

$ 283.61
13,591. 71
22,307.66
13,591. 71

$ 49.774.69

that the Administrative Report with the Financial Statements for 1975/76 be adopted.

9. Working Capital Fund (WCF).
amount made it possible to cover
STACFAD, therefore,

recommends

STACFAD reviewed the amount of the WCF ($36,214) and noted that this
the 1975/76 deficit of about $14,000 and leave about $22,000 in the WCF.

that $14,000 be transferred immediately from the WCF to cover extraordinary expenditures in 1975/76.

10. Status of Protocol Relating to Basic Annual Fee Structure (Comm.Doe. 76/Vr!16). The Executive
Secretary reported that the June 1973 Protocol relating to a basic payment of 15% rather than $500 by
Contracting Governments had not entered into force as it required approval by 3/4 of all Contracting
Governments. The representative from FRG suggested that the status of this Protocol should be drawn to
the attention of the Commission. Those Governments having already approved were FRG on 18 August 1975,
Canada on 18 September 1975, France on 29 September 1975, Cuba on 28 November 1975 and GDR on 21 May 1974.

11. Upgrading of Annuity Credits to the 1973 Earnings Level for ICNAF Staff. STACFAD, having noted that
the cost was estimated at $7.554.20 and that only $1,500 of this was in the 1976/77 estimates, because
the estimated cost from the Sun Life Insurance Company had arrived too late to be included in the 1976/77
estimates, with the representative of FRG reserving decision, approved the upgrading and consideration of
increasing the 1976/77 estimates in the amount of $6,000.

12. Budget Estimate, 1976/77. STACFAD examined the 1976/77 budget estimates (Appendix I to STACFAD Agenda)
and

recommends

i) that $6.000 be added to the Superannuation Account to cover the cost of upgrading pension
credits to the 1973 level;

ii) that the ordinary expenditures of the Commission for the fiscal year 1976/77 be set at $368.500
(Appendix I); and

iii) that, after an estimated amount of $54,721 from the Miscellaneous Fund is applied against the
amount in (ii) above, approximately $313,779 be appropriated from Member Countries in 1976/77.

In response to a request of the representative from FRG regarding the doubling of the amount budgeted
for Computer Services (Budget Item 10), the Executive Secretary pointed out that the previous year's estimate
only covered a period of 6 months while the 1976/77 figure covered a full year's operations.

With regard to a request from STACRES for financial support for sampling experts attending a special
sampling workshop to be held later in 1976, the Executive Secretary explained that such support was, in
accordance with the Commission's Articles. a national responsibility.

STACFAD also noted a request for $18,000 for the purchase of tags for an international herring tagging
experiment in Subareas 4 and 5. The representatives from USA and Canada indicated that funds would now be
made available through national sources.

13. Budget Forecast, 1977/78. STACFAD considered the Budget Forecast for 1977/78 of $382,500 presented
in Appendix II to the STACFAD Agenda. Following considerable discussion, the Members agreed that the items
Salaries should be raised to $218,000 to show an annualization of a prior year's salary scale increases,
Travel should be increased from $5,500 to $6,000, Communications should be increased from $20,000 to $25,000
and Annual and Mid-Year Meetings should be increased from $20,000 to $25,000, making a total of $405,000 as
the requirement to cover the estimated ordinary expenditures (Appendix III) and

I
2

Payment received 12 July 1976.
Payment received 13 July 1976.
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recommends

that the Commission give consideration at the 1977 Annual Meeting to authorizing an appropriation
of $405,000 for the ordinary expenditures of the Commission in 1977/78.

14. Severance Pay for ICNAF Staff. The Chairman explained that Canada and the United Nations had compa
rable termination or severance benefits provided for employees. Following discussion, STACFAD

recommends

that the Commission adopt the Canadian Government staff regulations regarding termination benefits
for the staff members of the lCNAF Secretariat.

15. Publications. The Executive Secretary reviewed the status of the Commission's publications as
presented in Comm.Doe. 76/Vr!18, pointing out that the first number of the new Selected Papers series had
been distributed and was well received. The representative of Canada expressed concern at the lateness
of the List of Vessels for 1974 and the Statistical Bulletin for 1974. It was pointed out that some
Member Countries were as late as six months in submitting the necessary data. STACFAD agreed that this
should be brought to the attention of the Commission.

16. Date of 1976/77 Billing. The billing date was set at 16 August 1976.

17. Time and Place of 1977, 1978, and 1979 Annual Meetings. STACFAD

recommends

that, unless invitations are extended, the 1977, 1978, and 1979 Annual Meetings be held at
Commission Headquarters beginning Tuesday of the first full week in June.

18. Other Business. At the suggestion of the delegate of UK, STACFAD

recommends

that an interim meeting of STACFAD be held to review future financial arrangements for ICNAF during
the Special Meeting of the Commission to be held in December 1976.

19. Election of Chairman for 1976/77. Mr E.B. Young (Canada) was re-e1ected Chairman of STACFAD for the
year 1976/77.

20. Adjournment. The meeting of STACFAD adjourned at 1330 hrs , 22 June.
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

1976/77 Expenditures to be Covered by Appropriations
from Contracting Governments and from Other Sources

Proposed estimates
1976/77

216

1. Personal Services

(a) Salaries
(b) Superannuation
(c) Additional help
Cd) Group medical and insurance plans
(e) Contingencies

2. Travel

3. Transportation

4. Communications

5. Publications

6. Other Contractual Services

7. Materials and Supplies

8. Equipment

9. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings

10. Computer Services

11. Contingencies

Total Ordinary Expenditures

1975/76 Extraordinary Expenditures to be covered
by Appropriation from Working Capital Fund

s 197,000
12,000

2,000
2,500

17,000

5,500

1,500

20,000

22,000

20,000

9,000

5,000

20,000

25,000

10,000

$ 368,500

$ 14,000
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Funds required to meet 1976/77 administrative budget

Budget:

Deduct:

1976/77

Estimated advance from Miscellaneous Fund

$ 368,500.00

54,721.00

S 313,779.00

Total Total billing
No. of billing Basic charge 18 Countries

Countries Panels 1975/76 (18 Governments) 66 Panels

Bulgaria 3 $ 13,591.71 $ 500.00 $ 14,353.58

Canada 5 22,307.66 500.00 23,589.30

Cuba 4 500.00 18,971.44

Denmark 4 17,949.68 500.00 18,971.44

France 5 22,307.66 500.00 23,589.30

FRG 4 17,949.68 500,00 18,971.44

GDR 3 13,591. 71 500.00 14,353,58

Iceland 2 9,233.72 500.00 9,735.72

Italy 1 4,875,73 500.00 5,117.86

Japan 3 13,591. 71 500.00 14,353.58

Norway 4 17,949.68 500.00 18,971.44

Poland 5 22,307.66 500.00 23,589.30

portugal 4 17,949.68 500,00 18,971.44

Romania 3 13,591. 71 500.00 14,353,58

Spain 5 22,307,66 500.00 23,589.30

USSR 5 22,307.66 500,00 23,589.30

UK 3 13,591. 71 500,00 14,353,58

USA 3 13,591,71 500.00 14,353.58

66 $ 278,996,73 $ 9,000.00 $ 313,778.76

($ 4,359.98) ($ 4,617.86)
( per Panel) ( per Panel)
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Forecast estimates
1977/78

1. Personal Services

(a) Salaries $ 218,000*
(b) Superannuation 7,000
(c) Additional help 2,000
(d) Group medical and insurance plans 3,000
(e) Contingencies 18,000

2. Travel 6,000

3. Transportation 1,500

4. Communications 25,000

5. Publications 25,000

6. Other Contractual Services 22,000

7. Materials and Supplies 10,000

8. Equipment 5,000

9. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings 25,000

10. Computer Services 27,500

1I. Contingencies 10,000

Total Ordinary Expenditures $ 405.000

* Includes prior year's salary scale increases.
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Report of Meeting of Panel 1

Wednesday, 16 June, 0930 hrs

1. Opening. The Chairman, Mr V.M. Kamentsev (USSR), opened the meeting.

2. Rapporteur. Mr B.W. Jones (UK) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Agenda as circulated was adopted.

Proceedings No.5

4. Panel Membership. Representatives of all Panel Members were present. The meeting was also attended
by Observers from Canada, GDR, Italy, Korea, FAO, and EEC. No changes in Panel membership were proposed.

5. Report of Scientific Advisers. The Report of the Meeting of Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part
D.l) was presented by Mr B.W. Jones (UK) who was substituting for the Chairman of Scientific Advisers, Mr
0. Ulltang (Norway). Reference was made to the Status of Fisheries and Research Carried Out in Subarea 1
and Statistical Area 0 and off East Greenland in 1975 (Summ.Doc. 76/VI/39, Revised). Total catches from
the area had increased in 1975 due mainly to the substantial increases in catches of Greenland halibut and
shrimps. The catch of cod remained unchanged. Mr Jones reviewed the Report of the Assessments Subcommittee
on the state of the stocks in the area and presented the conservation advice recommended by STACRES which
was supported by the Scientific Advisers. The Report of the Scientific Advisers was adopted by the Panel.

6. Conservation Requirements

(a) Greenland halibut. The delegate of Denmark expressed appreciation to the Panel for its under
standing in earlier meetings for Denmark's special needs as the coastal state in Greenland waters. He
mentioned the depressed state of the cod stocks and the possibility of effort being transferred to the
area and, therefore, wished to stress the need for conservation measures for the area. He hoped that the
Panel would be sympathetic to the needs of Denmark because of its social and economic dependence on the
fisheries of the area. The delegate of Denmark proposed that the TAC for Greenland halibut be set at
20,000 tons as recommended by STACRES. The delegate of Portugal pointed out an error in the statistics
which had resulted from his country's landings of Greenland halibut being reported to the Secretariat as
Atlantic halibut. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 201000 tons for Greenland halibut in Subarea 1 and Statistical Area
o for 1977, with national quota allocations as given in Table 1.

(b) Roundnose grenadier. The delegate of Denmark proposed that the TAe be set at 8,000 tons as recom
mended by STACRES. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 8,000 tons for roundnose grenadier in Subarea 1 and Statistical
Area 0 for 1977, with national quota allocations as given in Table 1.

(c) Shrimp (PandaZuB borealis). The delegate of Denmark expressed his country's concern for the
rapid rise in catches in the shrimp fisheries. There were indications already that the 1976 catches might
show a further increase and with this in mind, the TAC of 26,000 tons (for the offshore fisheries) recom
mended by STACRES represented the absolute upper limit that would be acceptable and it might be desirable
to set the TAC below this level. The delegate of USSR mentioned that his country had made an assessment
of the size of the stock which indicated that the TAC could safely be set in the range of 60 1000-701000

tons. This assessment was not available at the time of the meeting of the Assessments Subcommittee but
had been presented to STACRES at the present meeting. Further research data would be available from his
country during the year. The delegate of Spain reported that vessels from his country fished the same areas
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as the USSR and their commercial data indicated that the stock was probably being underfished. He proposed
that the TAC should be reassessed. The delegate of Norway indicated that his country had been limiting its
fishing for shrimp. He suggested that the data presently available were not adequate for a full assessment.
Norwegian scientists would be collecting data aboard their commercial vessels during the year. He proposed
that it might be better to postpone any decision on this stock to a special Panel meeting later in the year.
This proposal was supported by the delegates of Spain. USSR. and FRG. The delegate of Spain reported that.
at the specific request of the Government of Denmark, the Spanish authorities had limited the taking of
shrimp by Spanish ships off Greenland, so that 1976 catches, in all probability, would follow the line set
in 1975. Also, conscious of the need for further data on the stock, a scientist would be going on board
commercial vessels this year. His findings, together with all the relevant commercial data, would be for
warded to the appropriate authorities when available. The delegate of Denmark expressed his gratitude to
those countries which had limited their fisheries for shrimp. He agreed that additional data would be help
ful an~while not generally in favour of postponing work to later meetings, he accepted that it might be
profitable to do so in this case. The Panel

that the TAC and allocation of quotas for shrimp in Subarea 1 for 1977 should be decided at a special
meeting of the Panel at a time and place yet to be decided.

(d) Subarea 1 cod. The STACRES recommendation was for a zero> TAC. This would permit a modest
increase in spawning stock biomass during 1971 and would protect the recruiting year-classes allowing some
further growth before they were exploited. The aelegate of Den£ark said that, while not objecting to the
basis on which STACRES made its advice but, becau~e of the ~xtreme social and economic dependence of his
country on the cod fishery in Subarea 1, he could not accept a aer-o TAC. Referring to the Report of the
Assessments Subcommittee, he pointed out that a TAC'of 31,000 ton~could be taken in 1977 without further
reducing the spawning stock biomass and he proposed that this figure should be taken as an absolute maximum
for the TAC. This proposal was supported by the delegates of Portugal and Spain. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 31,000 tons for cod in Subarea 1 for 1977.

During the discussion on the allocation of TACs, the delegate of Denmark stated that there was a vital
economic need for the quota for his country to be maintained at the 1976 level (28,600 tons). The delegates
of Portugal and Norway asked if special consideration could be given to longline and gill net fisheries but
this was opposed by the delegates of FRG. France t and Spain. Because of the difficulties associated with
the allocation of cod quotas, the delegate of Portugal proposed that this question be postponed to a special
meeting of the Panel later in the year. This proposal was supported by the delegate of Norway who said that
this would also allow time for delegations to give further consideration to the Assessments Subcommittee's
comments on the management implications of the interrelationships between the cod of West Greenland, East
Greenland and Iceland. The Panel

that the allocation of quotas for cod in Subarea 1 for 1977 should be postponed to a special meeting
of the Panel at a time and place yet to be decided.

In relation to the proposed special meeting of the Panel, it was

agreed to recommend

i) that the regulatory measures for both the shrimp and cod fisheries agreed at such a meeting
would enter into force on I January 1977, and

ii) that countries which had offered to provide additional data on the shrimp stock should undertake
to make these available for an assessment meeting which would precede the special Panel meeting.

7. Future Research ReqUirements. The Panel accepted the future research requirements as given in the
Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.l). The delegate of Denmark stressed the need for
shrimp catch and effort data to be reported via the STATLANT system.

8. Date and Place of Next Meeting. The delegate of Spain offered to hold the special Panel meeting in
Spain, perhaps coinciding with the special meeting of the Commission for which Spain had also been offered
in the Plenary. No decision was taken at this stage.

9. Approval of Panel Report. The Chairman undertook to circulate the draft Report for comment and approval.

10. Other Business. The delegate of Denmark requested that the Chairman of STACRES be consulted about
arrangements for a reassessment of the shrimp stock before the proposed special meeting of the Panel.

11. Ad10urnment. There being no other business, the Panel adjourned at 1230 hre , 16 June.
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Table 1. Summary of TACs and allocations for Subarea 1 + Statistical Area
o for 1977.

Greenland Roundnose Cod Shrimphalibut grenadier

0+1 0+1 1 1

TAe recommended by 20,000 8,000 0 26,000
Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria - -

Canada - -
Cuba - -

Denmark 7,200 2,000

France - -

FRG - -
to to

GDR - 1,100 ;'1 ;'1
'" '"~ '"Iceland - - ill

Italy - - ~ ~
o "'" '"Japan - - " "'" '"-e ..

Norway - - g 0

'"Poland - - " "
~ ~

Portugal - - III III
~ ~

Romania - -

Spain - -

USSR 10,000 3,800

UK - -

USA - -

Others 2,800 1,100

Total allocated 20,000 8,000 31,000catches
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Report of Meeting of Panel 2

Wednesday, 9 June, 1500 hra

1. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Mr W. Kalinowski (Poland),

2. Rapporteur. Dr T.K. Pitt (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

Proceedings No.6

3. Agenda. The Agenda was adopted. The Panel agreed to consider any of the stocks overlapping with
other Panels in Joint Panel meetings.

4. Review of Panel Membership. The following Panel Members were present: Canada, Cuba, France, FRG,
GDR, Iceland, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain. USSR, and UK. No changes in Panel Membership were proposed.

5. Report by Chairman of Scientific Advisers. Mr B.B. Parrish (UK), acting on behalf of Mr D.J. Garrod
(UK), presented the Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.2). This was adopted by the
Panel.

6. Conservation Requirements

(a) Div. 2GB cod. The Panel agreed to accept the TAC of 20,000 tons for 1977 as recommended by the
Scientific Advisers. The delegate of GDR suggested the TAC be allocated as in 1976. The delegate of Canada
said Canada's estimated requirements from the stock was 3,000 tons and suggested that the remaining 17,000
tons be pro-rated according to the 1976 allocations. The delegate of Italy requested an allocation of 300
tons from. the stock.

After some discussion of the reasons why allocations were not taken in 1975 and some statements
regarding the 1976 fishing plans for countries with allocations, the Panel considered the Canadian proposal
for the allocation of Div. 2GB cod and

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 20,000 tons for cod in Div. 2GB for 1977 with national allocations
as given in Table 1.

7. Future Research Requirements. The Panel endorsed the recommendation contained in the Report of the
Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.2).

8. Date and Place of Next Meeting. The Panel agreed that the next meeting of Panel 2 should be held in
conjunction with the next Annual Meeting.

9. Approval of Panel Report. The Panel agreed that the Report would be circulated to the Head of each
delegation for approval.

10. Other Business. There was no other business.

11. Adjournment. The Panel adjourned at 1600 bxs , 9 June.
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Table 1. Summary of TACs and allocations
for Subarea 2 for 1977.

Cod

2GH

224

TAC recommended by
Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria

Canada

Cuba

Denmark

France

FRG

GDR

Iceland

Italy

Japan

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Spain

USSR

UK

USA

Others

Total allocated catches

20,000

3,000

450

3,600

900

800

4,000

2,900

400

450

2,300

700

500

20,000
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Report of Meetings of Panel 3

Thursday, 10 June, 0930 bra
Friday, 11 June, 1115 hra

Saturday, 19 June, 1515 bra

Proceedings No.7

1. Mr E. Gillett (UK), acting on behalf of the Chairman, Mr R.B. Lezaconnoux (France), opened the
meeting.

2. Rapporteur. Dr T.K. Pitt (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Panel agreed that discussion of stocks cver.Ieppdng Panels and all of the capelin stocks
be dealt with in Joint Panel meetings.

4. Panel Membership. All Panel Members were present with Observers from FRG and Italy.

5. Report of the Chairman of Scientific Advisers. Mr.B.B. Parrish (UK) presented the Report of the
Scientific Advisers to Panel 3 (Redbook 1976, Part D.3). At the request of the delegate of Denmark, the
Chairman of the Scientific Advisers explained the reduction in TAC for Div. 3M cod from 40,000 tons in 1974
to 25,000 tons in 1976. With the stock in a depressed state because of heavy fishing, the lower TAC would
help restore the stock and would allow the relatively strong 1973 year-class to contribute mQre effectively
to rebuilding the stock. The delegate of Portugal, while agreeing to accept the recommendation, suggested
that the low catches reported did not reflect the condition of the stock. The Report was adopted without
revision.

6. Conservation Requirements - Setting of TACs. The delegate of Canada proposed that the Panel first
consider the TACs for each stock. Following considerable discussion, the Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the TACs for all Panel 3 stocks for 1977 be set at the levels given in Taple 1.

7. National Allocation of TACs. The delegate of Italy stated that his count-ry was in a very critical
economic condition and hence were trying to reduce its imports of food. Thus, they were requesting allo
cation of fish from various stocks. This request was made by telegram to the Secretariat on 5 April 1976.
He pointed out that at the January 1976 Special Meeting at FAD, Rome (January 1976 Mtg.Proc.No. 5, App.III)
Italy was given an effort allocation with Bulgaria and Iceland. Previous allocations for cod in the ICNAF
Area were not taken because Italy's fishing effort was directed elsewhere. He pointed out that other
countries have not, in the past, taken their allocations of fish but have still been given quotas. He,
therefore, appealed to the Members to consider Italy's plight when he put forward his request for specific
allocations.

(a) Div. 3M cod. The delegate of Italy requested a specific allocation of 200 tons. The delegate of
Canada requested 5,000 tons. The delegate of PortUgal stated that, since this stock was beyond 200 miles,
the TAC should be pro-rated and, since the TAC was reduced, each country participating in this fishery
should take a proportional reduction. The delegate of UK stressed the need to provide for an adequate
allocation in the "Others" category. The delegate of Canada pointed out that the special needs of the
coastal states had been recognized by the Commission in the past and modified its request to 3,000 tons.
After further discussion, the Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(b) Div. 3NO cod.
in 1977 was 8,000 tons.
states, the remainder be

The delegate
The delegate
allocated in

of Canada stated that canada's estimated requirements from this stock
of USSR proposed that, after considering the needs of the coastal
proportion to the 1976 allocation. The delegate of Spain proposed
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that the allocation for Canada be 8,000 tons, that "Ofhera" be maintained at the 1976 level, and that the
remainder be allocated on the basis of the historical performance. After some discussion on the amount
that would go in the "Others" category, the Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(c) Div. 3NO witch. The delegate of Canada indicated that its estimated requirements from this stock
was 7J 000 t ons , The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(d) Subdiv. 3Ps witch. The delegate of canada indicated an estimated requirement from this stock of
2,600 tons. There was some discussion concerning the need for a small allocation in the "Others" category.
The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(e) Div. 3LNO yellowtail. The delegate of Canada stressed the great importance of this stock to
Canadian fishermen and indicated estimated requirements for 1977 at 11,200 tons. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(f) Div. 3M American plaice. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(g) Div. 3LNO American plaice. The delegate of Canada stressed the great importance of flatfish
stocks to the Canadian fishermen and that Canada would estimate its needs at 45,800 tons and suggested
that 700 tons be allocated to France. The delegate of USSR requested 1,000 tons. After some discussion
on the need for an "Others" allocation, the Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(h) Subdiv. 3Ps American plaice. The delegate of Canada stated that it had the capacity and need for
the total TAC and suggested that the 6,OOo-ton TAC be allocated to give Canada 5,400 tons and France, 600
tons. The delegate of France agreed with this allocation. The delegate of USSR stressed the importance
of having an allocation in the "Others" category. After some discussion, the Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

8. The Panel recessed at 1600 hrs, 11 June.

9. The Panel reconvened at 1515 hrs, 19 June, to continue national allocation of the TACs for the remain
ing stocks in Subarea 3.

(a) Div. 3LN redfish. The delegate of Canada stated that Canada's estimated requirements from the
stock in 1977 was 8,000 tons. He noted that the Canadian fishermen were becoming increasingly dependent
on redfish stocks in Subarea 3 because of a general reduction in the level of stocks of all species. The
Panel unanimously

agreed to recODlDend

that the 1977 allocation for Div. 3LN redfish be established at the levels given in Table 1.
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(b) Div. 30 redfish. The delegate of Canada indicated Canada's estimated requirements for 1977 at
8,000 tons and proposed an allocation that was agreed by the Panel. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations for Div. 30 redfish be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(e) Div. 3P redfish. The delegate of Canada gave Canada's estimated requirements for 1977 at 8,000
tons. He pointed out that this stock was very important to Canada and France. The Panel tmaoimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations for Div. 3P redfish be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(d) Div. 3M redfish. The delegate of Canada stated that this fishery had become very important to
the Canadian East Coast fishermen and pointed out that the original 1976 allocation had been taken in one
week. He indicated that Canada estimated a requirement of 4,950 tons from this stock. The delegate of
Portugal pointed out that Portugal had taken about 2,500 tons from this stock in 1975 as by-catch in the
cod fishery. The delegate of USSR stated that USSR could not be below 9,250 tons. The delegate of UK
agreed with the delegate of Portugal that a fairly substantial allocation was needed to take care of the
by-catch problem. The delegate of Canada pointed out that, since there had been a reduction in the TAC
for cod in this Division, there would consequently be a lower by-catch of redfish. The delegate of Denmark
stated that, while he was in agreement with this allocation which gave Canada special consideration, this
was not to be considered as a principle to be applied to other stocks which were beyond the coastal states'
20o-mile zone, nor should this allocation be used as a basis for future allocations. The delegate of Spain
said that he doubted that an "Others" quota of only 200 tons could adequately cover the fact that a large
number of countries were fishing in the area for cod, with a by-catch of redfish. The delegate of Canada
presented a proposal that would allocate 500 tons for Portugal and 200 tons for "Others". The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations for Div. 3M redfish be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(e) Subdiv. 3Ps cod. The delegate of Canada stressed the importance of this stock to the coastal
states and proposed that, except for 100 tons for "Others", the entire stock would be required by Canada
and France. The delegate of Spain stated that, although Spain had accepted the needs expressed by the
coastal states, he could not accept, as a matter of principle, the overall scheme of national allocations
for cod proposed in this Panel, or indeed in Panel 2, for non-coastal states in 1977. The reasons under
lying this position were explained in detail during the meeting of Joint Panels 2 and 3, Thursday, 17 June
(Proceedings No. 11); a proposal for re-al1ocation of all cod stocks where there is a surplus (Subareas
2 and 3) was put forward in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/52 (Addendum), based on the findings shown in Corom.Doc. 76/VI/52.
The Panel, with the latter reservation,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 allocations for Subdiv. 3Ps cod be established at the levels given in Table 1.

10. There being no further business, the Panel adjourned at 1700 hrs, 19 June.
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RESTRICTED

Internatlonal Commiss !on for II the Northwest Atlantic Fisherles

Serial No. 3965
(B.e.76)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Report of Meetings of Panel 4

Saturday, 12 June, 0930 bra
Wednesday, 16 June, 1430 hra

Tuesday, 22 June, 1015 hra

1. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Mr K. L,skkegaard (Denmark).

2. Rapporteur. Mr L.S.'Pazsons (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

Proceedings No.8

3. Agenda. The Agenda was adopted, with the inclusion of consideration of a Canadian proposal for the
regulation of fishing gear used in the directed stIver hake fishery in Subarea 4 (Comm.Doe. 76/VI/25).

4. Review of Panel Membership. All Panel Members were present as well as Observers from GDR, Italy,
Norway, UK, and FAD. No changes in Panel membership were proposed.

5. Report of Scientific Advisers. The Chairman of t he Scientific Advisers to Panel 4, .~ R.C. Hennemuth
(USA), presented the Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.4). He called the Panel
Members' attention to the fact that the Scientific Advisers had reviewed the status of the cod stock in
Div. 4T + Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr) and silver hake in Div. 4VWX, in the light of additional information presented
at the Meeting of Scientific Advisers. New projections on the cod stock in Div. 4T + Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr)
were presented in the Report of Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.4).

6. Conservation Requirements for Stocks in Subarea 4

(a) Div. 4T(Jan-Dec) + Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr) cod. The TAC recommended by STACRES and the Scientific
Advisers was zero, compared with 30,000 tons for 1976. The delegate of Canada stated that the depleted
state of this stock presented very grim prospects for Canadian fishermen, particularly those based in the
Gulf of St. Lawrence. It was necessary to make every attempt to bring about recovery of the stock. The
situation was, however, somewhat similar to that experienced with haddock in Subareas 4 and 5 in that it
would be very difficult to avoid the capture of some fish by small boat fishermen. ,He indicated that he
would make a specific proposal at the next session of the Panel.

(b) Subdiv. 4Vn(May=:Dec) cod. The delegate of Canada proposed and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 3,500 tons, as recommended by STACRES for Subdiv. 4Vn(May-Dec) cod, be adopted for 1977
(Table 1).

(c) Subdiv. 4Vs-Div. 4W cod. STACRES had recommended a TAC of 7,000 tons for 1977, a substantial
decrease from the TAC of 30,000 tons for 1976. The Chairman of Scientific Advisers stated that the major
problem with this stock seemed to be greatly reduced recruitment in the most recent years, which could be
related to moderate by-catches of young cod in the silver hake fishery. The recommended TAC of 7,000 tons
for 1977 would provide for some increase in the spawning stock. The delegate of canada stated that the
drastic decline in this cod stock had disastrous implications for Canadian fishermen. It was essential
that this stock be rebuilt as rapidly as possible and, therefore, he proposed and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 7,000 tons be adopted for Subdiv. 4Vs-Div. 4W cod for 1977 (Table 1).

(d) Div. 4X (offshore) cod. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 4,000 tons be adopted for Div. 4x (offshore) cod for 1977 (Table 1).
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(e) and (f) The Chairman of Scientific Advisers informed the Panel that both haddock stocks in
Div. 4VW and in Div. 4X remained at a very low level. Therefore, STACRES and the Scientific Advisers had
recommended for 1977 a zero directed fishery with by-catches to be kept as low as possible. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAG of 2,000 tons be adopted for Div~ 4VW haddock for 1977 and that a TAC of 15,000 tons be
adopted for Div. 4X haddock for 1977 (Table 1).

The Panel also

agreed to recommend

that no directed fishery should exist for haddock in these Divisions and that the TACs should be taken
as by-catch only (Table 1).

(g) Div. 4VWX redfish. The delegate of Canada proposed and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 20,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for Div. 4VWX redfish for 1977
(Table 1).

(h) Div. 4VWX silver hake. The Chairman of Scientific Advisers informed the Panel that STACRES and
the Scientific Advisers had recommended a TAC of 63,000 tons for this sto.k, compared with a TAC of 100,000
tons for 1976. He noted that some scientists had disagreed with this recommendation. The delegate of USSR
stated that USSR scientists did not agree with the STACRES recommendation because some data of considerable
significance presented by their scientists had not been taken sufficiently into account. Results of Soviet
trawling surveys indicated that the 1972, 1973, and 1974 year-classes, which will contribute significantly
to the 1977 catch, were abundant. Success of the fishery in 1975, and to date in 1976, suggested that
these survey projections of year-class strength were correct. He stressed that, without taking the results
of these surveys into account, it was not possible to carry out an accurate assessment and suggested that
a TAC of 120,000 tons would be appropriate for 1977. The delegate of Canada stated that the 63,000 tons
recommended by STACRES was estimated to correspond to Fmax and hence there was reason to be cautious.
Further consideration of the TAC for 1977 was deferred until the next session of the Panel.

(i) Div. 4VWX flounders. The delegate of Canada proposed and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 28,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for Div. 4VWX flounders for 1977
(Table 1).

(j) Div. 4VWX argentine. The delegate of Canada proposed and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 20,000 tons be adopted for Div. 4VWX argentine for 1977 (Table 1).

(k) Reconsideration of 1976 TAC for Div. 4XW(b) herring. The delegate of Canada noted that at the
January 1976 Special Meeting it had been agreed to reconsider the 1976 TAC for this stock at the 1976 Annual
Meeting. The scientists had now recommended a 1976 TAC of 89,200 tons corresponding to the previously recom
mended TAC of 81,000 tons. He stressed that Canadian fishermen had sufficient capacity to catch considerably
more than the TAC. He proposed that the increase of 8,200 tons in the TAC for 1976 be allocated exclusively
to Canada. This would provide 1976 allocations as follows: Canada - 61,700 tons, USSR - 11,000 tons, USA 
500 tons, "Others" - 1,000 tons, and an estimated Canadian catch outside the Convention Area of 15,000 tons.
The delegate of USA stated that his country supported the revised TAC, but required an increase in its
allocation to 1,000 tons for 1976. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAC for Div. 4XW(b) herring be revised to 89,200 tons from the previously recommended
level of 81,000 tons (Table 1).

(1) Div. 4VWX herring stock boundaries. The Scientific Advisers agreed with the recommended revision
of quota boundaries suggested by STACRES, namely, to set quotas separately for Div. 4V and Div. 4WX. The
proposed transition in the area-season scheme did not involve any change in management objectives but was
suggested in order to take account of new knowledge on stock interrelationships of herring in this area,
which suggested that herring in Div. 4W(a) be managed together with herring in Div. 4XW(b). The delegate
of FRG asked whether the scientists could recalculate quotas in past years to correspond to the proposed
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change in area-season controls, to clarify matters. The delegate of Canada stated that the scientists did
not have the necessary data with them at this meeting. The Panel agreed to defer further consideration of
herring TACs for 1977 until its next session.

(m) Regulation of fishing gear used in the Subarea 4 directed silver hake fishery. The delegate of
Canada drew attention to the comments in the Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.4) and
in the STACRES Report on the possible effects of by-catches of young cod in the silver hake fishery on the
yields from the Subdiv. 4Vs-Dlv. 4W cod stock. There was evidence from inspections that some by-catches of
young cod were taken in the silver hake fishery. If such by-catches were as large as 10,000 tons, this
could wipe out the cod stock. For this reason, Canada would like to see the mesh size of gears used in the
silver hake fishery regulated. The delegate of USSR noted that there were two issues under consideration:
(a) the protection of young silver hake; and (b) protection of young groundfish of other species. The
adoption of a minimum mesh size of 130 mm for bottom trawls and 80 mm for midwater trawls, as proposed by
Canada, would mean the virtual cessation of the silver hake fishery. He stressed that a minimum mesh size
of 130 mm for bottom trawls would not retain any silver hake and a minimum mesh size of 80 mm for midwater
trawls would result in severe losses. He drew attention to the conclusion of STACRES that a minimum mesh
size of 55-60 mm would be adequate to permit escapement of young silver hake. USSR data showed that the
by-catch of other species was insignificant because the silver hake fishery occurred in areas where these
other species did not concentrate. His country would be prepared to consider this matter further when
scientific data on the distribution of cod, haddock, and flatfishes in relation to the distribution of
silver hake were made available. In the main areas where silver hake were concentrated, bottom. trawls
with a minimum mesh size of 60 IIBl1 should be used. The delegate of Canada noted that, in view of the STACRES
recommendation, Canada was prepared to modify its proposal to provide for a minimum mesh size of 55 mm for
synthetic materials (equivalent to 60 mm manila) for midwater trawls, since that was most appropriate for
optimizing the yield of silver hake. However, a minimum mesh size of 130 mm was necessary when bottom trawl
ing for silver hake in order to minimize by-catches of the young of other groundfish species. He stressed
that Canadian inspections of vessels fishing for silver hake indicated that frequently there are significant
by-catches of other groundfish. The delegate of USSR agreed with the proposal for a minimum mesh size of
60 rom for midwater trawls but requested that, instead of adopting a minimum mesh size of 130 rom for bottom
trawls, consideration be given to the designation of areas where bottom trawling for silver hake could be
prohibited. The Chairman proposed that the matter be deferred until the next session of the Panel.

7. The Panel recessed at 1200 hrs, 12 June.

8. Panel 4 reconvened at 1430 brs, 16 June.

9. The Chairman called for further consideration of conservation requirements for stocks in Subarea 4.

(a) Div. 4T(Jan-Dec) + Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr) cod. The Chairman re-opened discussion on this stock
and drew attention again to the STACRES recommendation, supported by the Scientific Advisers, of a zero TAC.
The delegate of Canada noted that an Addendum. to the Report of Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.4)
indicated that a catch of up to 15,000 tons would not result in further decline of t~e spawning stock. He
emphasized again the great dependence of Canadian small-boat fishermen upon this cod stock. Nonetheless,
Canada would, by domestic regulation, make every attempt to keep the catch as low as possible and, in parti
cular, would endeavour not to exceed 15,000 tons. If a specific figure was necessary when the TAC should
be established as 15,000 tons or less, with a substantial part of this catch to be taken outside the Con
vention Area. He proposed an allocation for "Others" of 10 tons and noted that it would be necessary to
set an amount to cover the special situation of France but this amount had not yet been determined. The
delegate of Spain stressed that the proposed allocations would eliminate the Spanish fishery from this stock
and add to the difficulties which would be encountered in this Subarea during 1977. Therefore, Spain would
have to reserve its position on the allocations for this stock. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 15,000 tons be adopted for Div. 4T(Jan-Dec) + Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr) cod for 1977 (Table 1).

(b) Div. 4VWX silver hake. The Chairman informed the Panel that the scientists of Canada, Cuba, USSR,
and USA had met on 14 June to consider further the TAC for 1977 and the proposed gear regulations for the
directed silver hake fishery in Subarea 4 (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/49). Dr R.G. Halliday (Canada) who had chaired
the scientific discussions, reported that, despite further consideration of this issue, the scientists had
been unable to agree on an appropriate TAC for 1977. A list of additional information required for the
resolution of the existing disagreement had been drawn up. This information would not be available until
December 1976. Similarly, because of inadequate information, they had been unable to delineate areas and
seasons in which bottom trawling for silver hake should be prohibited to minimize by-catches of other
groundfish species. Additional information on the relative distributions of silver hake and other groundfish
could be made available by December 1976. The delegate of Canada proposed that a minimum. mesh size of 60 mm
(manila) be adopted for all trawls used in the silver hake fishery in Subarea 4. Panel 4
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agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Governmen~ for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (2) for international regulation of the fishery for silver hake in Subarea 4 (by
minimum mesh size regulation) (Appendix I).

The deleAate of Canada proposed and Panel 4 agreed that further consideration of the TAC for 1977 and the
delineation of closed areas and/or seasons for directed bottom trawling for silver hake be deferred to an
interim Panel meeting in December 1976.

(c) Div. 4VW(a) herring. The delegate of Canada proposed that the TACs for 1977 should be established
on the basis of Option 2 as outlined by STACRES. He proposed and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAe of 33,500 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for 1 July 1977-30 June 1978 for
Div. 4VW(a) herring (Table 1).

(d) Div. 4XW(b) herring. The delegate of Canada proposed and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 84,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for 1977 for Div. 4XW(b) herring
(Table 1).

10. Following the consideration of TACs for all stocks, the Chairman directed the Panel's attention to the
determination of national allocations.

(a) Subdiv. 4Vn(May-Dec) cod. The delegate of Canada estimated the coastal state requirement to be
3,250 tons and proposed that 150 tons be allocated to France and 100 tons for the "Others" category. Panel
4

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Div. 4Vn(May-Dec) cod be set at the levels given in Table 1.

(b) Subdiv. 4Vs-Div. 4W cod. The delegate of Canada pointed out that Canadian fishermen had previously
taken much larger catches from this stock than the level of TAC for 1977. He estimated Canada's requirements
for 1977 as 6,550 tons and proposed that 250 tons be allocated to France, 100 tons to USA, and 100 tons to
"ocheea", He stressed that it would be impossible to satisfy the needs of Canadian fishermen even with the
allocations proposed. The delegate of Cuba questioned whether the 100 tons proposed for "Others" was suffi
cient to cover by-catches and proposed that the "Others" allocation be increased to 1,000 tons. The delegate
of Canada noted that measures to be taken, e.g. minimum mesh-size regulations for silver hake, should result
in smaller by-catches in 1977. The delegate of Spain stated that, although he realized the difficulties
being experienced by canadian fishermen, Spanish fishermen faced equally difficult prospects. In view of
Spain's historical presence in the fishery, particularly in the cod fishery, and considering that the overall
reduction of cod allocations was such that there was a reduction of two-thirds in the total allocation for
Spain from 1976 to 1977, he thought that the results would not be acceptable to his Government. It would
really amount to a situation of discrimination against the participation of Spain in the cod fishery. That
was why, while admitting the needs of the coastal states, he asked for a specific quota of 2,000 tons for
Spain in this area. If it were not accepted, he would have to reserve Spain's position regarding allocation
of this stock.

(c) Div. 4X (offshore) cod. The delegate of Canada estimated Canada's requirement as 3,600 tons and
proposed that 300 tons be allocated to USA and 100 tons to "Others". Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Div. 4X (offshore) cod be set at the levels given in Table 1.

(d)
was 1,700
Panel 4

Div. 4VW haddock. The delegate of Canada noted that his country's estimated requirements for 1977
tons and he proposed allocations be set as follows: USA - 200 tons, and "Others" - 100 tons.

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Div. 4VW haddock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

(e) Div. 4VWX flounders. The delegate of Canada stated that Canada's 1977 requirements from this
stock would amount to 27,000 tons with the remaining 1,000 tons set aside for by-catch. He stressed that
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Canada has had in the past a large flatfish fishery in this area. Pending further consultations, the Panel
agreed to defer the determination of national allocations for this stock until later in the meeting.

(f) Div. 4VWX argentine. The delegate of Canada noted that Canada was attempting to develop a fishery
for this species and estimated the Canadian requirement as 1,000 tons. He proposed that the remaining
19,000 tons be pro-rated in accordance with the 1976 allocations. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Div. 4VWX argentine be set at the levels given in Table 1.

(g) Revision of Div. 4XW(b) herring allocations for 1976. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocations for Div. 4XW(b) herring be set at the levels given in Table 1.

(h) 1977/78 Div. 4VW(a) herring (seasonal). The delegate of Canada stressed that there could be no
doubt about the Canadian capability to catch the entire TAC for this stock. He estimated Canada's require
ments at 33,400 tons, with 100 tons to be allocated for "Others". After discussion, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the national allocations for 1 July 1977-30 June 1978 for Div. 4VW(a) herring be set at the
levels given in Table 1.

(i) Div. 4XW(b) herring. The delegate of Canada stated that Canada had the harvesting capacity to
take the entire TAC for this stock. He estimated Canada's requirements as 82,900 tons and proposed that
1,000 tons be allocated to USA and 100 tons to "Others". The delegate of USSR drew attention to the fact
that his country had conducted a fishery for herring in this area for about 20 years and that it attached
particular importance to continued participation in this fishery. He proposed that the USSR allocation
for 1977 should be maintained at the 1976 level of 11,000 tons. If this was not acceptable to other
Members of the Panel, he would suggest that the determination of national allocations for this stock be
deferred until the interim. meeting of the Panel in December 1976. The delegate of USA supported the
Canadian proposal with retention of the proviso that transfers between the Canadian and US allocations
would be possible. The delegate of FRG proposed that the 1,000 tons suggested for the USA be allocated
instead to "Orber-e" since there had been no recent catches by the USA from this stock. The delegate of USA
commented that this allocation of 1,000 tons was necessary to compensate for the reductions in Div. SY.
The delegate of France drew attention to the catches by France from this stock in 1974 and 1975 and
requested that his country be permitted to continue fishing at the same level in 1977. The Chairman asked
the delegate of Canada to comment on the proposals put forward by the delegates of USSR and FRG. The
delegate of Canada replied that Canada could not change the proposal in view of the demonstrated harvesting
capacity of its fleet. The Panel agreed that it would be necessary to defer further consideration of allo
cations for this stock until the next session of the Panel.

11. The Panel recessed at 1700 hrs, 16 June.

12. The Panel reconvened at 1015 hra, 22 June.

13. Further Consideration of National Allocations for 1977

(a) Div. 4T(Jan-Dec) + Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr) cod. The delegate of Canada, supported by the delegate
of France~ proposed that the TAC remain unallocated. The Chairman asked what the catch reporting procedure
would be if this proposal were accepted. After discussion, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the TAC of 15,°9° tons for 1977 remain una11ocate~, and that the normal procedure of reporting
catches on a monthly basis would apply for this stock.

(b) Subdiv. 4Vs-Div. 4W cod. The delegate of Spain stated that, although his country recognized the
special needs of the coastal state, it would have to reserve its position on this cod stock in view of its
general request in the Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 for a redistribution of allocations for all cod
stocks in the Convention Area. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Subdiv. 4Vs-Div. 4W cod be set at the levels given in Table 1.
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(c) Div. 4VWX redfish. The delegate of Canada estimated Canada's 1977 requirements from this stock
as 13.000 tons and proposed that 250 tons be allocated to France. 500 tons to USSR, 6,000 tons to USA, and
250 tons for "orhere'", Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Div. 4VWX redfish be set at the levels given in Table 1.

(d) Div. 4VWX flounders. The delegate of Canada noted that there was some disagreement about the
extent of by-catch of flounders in the silver hake fishery, and proposed that the determination of 1977
national allocations for this stock be deferred until the interim Panel meeting in December 1976, at which
time measures to reduce the by-catch in the silver hake fishery would be considered. The Panel agreed
to defer the setting of national allocations until the interim Panel meeting in December 1976.

(e) Div. 4XW(b) herring. The delegates of Canada, FRG, and USSR indicated that it had not been
possible to resolve their conflicting proposals for national allocations of the 1977 TAC for this stock.
The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the setting of 1977 national allocations for Div. 4XW(b) herring be deferred until the interim
Panel meeting in December 1976.

14. Minimum Mesh ReR:u1ation for Subarea 4 Silver Hake Fishery. The delegate of Cuba indicated that his
country would have some difficulty in implementing the proposed 60-mm minimum mesh size by 1 January 1977.
After discussion, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the minimum mesh size regulation for the Subarea 4 silver hake fishery take effect on 1 April
1977, subject to review at the interim Panel meeting in December 1976 (Appendix I).

15. By-Catch Regulation for Div. 4VW Haddock. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government,for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (3) for international regulation of the fishery for haddock in Div. 4V and Div. 4W of
Subarea 4 of the Convention Area (Appendix II) •

16. Future Research Requirements. The Panel endorsed the recommendation on future research requirements
in the Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.4).

17. Date and Place of Next Meeting. It was agreed that Panel 4 would meet in December 1976 at a time and
place to be decided in Plenary.

18. Approval of Panel Report. The Chairman undertook to circulate the draft Report for comment and approval.

19. Adjournment. There being no other business, the Panel adjourned at 1130 hrs, 22 June.
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Serial No. 3965
(A.a.4)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.8
Appendix I

(2) Proposal for International Regulation of Trawl Net Mesh Size in the Silver Hake Fishery in Subarea 4
of the Convention Area

Panel 4 recommends that the Commission transmit the following proposal to Depositary Government for
joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"I. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit, except as provided in paragraph
2, the taking of silver hake. tsertuooiue bi-t-ineax-ie, in Subarea 4 of the Convention Area by persons
under their jurisdiction with trawl nets having in any part of the net meshes of dimensions less than
60 rom or 2-3/8 inches as measured by the ICNAF gauge specified below. These mesh sizes relate to
manila twine netting when measured wet after use or the equivalent thereof when measured dry before
use. The Commission may, on the basis of scientific advice as to selectiVity equivalents, determine
the appropriate mesh sizes when trawl nets made of materials other than manila are used or when seine
nets are used.

(a) Mesh sizes are measured by a flat wedge-shaped gauge having a taper of 2 centimeters in 8
centimeters and a thickness of 2.3 millimeters, inserted into meshes under a pressure or
pull of 5 kilograms. The mesh size of a net shall be taken to be the average of the measure
ments of any series of twenty consecutive meshes, at least ten meshes from the lacings, and
when measured in the codend of the net beginning at the after end and running parallel to
the long axis.

"2. {L) In order to avoid impairment of fisheries conducted primarily for species other than silver
hake not otherwise regulated by ICNAF tra¥l net mesh size regulations, which take small
quantities of silver hake incidentally, except as provided for in paragraph 2 (i1), the
Contracting Governments may permit persons under their jurisdiction to take silver hake with
nets having a mesh size less than that specified in the preceding paragraph, so long as such
persons do not have in possession (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) on board a
vessel fishing primarily for other species, which has been fishing in Subarea 4 of the Con
vention Area, silver hake taken in amounts in excess of 2,500 kg (5,510 Ibs) or 10% by
weight of all fish on board such vessel, whichever 1s greater.

(i1) Should it be observed during an inspection that a vessel is taking silver hake in excessive
amounts during its first 48 hours fishing in Subarea 4 of the Convention Area since leaving
port or previously off-loading, the inspector shall note this fact on the inspection report
and bring it to the attention of the master. Such an observation in itself shall not be
considered an infringement.

"3. That Contracting Governments prohibit the use, by persons to whom this proposal would apply, of
any means or device other than those described in paragraph 4, which would obstruct the meshes of the
nets or which would otherwise, in effect, diminish the size of the meshes of the nets, provided that
devices may be attached to the upper side of the codend in such a manner that they will not obstruct
the meshes of the codend. Any such device, on the basis of scientific evidence, must not obstruct
the meshes or reduce significantly the selectivity of the codend.

"4. That Contracting Governments may permit any canvas, netting, or other material to be attached to
the underside only of the codend of a net to reduce and prevent damage.

"5. That this regulation will not enter into force for Contracting Governments until I April 1977 in
order to provide Contracting Governments an additional period of time to acquire and distribute to
their vessels new trawl nets that comply with the above regulation."
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(A.a.4)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No.8
Appendix II

(3) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Haddock in Division 4V and Division 4W of
Subarea 4 of the Convention Area

Panel 4 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That Proposal (3) from the June 1975 Annual Meeting for International Regulation of the Fishery for
Haddock in Division 4V and Division 4W of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area (June 1975 Annual Meeting
Proceedings No. 10, Appendix III, ,page 213) which entered into force on 16 January 1976, be replaced
by the following:

"1. That, in order to avoid impairment of fisheries for other species and which take small
quantities of haddock incidentally, Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the part
of Proposal (8) for International Quota Regulation dealing with national allocations for haddock
in Division 4V and Division 4W of Subarea 4 may permit persons under their jurisdiction to have
in possession on board a vessel fishing for other species (either at sea or at the time of off
loading) haddock caught in Division 4V and Division 4W of Subarea 4 in amounts not exceeding
5,510 lhs or 2,500 kg, or 1 percent by weight, of all other fish on board caught in Division 4V
and Division 4W of Subarea 4, whichever is greater.

"2. For Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the part of Proposal (8) for Inter
national Quota Regulation dealing with national allocations for haddock in Division 4V and Divi
sion 4W of Subarea 4, the provisions of paragraph 2 of the Trawl Regulations for Subarea 4
regarding the incidental catch of haddock sha1~ be suspended in Division 4v and Division 4W of
Subarea 4 during the period that this proposal is in effect."
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Serial No. 3966
(B.e.76)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Report of Meetings of Panel 5

Monday, 14 June, 1500 hrs
Tuesday, 15 June, 1130 bra

Friday, 18 June, 0945 hra
Saturday, 19 June, 1130 hra
Tuesday, 22 June, 1445 bra

Proceedings No.9

1. Opening. The meeting was convened by the Chairman of the COIlDllission in the absence of the Chairman
of panelS, Mr Wm..L. Sullivan Jr (USA). Representatives of all Member Governments, except Romania, and
Observers from Denmark, Norway, UK, South Korea and FAD were present. The Chairman of the Commission
called for nominations for Chairman of the Panel, and was himself elected to serve for the present session.

2. Rapporteur. LT T.R. McHugh (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Agenda as circulated was adopted.

4. Panel Membership. There were no changes in the Panel Membership to conadder ,

5. Amendments to Panel Rules of Procedure. The Chairman noted that this item was to have been considered
by a working group which, in view of the pending extension of jurisdiction by the coastal states and its
effect on the future of the Commission, agreed to defer meeting.

6. Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1976, Part D.S). The Report was presented by Dr R.G.
Halliday (Canada), Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to PanelS. The only discussion of the Report was
in response to a request by the Scientific Advisers that the Panel comment on the value and need of the
Report on the Status of the Fisheries and Research (Summ.Doc. 76/VI/42 Revised). After brief remarks,
which included a comment by the delegate of Canada that the Report to the Panel should include only those
recommendations of the Scientific Advisers that differed from the recommendations of STACRES, and by the
delegate of FRG that it would be good if the Commission could reduce the number of reports given each Com
missioner to read and concentrate, as far as possible, on the Report of the Scientific Advisers to the Panel,
the Panel agreed to refer the comments made by the Scientific Advisers to the STACRES Steering and Publica
tions Subcommittee.

7. Consideration of Individual rACs for 1977

(a) The Chairman took note of Comm.Doc. 76/VI/44, which presented the US proposals for 1977 total
allowable catch levels for cod in Div. 5Y and Div. 5Z, for haddock in Subarea 5, for redfish in Subarea 5,
for silver hake in Div. 5Y, Subdiv. 5Ze, and Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6, for red hake in Subdiv. 5Ze,
and Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6, for yellowtail in Subarea 5 (East of 69DW) and in (West of 69DW) +
Statistical Area 6, and for other flounders in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, and suggested that it would
help to guide the Panel's deliberations on establishing the TACs. The delegate of Canada noted that, for a
number of species listed in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/44, the United States had proposed TACs Which were greater ~han

those recommended by the scientists. He said that Canada was reluctant to agree to TACs which could cause
further declines in particular stocks, and asked the delegate of USA to explain how the TACs contained in
their proposal related to Fmax• The delegate of USA replied that none of the proposed TACs exceeded Fmax•
TACe for 1977 were established as shown in Table 1.

(b) Div. 5Y and Div. sz + Statistical Area 6 herring. The delegate of USA, in response to a question
from the Chairman concerning the nature of this fishery, reported that it was conducted as a small directed
fishery in the Gulf of Maine. The delegate of USSR pointed out that the US proposal for a TAC of 7,000 tons
treated Div. 5Y herring differently from that in Div. sz + Statistical Area 6. He suggested that these two
stocks be considered together as in the past. The delegate of FRG raised two questions: first, whether
there was a commitment as to the size of the herring stock in Div. 5Y as there was in respect of the Div.
5Z + Statistical Area 6 stock, and second, if the proposed 7,OOo-ton TAC in Div. 5Y did not exceed Fmax'
what TAC would the proposed increased in the TAC for Div. 5Y herring correspond to for Div. 5Z herring?
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The Chairman invited discussion of both the Div. 5Y and Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring stocks. The
delegate of USA referred the Panel Members to the Figures on pages 104 and 106 of the Report of the Assess
ments Subcommittee (Redbook 1976. Part C. Appendix I) and stated that the levels of F proposed for both
stocks were well below FOol and were of equivalent value for the proposed TAe in both stocks. The delegate
of USSR observed that some of the proposed TAGs represented an increase over the STACRES recommendations.
yet.ln the case of Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring. there was a decrease in the TAC that was not sub
stantiated by the results of trawl surveys or the year-class data obtained from commercial catches. He
suggested that the TAC for the Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring be set on the same basis as the proposed
TAC for the Div. 5Y herring. The delegate of USA responded by outlining the different management objectives
sought for the two stocks. It was intended to sustain the coastal herring fishery in Div. 5Y while the
offshore Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring stock was being rebuilt. Trying to rebuild both at the same
time would result in a severe economic burden for a portion of the US industry. The delegate of USA also
pointed out that her delegation had considered beginning to rebuild the Div. 5z + Statistical Area 6 herring
stock during the last half of 1976, but, recognizing the economic hardships such an effort would impose on
the distant-water Member Countries, refrained from doing so. The delegate of GDR stated that he was unable
to accept any TAC other than that contained in the Report of the Assessments Subcommittee (Redbook 1976,
Part C, Appendix I).

(c) Other finfish in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. There was a brief discussion of the meaning
of the "advisory" TACs placed on four species within this category. The Panel, tentatively agreed to set
the TAC for other finfish at 150,000 metric tons, the same as in 1976, while deferring the question of
"advisory" limitations on species within this category to a later meeting of the Panel.

(d) Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 squid (Illex and LoliYo). In response to a suggestion by the
delegate of Italy that raising the quota for Illex would not pose great danger to the stock, the Chairman
of the Scientific Advisers to the Panel pointed out that, in the absence of firmer data, STACRES had recom
mended pre-emptive quotas for both squid species. The scientific information for Loligowas more reliable
than that for Illex. The delegate of Spain drew attention to the portions of the Report of the Assessments
Subcommittee which dealt with the squid stocks and suggested that the available evidence showed that the
Loligo stock was stable or had been increasing in recent years. He requested that the Chairman of the
Scientific Advisers to PanelS comment on three questions: 1) Was there clear evidence which demonstrated
a stock/recruitment relationship which would change the estimates of the Assessments Subcommittee? 2) Was
there any more evidence of a decrease in the level of recruits into the fishery in recent years? 3) Would
a removal at the rate of 50,000 metric tons annually be dangerous to the stock? He concluded by agreeing
with the delegate of Italy that the TACs for both species of squid should be increased. The Chairman of
the Scientific Advisers to Panel 5 replied that there was not clear evidence for or against a stock/recruit
ment relationship, but that it was appropriate to consider there may be such a relationship. Second,
analyses have reported that the squid stocks had been stable in recent years and that the fishing was con
ducted on new recruits each year. Finally, recruitment did appear to be constant. The Assessments Subcom
mittee advised that removals be held at the level of 40% until better scientific evidence was available.
The best answer to the third question was really dependent on the answer to the first. The delegate of Japan
stated that he wished to reserve his position on the size of the TACs for these stocks until Japan's allo
cation was decided.

8. After a brief discussion of the mackerel assessment, and deferring that issue ~o a joint meeting of
Panels 3, 4, and 5, PanelS turned its attention to the discussion of the proposal put forth by the United
States in Corom.Doc. 76/VI/43 concerning allocations of Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring for the second
half of 1976. The delegate of USA noted that the needs of the coastal states had been included in the
proposal, and the remainder of the herring was pro-rated among the distant-water countries based on their
allocations established at the Eighth Special Commission Meeting in January 1976. He pointed out that in
some fisheries by-catch already could have accounted for much of a country's allocation. The delegate of
Poland stated that he was unhappy with the proposed allocations, and proposed that allocations for the
second half of 1976 be pro-rated from 1975 allocations to give more favourable treatment to the larger
herring fisheries. The delegate of PRG noted that, if the allocations for the herring were pro-rated from
the figures agreed to for the first half of 1976, those countries which catch a great deal of herring as
by-catch would benefit from larger allocations at the expense of those countries with smaller quotas, but
much cleaner fisheries. He said he could not accept allocations which would have that result. Secondly,
he pointed out that, even without herring, many countries would still be able to catch their second-tier
quota. The FRG was not among them. He felt it was important to continue to adhere to the principle held
in ICNAF that the sum of a country's individual species quotas should reach its second-tier quota and
countries should have an opportunity to catch their entire second-tier quota. These allocations were
deferred for Later discussion.

9. Consideration of the US Pr osal for International Re latton of River Herrin in Subarea 5 + Statis
tical Area 6 (Comm.Doc. 76/VI 19). The delegate of USA opened the discussion of this proposal by pointing
out that it set an absolute weight limit of 5,510 lbs'or 2,500 kg for possession of river herring by-catch
at the time of inspection. The delegate of USSR said that the proposal would be acceptable if it permitted
a percentage of river herring by-catch on board of I or 2 percent as well as the weight limitation. After
the delegate of Bulgaria agreed with the USSR position, the delegate of USA said he would take that view
into consideration for later discussion.
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10. Consideration of US Proposal Relating to Taking of Menhaden by Contracting Governments. In intro
ducing Comm.Doc. 76/VI/26, the delegate of USA noted that the proposal made effective the intent of the
Commission to reserve menhaden to the coastal fisheries. The delegate of USSR agreed with the purpose of
the proposal, but could not agree to explicitly reserving any species to the coastal state within the
framework of the Convention. The delegate of USA agreed to revised language for the proposal under consi
deration (Comm.Doc. 76/Vr/26 Revised).

11. Panel 5 recessed at 1800 hra, 14 June.

12. PanelS reconvened at 1130 hra, 15 June.

13. Consideration of National Allocations with Specific Reference to the "Others" category. The Chairman
opened this discussion by noting that the USA proposed, in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/45, that allocations to "Others"
be eliminated. The delegate of USSR objected to that proposal since small amounts of each species should
be set aside for "Others" to indicate the interest of all Member Governments in fisheries throughout the
Convention Area. The delegate of FRG agreed. The delegate of Japan said that he was not prepared to accept
the elimination of the "Others" quota from any allocations in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The dele
gate of USA pointed out that the Commission established the "Othera" category to make fish available~
Member Countries not having specific allocations and non-Member countries, and to account for by-catch.
The USA was not prepared to allow any new directed fisheries in areas of extended fisheries jurisdiction
and would propose other regulations to account for by-catch. The Observer from UK suggested a footnote
be added to the regulations which would permit allocations to "Others" for by-catch and provide further
that unclaimed portions of "Others" allocations would revert to the coastal state if it became clear during
1977 that these portions would not be taken up.

14. Panel 5 recessed at 1245 brs, 15 June.

15. Panel 5 reconvened at 1500 hrs, 15 June.

16. Further Consideration of National Allocations with Specific Reference to the "Others" Category

(a) The delegate of USA stated that her delegation would be able to accept a symbolic allocation to
"Others". The by-catch problem, previously taken into account in the "Otihers" allocations, would be
reduced by the seasonal closures and gear restrictions that the USA would propose soon. Another brief
discussion centered on a comment by the delegate of FRG that he could not agree to an allocation to the
"coastal statesll

• The Panel agreed that all allocations to individual Member Countries would be brought
to the Panel for approval. The delegate of Spain stated that he would have to reserve his position on any
allocations until all the allocations were decided. Following considerable discussion, the Panel agreed
to the 1977 allocations for cod in Div. 5Y, redfish 'in Subarea 5, silver hake in Di~. 5Y, and yellowtail
in Subarea 5 (East of 69°W) and in (West of 69°W) + Statistical Area 6 as shown in Table 1.

(b) Subdiv. 5Ze silver hake. The delegate of USSR proposed that, after the coastal state and "Ot.her-e"
allocations were taken from the TAC of 70,000 tons, the remaining silver hake should be allocated by pro
rating the surplus among those countries having allocations in 1976. The allocation proposed for the USA
was 15,000 tons, for canada - 2,500 tons, and for "oeheee'' - 120 tons. The delegates of Spain and Poland
each requested an allocation of 2,000 tons; the dele~te of Italy requested 200 tons for by-catch. The
delegate of FRG stated that he would not be able to support an increase in the TAC and a decrease in the
"Ocher-s" allocation. Anticipating large reductions in his country's allocations for other species, the
delegate of USSR stated that he could not support a trend initiated by some countries to start new fisheries
in this Subarea. Increases in the TAC should not be allocated to those countries which had not previously
fished on the stock under consideration. In response, the delegate of Spain observed that the status of
the silver hake stock in Div. 5Z was improving, providing enough of a surplus for all to meet their needs.

(c) Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 silver hake. The delegate of Cuba proposed that the 50, aDO-ton
TAC be allocated by agreeing to the US proposal for 100 tons for "Others", 12,.500 tons to USA, as requested,
and by pro-rating the remainder among countries with 1976 allocations. The delegate of Bulgaria proposed
that the "Others" category be increased to 1,000 tons, but, if this could not be done, he requested an
allocation of 1,000 tons for bis country. The delegates of Spain and USSR supported the proposal of the
delegate of Bulgaria to increase the "Others II allocation. The delegate of Poland requested an allocation
of 1,000 tons. The delegate of USA stated that an allocation of 1,000 tons for "Otihera" went beyond the
symbolism intended by keeping that category. The delegate of Spain then requested an allocation of 1,000
tons, and the delegate of Italy requested an allocation of 200-300 tons.

(d) Subdiv. 5Ze red hake. The Panel tentatively agreed to allocations of 1,000 tons to Canada, 1,500
tons to USA, and 50 tons to "Others". The 13,450 tons remaining from the 1977 TAC would be pro-rated among
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those countries having 1976 allocations.

(e) Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 red hake. At the request of the delegate of GDR, discussion
on the allocation of this stock was postponed after the delegate of USA proposed allocations of 7, 000 tons
for USA and 100 tons for "Others", the delegates of Canada, Poland, and Spain each asked for allocations
of 1,000 tons, the delegate of Bulgaria requested an allocation of 1,500 tons, and the delegate of Italy
reserved his position until some of the by-catch regulations were discussed.

(f) Other finfish in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of USSR reiterated his position
that it would not be possible to accept allocations to those countries which had not previously conducted
a fishery if such allocations had the result that those countries which previously had allocations would
be forced to reduce their share. The delegate of Cuba agreed with this position and noted that, if the
new requests for allocations were agreed to, the result would be a reduction for those countries which had
allocations in 1976. The delegate of FRG requested an allocation of 29000 tons if the "Orhexe" quota were
reduced below 5,000 tons, and the delegate of Japan requested an allocation of 5,000 tons based on past
fishing performance. The delegate of USA proposed allocations of 78,000 tons for USA and 500 tons for
"Others". The delegates of Canada, FRG, and Spain each requested allocations of 2,000 tons, and the dele
gate of Italy requested an allocation of 1,000 tons.

(g) Subarea 5 + Statistical Area 6 squid (Illez). The delegate of Japan opened the discussion by
proposing that the TAe for both species of squid (Illez and Lol.iqo) be raised by an amount equivalent to
the increase in the allocations proposed for the coastal state over their 1976 level, in the case of Illex
- 5,000 tons. This could be done without damage to the stocks and, if done, Japan would request the same
allocation as it had in 1976. The delegates of Spain, Italy, and USSR supported this proposal. The dele
gate of FRG emphasized the logic of the Japanese proposal that unfounded coastal state requests for allo
cations would lead to a desire to increase the TAC so that the resources would be fully utilized. Specific
requests for R1locations were made by the delegate of USA who proposed allocations of 12,500 tons for the
coastal states and 500 tons for "nthere", the delegate of Bulgaria requested 500 tons, the delegate of Italy
requested 2,000 tons, and the delegate of Japan requested 3,500 tons. The delegates of Canada. GDR. and
Spain stated that they would make their requests at a later session. The delegate of Cuba stated that Cuba
would like to begin a fishery for squid to make up for reductions in Cuba's allocations for other species,
but cuba would not request an allocation. This would be consistent with the position his country had taken
on the hake and other finfish stocks in that Cuba had not previously participated in the squid fishery.

(h) Subarea 5 + Statistical Area 6 squid (£Oligo). The delegate of USA proposed allocations of 25,000
tons for the United States and 300 tons for "Others". The delegates of Japan and Spain took the same posi
tions on this stock as they had for Ille~, and requested that their allocations from 1976 of 15,700 tons
and 8,000 tons, respectively, be considered should the TAe be increased by the amount of the increase in
the proposed coastal state allocation. The delegate of Italy requested an allocation of 6,000 tons. The
delegate of USA advised the Panel that she could be no more enthusiastic about the increases suggested for
£Oligo than she was for I"Lle:x:, but the USA would consider whether there was any possibility of increasing
the TACe, keeping in mind the by-catch problem attendant to the squid fishery.

17. In response to questions raised during earlier discussions, the delegate of USA supported large
increases in US allocations by noting that the US fi.shery policy called both for rhe conservation of fishery
resources and the development of the US fishing industry. Prospects for that development were very good,
and were reflected in the US position on allocations.

18. Panel 5 recessed at 1745 hrs, 15 June.

19. Panel 5 reconvened at 0945 hrs, 18 June.

20. Consideration of International Regulation of the Fishery for River Herring in Subarea 5 and Adjacent
Areas to the West and South in Statistical Area 6 (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/19 - Revised). After brief discussi~n,

the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (4) for the international regulation of the fishery for river herring in Subarea 5
and adjacent areas to the west and south in Statistical Area 6 (Appendix I).

21. Consideration of Proposal Relating to Taking of Menhaden by Contracting Governments (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/26
- Revised). After brief discussion, the Panel

agreed to recommend
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that the Commission adopt Resolution (1) relating to the taking of menhaden by Contracting Governments
(Appendix II).

22. Consideration of Individual TACs and their Allocations

(a) Subdiv. 5Ze silver hake~ The delegate of USA proposed the following allocations: Bulgaria-
760, Canada - 2,500, Cuba - 5,395, USSR - 46,195, USA - 15,000, and "eebeee'' - 150 tons. The delegate of
Cuba, noting that this stock was important to Cuba because of the species involved and the proximity of
the fishing areas for Cuban trawlers, stated that his delegation would support pro-rating the TAC based
on the 1976 silver bake allocations. The delegate of USSR voiced his support for the Cuban delegate's
position and suggested that his delegation would have to reconsider its allocations of other stocks in
other areas if Panel 5 adopted the new principle that increases in TACs were to be shared among new entrants
into a fishery. It might even be necessary to calculate the changes in each country's allocations for the
entire Convention Area and propose allocations which would ensure that each country had equal percentage
reductions. The delegate of Poland reaffirmed his request for an allocation of 2,000 tons for Poland,
noting that his countrry had caught silver hake in Subddv, 5Ze since 1968. The delegate of Spain reminded
the Panel of the position his delegation had taken on silver hake at earlier meetings of the Panel. The
delegate of Bulgaria sought an allocation for Bulgaria based on pro-rating the 1976 quotas after the coastal
state and "Others" shares were deducted from. the TAC. He reiterated the argument that it was not appropriate
for new entrants into a fishery to share in the increased TAC if the "tradf tdonaL" fishing countries would
receive no benefits. The delegate of Japan proposed that the allocation of "Ochexe" be increased on a pro
rated basis from the 1976 "Otihet-a" allocation. The delegate of USSR agreed with this proposal. The delegate
of Italy pointed out that this was a unique situation, where the scientists themselves had recommended the
increase in TAC and where a consistent surplus existed after complying with coastal states requirements.
There thus existed the possibility of sharing the increase among countries which were suffering reductions
in other fisheries in the same area. In the past, when the Commission was faced with the necessity of
accotemodardng Cuba's position, even in the face of general TAC reductions, solutions were found. In view
of this the delegate of Italy proposed two alternate solutions, derived respectively from 1975 and from 1976
allocations. Both of them, while granting to USSR a significant reintegration of its quota which was strongly
reduced in 1976, provided small quotas (respectively 765 or 650 tons) to each of the countries already
engaged in other fisheries in this area. The delegate Qf Cuba re-emphasized his country's position as an
underdeveloped country with a need for protein. He recalled that when Cuba had entered the ICNAF Area to
fish, his delegation sought allocations in those fisheries where they would cause the least disruption to
other countries. There were principles maintained in the context of the Law of the Sea Conference which
upheld Cuba's position, he continued, but it would be most appropriate in the Panel only to recall Cuba's
proposal that the surplus available in the silver hake stocks be pro-rated among those countries with 1976
quotas. The delegate of USA said that, although pro-rating had some weak points, it was an appropriate way
to determine allocations. By-catch problems could be solved by reserving specific amounts for by-catch,
but small amounts of fish allocated to individual countries for either by-catch or directed fishery were
unsatisfactory from both a management and economic point of view. It was not an appropriate time for the
initiation of new fisheries. USA could accept pro-rating "Others" if the largest part of the "Others" thus
established would be set aside for by-catch rather than small directed fisheries. The delegate of Canada
stated that he shared the US position and supported the US proposal.

In view of the fact that some of the countriesf to which a small quota was granted according to the
two Italian proposals, were not actually interested in this species, the Chairman proposed are-arrangement
of the Italian proposals as follows: Bulgaria - 750 tons, Canada - 2,500 tons, Cuba - 5,000 tons, Italy 
800 tons, Poland - 800 tons, Spain - 800 tons, USSR - 44,000 tons, USA - 15,000 tons, and "Others" - 350
tons. An indicative vote was taken on this proposal, with the follOWing results: 4 - Yes, 3 - No, 5 
Abstain, and 1 - absent. Vote of all Commission Members present at the Meeting of Panel 5 was 4 - Yes, 4 
No, and 6 - Abstain. An indicative vote was then taken on the following allocations: Bulgaria - 760 tons,
Canada - 2,500 tons, Cuba - 5,375 tons, USSR - 46,050 tons, USA - 15,000 tons, and "Ofhera" - 315 tons.
The result of this vote among Panel Members was 8 - Yes, 2 - No, 2 - Abstain, and I - absent. Among all
Comnission Members present the vote tallied 9 - Yes, 2 - No, and 3 - Abstain. The delegate of USA noted
that USA had voted favourably in the latter case with the understanding that 15 tons would be for "Others"
and 300 tons be specifically allocated for by-catch. The Panel agreed to reconsider the second proposal
at a later session.

(b) Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 silver hake. The US proposal in Corom.Doc. 76/VI/5l called for
the following allocations: Cuba - 4,160 tons, USSR - 33,240 tons, USA - 12,500 tons, and "Others" - 100
tons. The delegate of Japan proposed that there be a pro-rated increase in the allocation to "Others".
The delegate of Bulgaria called the other Panel Members' attention to the inability of Bulgaria to attend
the Special Commission Meeting in September 1975, which resulted in the loss of a silver hake quota in
Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 for 1976. He stated that Bulgaria had a silver hake quota in previous
years and reminded the Panel of his request for an allocation of 1,000 tons for 1977. The delegate of USSR
supported the Japanese proposal and Bulgaria's request. The delegate of Spain suggested that it would not
be fair to grant an allocation to one country which had no allocation in 1976 and deny it to others. The
delegate of USA agreed to consider submitting a revised allocation for consideration of this stock at a
later session.
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(c) Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 red hake. As several countries reiterated the position they
had taken on the Subdiv. 5Ze silver hake allocations, allocation of this stock was postponed until the
silver hake issue was settled.

(d) Div. 5Y herring. After noting that 10 tons was proposed for "Others", the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Div. SY herring be set at the levels given in Table L

(e) Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herrin~ for Julv-December 1976. The delegate of USA introduced
Comm.Doc. 76/VI/43 (Revised) proposing allocations for herring in Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 for the
whole year 1976. The delegate of Canada noted that his country's allocation had been left at 1,000 tons,
the level set for the first half of 1976, so that additional herring would be available for allocation
among the distant-water nations. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocations for Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring be set at the levels
given in Table 1.

It was noted that the allocation to FRG was based in part on the principle that each country should have
enough individual species quotas to allow them to catch their second-tier allocation.

(f) Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring for 1977. The Chairman noted the US proposal that the 1977
TAC be set at 30,000 tons (60,000 tons for 1976) and requested comments on this item. The delegate of FRG
reminded the Panel that the Commission had made commitments, first, to rebuild the herring stocks and,
second, not to deplete the stock below a minimum stock size, but had set no time frame for the recovery of
the stock. The Report of the Assessments Subcommittee (Redbook 1976, Part C, Appendix I) had stated that
a TAC of 50,000 tons might rebuild the stocks, but the Commission's constraints allowed a greater catch than
that. The delegate of USA stated that even if the TAC ~ere set at 30,000 tons, the best result would be
an increase of 10% of the minimum stock size. Higher TACs would have the potential of further stock declines,
especially if recruitment were poor. The best chance for recovery in 1977 was at a TAC level of 30,000 tons.
The delegate of GDR pointed out his country's fisheries in Subarea 5 relied on herring and mackerel. It had
been proposed that the TACs for both of these species be reduced to levels which would preclude his country's
vessels from fishing in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 in 1977. He hoped that such economic concerns could
be taken into account by establishing a TAC of 50,000 tons, a level which could do little harm to the stocks.
He realized the concern for the quick rebuilding of the stocks but felt it should be delayed in the face of
the economic hardships it would impose. The delegate of USA appreciated the economic hardships imposed by
the proposed 30, ODD-ton TAC but suggested that the countries fishing in Subarea 5 must face the fact that it
was time to begin rebuilding the stocks. A TAC higher than 30, 000 tons would not only put off the recovery
of the herring stock, but postponed the decisions on how each fishing fleet would adjust to reduced alloca
tions. She suggested that the second half of 1976 is the time to make such adjustments. Further consider
ation of this TAC was postponed.

(g) Other finfish in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of USA confirmed that it was not
proposed to allocate on a national basis the amount of 150,000 tons reserved in Comm.Doc. 76/vr/51 for by
catch. The delegate of USSR proposed that the 1977 allocations be pro-rated from the 1976 allocations.
The delegate of USA said that a proposal on gear restrictions and on closures which was about to be circu
lated would explain the decision not to allocate other finfish. Further discussion was, therefore, postponed.

23. Consideration of Regulation of Fishery for Sea Scallops in Div. 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area.
After brief discussion, the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments, proposal (5) for the international regulation respecting the fishery for sea scallops in Division
5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area (Appendix III); and

that the Commission adopt Resolution (2) relating to the implementation of the proposal for the inter
national regulation respecting the fishery for sea scallops in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention
Area (Appendix IV).

24. Panel 5 recessed at 1220 hrs, 18 June.

25. PanelS reconvened at 1130 hrs, 19 June.
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26. Consideration of Seasonal Closures and Gear Restrictions in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The
delegate of USA introduced CODDD.Doc. 76/VI/50 and explained that the proposal represented the culmination
of a number' of regulations designed to control by-catch. The concept of "windows" (areas) open to fishing
has been proposed to ensure both a high catch per unit of effort in directed fisheries for squid (IZZex
and Loligo) ~ bakes and mackerel, and to reduce by-catches in those fisheries. The only gear restriction
in the proposal Is a prohibition on the use of demersal gear in the area open to mackerel fishing. The
proposal was not intended to place obstacles in the way of countries trying to catch their allocations in
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, and it would be possible to make adjustments in the proposal as other
delegations made their views known. The proposal would replace the current regulations prohibiting the
use of demersal gear in portions of Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, but would not replace other regulations
such as those establishing closed areas to protect spawning haddock. In response to a question from the
delegate of Spain, the delegate of USA stated that US fishermen's gear, particularly lobster traps, would
be present in some of the areas included in the proposal. The delegate of Italy pointed out that the two
month gap between the periods open for squid fishing would create difficulties for vessels fishing only
squid and suggested that this be corrected in future revisions to the proposal. Discussion then centered
on the new concepts advanced by the proposal. The delegate of Cuba suggested that a working group be formed
to examine the impact of the proposal on the fisheries in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of
Canada stated that his delegation had not had time to consider the details of the proposal as they related
to the conduct of fisheries in Subarea ,5 and offered to cooperate in a working group. The delegate of Japan
noted that USA had circulated documents which related to new gear and area regulations in Conen.Doc, 76!VI!27
and 76/VI/28 prior to the Annual Meeting as required, but had not supplied any details of the proposals.
He was astounded at the comprehensive new system in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/50. He reported that a preliminary
examination of the areas which would be open to squid fishin& should the proposal be adopted, had yielded
only 2.1% of Japan's LoZigo catch and 2.5% of its IZZex catch in 1975. Because of the complex issues at
stake, it would be impossible for Japan to accept the proposal at the current meeting. The delegate of GDR
said that the midwater trawls used in the mackerel fishery reduced by-catch and made further restrictions
in that fishery unnecessary. If the area proposed for mackerel fishing was adopted, it would not be possible
for GDR to take its mackerel quota. Specifically, the proposed area should be expanded to the east, west,
and southwest to accommodate the needs of the fishermen. The delegate of USSR questioned whether a working
group would be able to examine adequately this question. Because the specific proposal was introduced at
such a late stage of the meetings, the USSR delegation ~s not in a position to give a decision on the pro
posal at this meeting; additionally, STACRES had not addressed the questions raised by the proposal.
Adoption of this regulation would prevent the USSR from catching all of its quotas. Squid, silver hake,
red hake, and mackerel constituted 75% of the USSR's catch in subarea 5. The impact of the proposed regula
tion was so great that it could not be adequately considered at the present time. The delegate of Italy
pointed out that the proposed regulation appeared to rule out all fisheries in Statistical Area 6, where
Italy catches most of its squid. The delegates of Poland and Bulgaria both stated that it would be imposs
ible for them to accept the proposal at the present meeting. The delegate of cuba said that the working
group could be useful in examining the impact the proposed regulation could have on the fish and various
fisheries. For example, if all of the fishing effort was concentrated in a very small area, there might
not only be a great impact on the fish stocks, but the catch per unit effort may be reduced to the point
where the fisheries were uneconomicaL Additionally, the areas and the periods that they would be open did
not appear to meet Cuban needs. For the future, the proposed regulation indicated the importance of inter
national consultations concerning regulatory measures before states having jurisdiction over fishing issued
their regulations. Panel Members agreed that Canada', Cuba, Italy, Japan, Spain, USSR, and USA should par
ticipate in a working group to consider possible modifications to the proposal.

27. Panel 5 recessed at 1230 hrs, 19 June.

28. Panel 5 reconvened at 1445 hrs, 22 June.

29. Consideration of Conservation Measures for All Finfish and Sguid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.
The delegate of USA reminded the Panel of the decision taken by Joint Panels 3, 4, and 5 (Proc. 12) to defer
setting the TAC for mackerel until a Special Meeting of the Commission in early December 1976. Noting the
relationship of Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring to mackerel as by-catch, she proposed that the TAC for
herring be set after the TAC for mackerel was decided. Similarly, the second-tier TAC should also be post
poned until after the Commission decided the herring and mackerel TACs. Finally, the allocations of other
finfish and squid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 were dependent on the allocations of mackerel and
herring and so should likewise be determined at the Special Meeting. Such postponement is conditional upon
acceptance of the correlation between the mackerel TAe and the second-tier tAC outlined by the Scientific
Advisers to Panel 5 in the Report of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 5 (Redbook 1976, Part D.5). The
delegate of USSR agreed with this proposal, as did the delegate of Japan. The delegates of Canada and FRG
each noted the scientists' agreement on the correlation between the mackerel and overall TACs in the pro
posal put forward by the delegate of USA. Panel 5

agreed to recommend
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that the 1977 TACs and national allocations for Subarea 5 + Statistical Area 6 mackerel, for Subdiv. 5Z
+ Statistical Area 6 herring and for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 all finfish and squid (second-tier)
and the 1977 national allocations for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 other finfish be deferred until
the Special Meeting of the Commission to be held in December 1976.

30. Consideration of Individual TAGs and their Allocations for Further Stocks

(a) Subdiv. 5Ze silver hake. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Subdiv. 5Ze silver hake be set at the levels given in Table 1
and that the record should state that 315 tons of the allocation to "Others" should be reserved for
by-catch.

(b) Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 silver hake. The delegate of Spain reminded the Panel that his
delegation had requested an allocation of this stock, but the request had been refused by the Panel. He asked
whether USA had set a standard to determine when a stock was rebuilt to a level which would allow new entrants
into a fishery. The delegate of USA replied that the current status of stocks. taken collectively, allowed
no new entrants into any fishery. It was not possible to allocate portions of stock which have improved to
new small fisheries at the present time. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 silver hake be set at the levels
given in Table 1.

(c) Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 herring. The delegate of FRG stated that his delegation's acceptance
of the decision to defer consideration of the 1977 TAC and allocations for herring did not affect his view
that the main decisions for this species were not related to by-catch but to directed fisheries.

(d)
fishermen
would not

Other finfish in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.
conduct some directed fisheries on stocks included
be used exclusively for by-catch.

The delegate of Japan stated that Japanese
in this category so that the Japanese allocation

(e) Subarea 5 + Statistical Area 6 squid (Illex and Loligo). The delegates of Japan. Spain. and USA
reminded the Panel of the positions they had taken on the allocations of these stocks at previous sessions
of the Panel. The delegate of Italy noted that the proposals by USA and Japan established allocations for
countries which had no allocations in 1976, in apparent contradiction to the principles previously applied
by the Panel. The delegate of USA stated that USA could countenance an increase in the TAe for IZlex, but
noted that the burden of proof was on those who wished to raise the TAC for £Oligo to some figure greater
than the 44,000 tons recommended by the scientists. There must be proof that the Loligo stock could sustain
the fishing pressure. The delegate of USSR supported the Japanese proposal to increase the Illex TAC to
35,000 tons. The delesete of Japan defended his proposal to increase the TAC of £Oligo by stating that there
was no evidence that a TAC greater than the 44,000 tdns recommended by the scientists would incur a greater
risk to the stock. Because the coastal state request was for such a sharp increase, it was difficult to
understand how the coastal state could catch all of the £Oligo it had requested. Therefore, increasing the
TAC by the amount of increase requested by the coastal state would not result in great damage to the stock.
The delegate of USA stated that there was little scientific evidence to support the position that the £Oligo
stock could withstand the increased fishing pressure which would result from a higher TAC. However, because
the argument that the coastal state may not have the capacity to take its requested allocation had some merit.
USA would be willing to return the unused portion of its Loligo allocation to the Commission during 1977 for
re-allocation among other countries interested in fishing on that stock. The delegate of Bulgaria stated
that his country's 200- to 500-ton El-l-ex catch had been taken from the "Others" category in recent years.
Because that category had been removed from the 1977 allocations for all practical purposes, Bulgaria would
have to seek a specific allocation to meet anticipated 1977 needs. The delegate of Italy pointed out that
the allocations of Illex approved by the Panel (Table 1) added allocations totalling 3,840 tons for countries
which had no allocations in 1976 at the expense of countries which had maintained fisheries in the area. ' He
noted that this was contrary to the principles employed by the Panel in determining other allocations, and
expressed the hope that Panel 5 would take this into consideration with regard to Italy when determining
allocations of mackerel later in the year. The delegate of GDR recalled the request his delegation had made
for 1,000 tons of squid during a previous session of Panel 5. In view of the fact that great difficulties
would result for the Panel if his delegation pressed for such allocations, he would not insist further on
seeking allocations of squid. The delegate of USSR stated that, if remarks concerning the application of
principles were to be made at the time of each allocation, he would have to make a statement for each allo
cation decided during the Commission Meeting. It was preferable, from his point of view, to deal with
concrete figures, on concrete issues, for concrete stock. The Panel

agreed to recommend
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that the 1977 TACs and national allocations for IZlex and LoZigo squids in Subarea 5 + Statistical
Area 6 be set at the levels given in Table L

The delegates of USA and Canada stated that their intent to return unused allocations of squid to the Com
mission for redistribution during 1977 applied to LoZigo alone, not Illex.

(f) Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 red hake. The delegate of USA pointed out that the proposed
allocation of 8,000 tons of this stock to USA represented USA's best estimate of its needs. The other allo
cations proposed in Camm.Doc. 76/VI/Sl were based on proportional increases or 4ecreases depending on changes
in the TAC for 1977. USA was not prepared to entertain reconsideration of the TAC, its estimates of US
needs, or using proportional changes to 1976 allocations for determining 1977 country allocations. The
Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Subdiv. 5Zw + Statistical Area 6 red hake be set at the levels
given in Table 1.

The delegates of Italy. Poland, and Spain registered disappointment that their requests for individual allo
cations were not accommodated. The delegate of USA expressed appreciation for the solution reached by the
Panel.

31. Consideration of Seasonal Closures and Gear Re ulations in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The
delegate of USA introduced a revision of COmm.Doc. 76 VI/50 which the US delegation had prepared to include
the view of Panel 5 Members and Report of the Working Group (Appendix V) set up by the Panel earlier (see
Section 25). He noted that the revised proposal allowed greater opportunity for the countries with quotas
in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 to catch their allocations. The delegate of Spain proposed deferring
the question of the closed areas to the Special Meeting of the Commission to allow individual countries to
consider fully the proposal's great impact on their fisheries. The delegate of Italy also thought it would
be appropriate to consult with ship operators before taking a final decision on the proposal. After a number
of other delegations concurred. in principle, with the pcopcsat and its intended function of reducing by-catch,
the Panel agreed to consider the proposal at the Special Meeting of the Commission in December. The Chairman
requested the Chairman of STACRES, together with participants from interested countries, to prepare a prelim
inary plan for evaluating the impact of the closed areas and gear restrictions on the fish stocks and the
fisheries affected by the proposal. The delegate of PRG reported that his scientists had already submitted
the relevant data to the Commission. The Panel agreed that members of STACRES and STACREM and other
interested parties should establish an ,ad hoc Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime which would
meet at 0900 hrs, 23 June, to study the proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/50, Revised) and determine the technical
requirements necessary to evaluate it.

32. Amendment of By-Catch Regulation for Haddock in Subarea 5. The Panel, recognizing that the by-catch
regulation for haddock in Subarea 5 which entered into force on 16 January 1976 for the year 1976 should be
retained in subsequent years,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments. proposal (6) for amending the international regulation of the fishery for haddock in Subarea 5
of the Convention Area (Appendix VI).

33. Panel 5 recessed at 2215 hrs, 22 June.

34. Panel 5 reconvened at 1200 hrs, 23 June, to consider the Re ort of the ad hoc Workin Grou on a Subarea
5 Regulatory Regime (Appendix VII). The Chairman of the hoc Working Group, Dr A.W. May (Canada), presented
the Report which set out the data requirements and deadlines necessary to obtain a fuller understanding and
analysis of by-catch problems. A description of fisheries conducted by each country in Subarea 5 and Statis
tical Area 6 and an analysis of by-catches in these fisheries should be received in the Secretariat by
I November 1976 for circulation to Panel Members. An ad hoc group of experts including scientists and those
familiar with fishing patterns, practices, and areas fished by their countries should meet at the time of
the proposed Special Commission Meeting in December 1976. Panel Members including Spain. Cuba, USA. Poland,
Japan, USSR, GDR, Bulgaria and Canada expressed approval of the Report and their willingness to undertake to
comply with its recommendations as far as possible.

35. Election of Chairman. Dr J.A. Storer (USA) was elected Chairman of Panel 5 for the period 1976/77 and
1977/78. The delegate of Italy thanked Mr E. Gillett (UK), on behalf of the Panel Members, for carrying out
so effectively and efficiently. the duties of Chairman of the Panel.

36. There being no other business, Panel 5 adjourned at 1225 hrs, 23 June 1976.
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(4) Proposal for the International Regulation of the Fishery for River Herring in Subarea 5 and Adjacent
Areas to the West and South in Statistical Area 6

Panel 5 recouunends that the CODDD.ission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"I. That each Contracting Government take appropriate action to prohibit the taking of river herring
(Atosa aestivaZis and A. pseudoharengus) by persons under its jurisdiction except as provided for in
the following paragraph.

"2. That, in order to avoid impairment of fisheries for other species which take small quantities
of river herring (Alosa aeeeioal-ie and A. peeudobarenqusv incidentally, Contracting Governments may
permit persons under their jurisdiction to have in possession on board a vessel fishing for other
species (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) river herring caught in Subarea 5 or in the
area adjacent to the west and south in Statistical Area 6 in amounts not exceeding 5,510 pounds or
2,500 kilograms, or 1 percent by weight, of all other fish on board, whichever 1s greater. II
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(1) Resolution Relating to the Taking of Menhaden in Subarea 5 and Adjacent Waters to the West and South
within Statistical Area 6

Panel 5 recommends the following resolution for adoption by the Commission:

The Commission

Recognizing that it was not the intent of the Commission to include the menhaden fishery within the
conservation regime of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries;

Noting that the Commission has excluded menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus (Latrobe» from all catch quota
regulations and other conservation measures;

1. Requests that all Contracting Governments take expeditious steps to ensure that nationals or
vessels under their jurisdiction refrain from engaging in directed fisheries for menhaden and to
limit the by-catch;

2. Stipulates that each Contracting Government take appropriate action to prohibit the taking of
menhaden by vessels over 130 feet (39.6 m) in length by persons under its jurisdiction within
Subarea 5 and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6;

3. Suggests that STACRES review this situation and provide advice to the Commission on means of
minimizing by-catches of menhaden without interference with fisheries conducted for regulated
species.
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(5) Proposal for International Regulation Respecting the FisherY for Sea Scallops in Division 5Z of
Subarea 5 of the ConveIition Area

Panel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the folloWing proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That Proposal (23) from the June 1972 Annual Meeting for International Regulation Respecting the
Fishery for Sea Scallops in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 (June 1972 Meeting Proceedings No.7, Appendix
IV, page 51) and entered into force on 29 March 1973 (except Canada and USA) be replaced by the
following:

"That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 to prohibit
the retention and landing of sea scallops, Placopecten magel~ieu8 (Gmelin), by persons under
their jurisdiction,

(a) of a shell size of less than 95 mm, measured from the hinge to the opposite margin,
provided, however, that 10 percent of the quantity of sea scallops retained on board
a vessel at sea or at the time of off-loading may be below this limit; and

(b) the meats of which provide an average count of more than 40 units per pound, provided,
however, that such average count of sea scallops in possession on board a vessel at
sea or at the time of off-loading may exceed this limit by up to 10 percent. II
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(2) Resolution Relating to the Implementation of the Proposal for International Regulation Respecting the
Fishery for Sea Scallops in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area

Panel 5 recommends the following resolution for adoption by the Commission:

The Commission

Recognizing that a proposal designed to achieve the conservation and optimum utilization of stocks
of sea scallops in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area through the international regulation
respecting the fishery for sea scallops has been adopted at the June 1976 Annual Commission Meeting;

Taking into Account that under Article VIrI of the Convention, as amended, this proposal would not
enter into force until six months after the date on the notification from the Depositary Government
transmitting the proposals to the Contracting Governments, which could not occur before January 1977
at the earliest;

Having Considered that the purpose of the Convention is to promote the conservation and optimum utiliz
ation of fish stocks on the basis of scientific investigation, and economic and technical considerations,
and that this purpose would be better served if implementation of the proposal referred to above is
effected as early as possible, but in any event no later than 1 September 1976;

ReCOgnizing that, in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention, fishing activity
in the area must be conducted in accordance with this proposal as early as possible in 1976;

L Invites the attention of Governments to the above matters;

2. Stipulates that the proposal referred to above should apply as early as possible in 1976, but
in any event no later than 1 September 1976;

3. Requests Governments whose vessels conduct fishing operations in the area to implement the proposal
no later than 1 September 1976;

4. Expects that all Members of the Commission will conduct their fishing operations in accordance
with the proposal no later than 1 September 1976 unless any of the Members of Panel 5 to which
the proposal refers notifies an objection to the Depositary Government prior to that date •
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1. The Working Group met on 19 June at the request of the Chairman of Panel 5 to explore the US proposal
for reducing by-catch and controlling catches of protected species by area, gear, and seasonal restrictions
(Comm.Doc. 76/VI/50) and associated views. The proposal's intent of limiting the by-catch of yellowtail,
haddock, and other species in short supply was reviewed. According to the USA, the establishment of the
"wdndowa" was based upon scientific opinion, coupled with data obtained from inspections conducted under
the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement, data from US statistics on catch and effort as well as
survey data, present understanding of fishing technology. and other factors.

2. Concern was expressed that the proposal had not been raised in STACRES. Scientific Advisers indicated
that such an issue had been on their agenda but that. due to unavailability of data on national fisheries
relating to specific geographic locations, they could only refer a paper to the Commission. Data as
collected and disseminated by the Executive Secretary of ICNAF was seen as being both too general and
inadequate to provide insight into this aspect of fisheries and fishery practices. Specific data held by
several nations and additional information on fishing practices may unfold the information required to
make decisions on the matter.

3. It was pointed out that. although the groundfish stocks were reduced below levels of the early 1960's.
the status of some stocks has improved during recent years. Concern was also raised over the effects of
hydrological and other conditions on migratory patterns. Disagreement concerning fishing seasonality for
particular species was also noted.

4. The lack of time to adequately study the proposal was noted. Concern was also expressed that. while
the intent of the proposal was to control by-catch to the benefit of all. it may. due to the smallness of
the windows. short seasonS. etc •• in effect. make it difficult for directed fisheries to catch a nation's
allocation of a species. Many expressed the view that the "window" approach was presently not a feasible
concept for management of major fisheries due in part to lack of data. Precedent for the exclusion of
coastal states from such a regime was noted (effort limitation). It was also noted that the adoption of
such a seasonality concept might eliminate the need for llsecond-tier quotasll

•

5. Two countries expressed a desire. without prejudice to their national positions. to discuss the
criteria for and ideal nature of a "window", The various discussions mentioned above made it difficult
to do this at the present meeting.

6. Consensus was reached that this matter should be examined further in the Standing Committees of the
Commission, including the desirability of such a concept.
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(6) Proposal for Amending the International Regulation of the Fishery for Haddock in Subarea 5 of the
Convention Area

Panel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit the following proposal to Depositary Government for
joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That paragraphs 1 and 3 of Proposal (8)~adopted at the June 1975 Annual Meeting for International
Regulation of the Fishery for Haddock in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and entered into force on
16 January 1976~ be replaced by the following:

"I. 'rhat , in order to avoid impairment of fisheries for other species and which take small
quantities of haddock incidentally~ Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the national
allocations for haddock in Subarea 5 may permit persons under their jurisdiction to have in
possession on board a vessel fishing for other species (either at sea or at the time of off
loading) haddock caught in Subarea 5 in amounts not exceeding 5~5l0 pounds or 2~500 kilogram8~

or 1 percent by weight~ of all other fish on board caught in Subarea 5~ whichever is greater.

113. For Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in national allocations, for haddock in
Subarea 5, the provisions of paragraph 2 of the Trawl Regulations for Subarea 5 regarding the
incidental catch of haddock shall be suspended in Subarea 5 during the period that this proposal
is in effect."
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1. The ad hoc Working Group met at 0900 hrs, 23 June, to discuss the technical considerations which might
be necessary in order to address effectively the proposal on seasonal closures and gear regulations in
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 in order to reduce the by-catch problem (Comm.Doco 76/VI/50 - Revised) at
a future special meeting.

2. Dr A.W. May (Canada) acted as Chairman.

3. The Working Group agreed that it was desirable, in principle, to minimize the quantities of by-catch
in directed fisheries, while not unduly interfering with such directed fisheries to the point where quota
allocations could not be taken. One consideration in this respect was the appropriate level to which bY
catch should be reduced in percentage or ratio terms, and it was noted that by-catch in some directed
fisheries was already at a low level. It was pointed out that it was necessary to distinguish between
true incidental catches, where quantities of other species were taken in fisheries directed at a specific
target species, as opposed to situations where different target species might be fished from day to day
or at different times during the day so that in summarized data the catches of some species appeared to
be by-catches.

4. The data currently available to ICNAF are not sufficient to define patterns of fishing mortality in
a precise manner, making it difficult to design appropriate regulatory mechanisms for specific objectives.
The Working Group noted that the Commission required catch and effort data for the Subarea to be reported
by 30 x 30 minute squares and bi-weekly time periods, but that complete coverage of the fisheries has not
yet been achieved. Such data are necessary for a fuller understanding and analysis of by_catch problems.

5. Countries are requested to provide to the Secretariat as soon 8S possible, if they have not already
done so, catch and effort as described above for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1975 and insofar as
possible for 1976.

6. The Working Group agreed that each country fishing in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 should provide
to the proposed Special Meeting later this year a description of its fisheries in these areas, and an
analysis of by-catches in those fisheries. These analyses should be conducted with specific reference to
the proposals contained in Comm.Doc. 76/VI!50 (Revised), and should contain specific comment on the propo
sals. In cases where implementation of the proposals would cause problems in conducting directed fisheries,
these problems should be outlined and suggestions for solving them put forward. These analyses should be
sent to the Secretariat to arrive by 1 November, for circulation to Panel Members.

7. At the time of the proposed Special Meeting, an ad hoc group of experts should meet to consider ways
and means of reducing by-catch, where necessary, and controlling catches of protect~d species. As well as
scientists, the group should include individuals who are familiar in some detail with the fishing patterns,
practices and areas fished by their national fleets.
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1. Opening.
the Panel, Mr
(Appendix I).

The meeting was called to order by Mr K. Raaaok (Norway) in the absence of the Chairman of
K. Vartdal (Norway). All Panel Member Countries were present, with an Observer from FAD

2. Mr E.B. Young (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. The Agenda (Appendix II) was adopted as circulated.

4. Review of Panel Membership (Canada, Denmark, Norway). No change in Panel membership was recommended.

5. Reports of Meetings of Scientific Advisers. 6. Conservation Requirements. 7. Future Research
Requirements. These items were postponed for consideration at a later meeting of Panel A. Under Item 5,
the following reports were tabled: Reports of Meetings Qf Scientific Advisers, Ottawa, 17-19 November 1975
(Redbook 1976, Part D.6) and Bergen, 9-10 December 1975 (Redbook 1976, Part D.7); Reports of ,Meetings of
Panel A, Bergen, 12 December 1975, and FAD, Rome, 22 January 1976 (January 1976 Meeting Proceedings No.6).

8. Date and Place of Next Meeting.
posed Meeting of Scientific Advisers
the week following the ICES meeting.

The Panel agreed that the next meeting should be held after the pro
in Copenhagen in October, the date to be determined, but likely during

9. Approval of Panel Report. Panel Members agreed that this would be done by circulating the draft,
before submission to the Commission.

10. Election of Chairman for 1976/77 and 1977/78. Mr E. Lemche (Denmark) was elected Chairman for 1976/77
and 1977/78.

11. Other Business

(a) The delegate of Denmark requested information for the record of how control was exercised over
the rAcs and allocations of seals in the Convention Area. The delegate of Canada advised that there was
an estimated take by landsmen from Canada of 30,000 harp seals, that this was an estimate only and was in
some years exceeded and in others not reached, but in a general six-year average. would be a sound estimate.
He stated that the vessels harvesting seals agreed voluntarily to divide the catch and that there is a
fishery officer aboard each vessel to ensure adherence to the numbers. The Government has agreed to coop
erate in this voluntary allocation and the numbers are carefully monitored. The delegate of Norway advised
that the maximum catch for each vessel is stipulated by the Norwegian authorities. Each vessel is checked
on return to port. If there is even one pelt over the allocation. the money for the sale of it goes to the
Government; thus, there is no incentive to harvest more than the number allocated. Beside the above
mentioned control, there also are Norwegian inspectors on the ground during the catch season.

(b) Panel A

agreed to recommend

that Scientific Advisers to Panel A conduct an assessment of the relationship between seal and fish
populations, particularly with respect to the quantity of fish consumed by seals, and that such a
report be presented at the October meeting of Panel A.

12. Adjournment. The meeting of Panel A adjourned at 1500 hrs, 9 June 1976.
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List of Participants

(Head of Delegation underlined)

CANADA

Commissioner:

Mr K. Henriksen, H.B. Nickerson & Sons Ltd., P.O. Box 130, North Sydney, N.S.

Advisers:

RESTRICTED
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Dr A.W. May, Resource Services Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth
Street, Ottawa, Onto KlA 083

Dr M.P. Shepard, International Fisheries and Marine Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment
Canada, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Ont. KLA OR3

Mr E.B. Young, International Fisheries and Marine Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment
Canada, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Onto KLA OR3

DENMARK

Commissioner:

Mr E. Lemche, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, DK-1128 Copenhagen K

Advisers:

Mr Sv.Aa. Horsted, Gr~lands Fiskeriunders~ge1ser,Jaegersborg A11~ 1B, 2920 Char1otten1und
Mr G. Martens, Greenland Provincial Council, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, DK-112S Copenhagen K

NORWAY

Commissioner:

Mr H. Rasmussen, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen

Advisers:

Mr A. Aasb~, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
Mr P. Kibsgaard-Petersen, Association of Norwegian Fishing Vessel Owners, Keiser Wilhgt 60, 6000 Aalestmd
Mr P.L. Miet1e, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
Mr K. Raasok, Ministry of Fisheries, Oslo

OBSERVER

Dr W.G. Clark, Department of Fisheries, FAD, Via delle Terme di Caracalla, 00100 Rome, Italy
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1. Opening by Chairman, Mr K. Vartdal (Norway)

2. Appointment of Rapporteur

3. Adoption of Agenda

4. Review of Panel Membership
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5. Reports of Meetings of Scientific Advisers, Ottawa, 17-19 November 1975 (Redbook 1976, Part Do6) and
Bergen. 9-10 December 1975 (Redbook 1976, Part D.l), and of Panel A. Bergen, 12 December 1975, and
FAO, Rome, 22 January 1976 (January 1976 Meeting Proceedings No.6)

6. Conservation Requirements

(a) harp seals
(b) hooded seals

7. Future Research Requirements

8. Date and Place of Next Meeting

9. Approval of Panel Report

10. Election of Chairman for 1976/77 and 1977/78

11. Other Business

12. Adjournment
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1. Opening. The Panels agreed unanimously that the Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK),
should be Chairman of the Joint Meeting. Representatives of all Member Countries, except Romania, were
present. Observers were present from the Republic of Korea and from EEC.

2. Rapporteur. Dr T.K. Pitt (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Plenary Agenda Item 47. Further Consideration of 1976 Allocations of Redfish and Capello in Subareas
2 and 3 (Comm.Doc. 76/VI/31). The delegate of Canada expanded on the intent of Comm.Doc. 76/VI/3l which
only gave a very general outline of the proposed redfish-capelin transfer.

(a) Re-al1ocation of redfish in Subareas 2 and 3 fer 1976

Because the Canadian fishery was faced with a serious shortage in its fish requirements for 1976 and
the possibility of having to tie up a sizable part of its fishing fleet, Canada had discussions with USSR
and Cuba, both of whom agreed to transfer parts of their 1976 redfish allocations to Canada in 1976 as
follows: Subarea 2 + Div. 3K - from USSR 1,000 tons, and from Cuba 1,000 tons; Div. 3M - from USSR 5,000
tons; Div. 3LN - from USSR 3,000 tons, and from Cuba 500 tons; Div. 30 - from USSR 2,000 tons; and Div.
3P - from. USSR 3,000 tons. Subsequently, Panels 2 and 3 --

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 re-allocations for redfish stocks in Subarea 2 + Div. 3K, Div. 3M, Div. 3LN, Div. 30,
and Div. 3P be set at the levels given in Table 1.

The delegate of USSR indicated that he could support' these transfers of redfish allocations and would be
willing to accept in return an increase in the 1976 USSR allocation of capelin in Subarea 2 + Ddv, 3K from
160,000 tons to 197,500 tons. The delegate of Canada pointed out that, in these changes of allocation,
there would be no increase in the TAC of redfish or capelin. The delegate of Portugal objected, in princi
ple, to this procedure but appreciated the Canadian problem. However, he pointed out that several countries
were pressing for larger than necessary quotas and then used them to barter. Portugal, however, would not
oppose the transfer. The delegate of Cuba stated that he agreed with the transfer because technical pro
blems prevented the Cuban fleet from being able to catch their redfish allocations in Subarea 2 + Div. 3K
and in Div. 3LN in 1976. He emphasized that this transfer would not affect Cuba's future requirements.
The delegate of FRG, though not opposing the proposed transfers, objected to the principle of changing allo
cations at the expense of others as might be the case with capelin if the TAC was exceeded by an additional
allocation for the USSR. In this connection, he mentioned the desirability of developing a simplified pro
cedure for genuine exchanges of quotas between two or more states. Several other delegates agreed with the
delegate of Portugal and, while they objected, in principle, said that they would not oppose the transfers.
The delegate of USSR pointed out that USSR had the capacity to take all its allocations. The delegate of
Italy drew attention to the statement of the delegate of Cuba that indicated that Cuba had been allocated
a catch quota for 1976 despite the lack of necessary ships. The delegate of Cuba stated that he now rea
lized that the transfer should have been made through the Commission and not by direct negotiation with
another Member.

(b) Re-allocation of capelin in Subarea 2 + Div. 3K for 1976. The delegate of Canada pointed out that,
at the 1975 Annual Meeting, Joint Panels 2 and 3 had recommended that at the 1976 Annual Meeting the Comm
ission "should review the status of the (capelin) fisheries by those countries fishing without a specific
1976 quota and should consider possible catch adjustments, should some of those countries report that they
anticipated not using their allocations". The following Member Countries reported that they would not take
their 1976 allocations: Denmark, FRG, France, Japan, Portugal, Spain, UK, and USA, while Canada and Cuba
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would not take the whole of their allotments. Poland requested an allocation of 20,000 tons in 1976.
Iceland requested 20,000 tons in 1976. Panels 2 and 3

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAe re-allocations for Subarea 2 + Div. 3K capelio be set at the levels given in Table 1.

The Joint Panels agreed that these allocations would not prejudice future negotiated allocations.

4. The Jo~t Panels 2 and 3 recessed at 1115 hrs, 11 June.

5. The Joint Panels 2 and 3 reconvened at 1600 bra, 11 June.

6. Rapporteur. Mr J.S. Beckett (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

7. Agenda. The Agenda, as circulated for Joint Panels 2, 3, and 4 was adopted, excluding items to be
referred to a joint meeting of the three Panels.

8. Conservation Requirements for 1977. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 2, Mr B.B.
Parrish (UK), reviewed the Reports of the Advisers to Panel 2 (Redbook 1976, Part D.2) and Panel 3 (Redbook
1976, Part D.3) and noted that the TACs recommended for cod and flatfish were determined at the FO.l level.
He stated that this was necessary to halt the decline in stock strength and to initiate recovery. Referring
to capelin in Subareas 2 and 3, Mr Parrish drew attention to the Advisers' call for detailed, up-to-date
information on the fishery and on its biology and population dynamics, for consideration at the next mid
term meeting of the Assessments Subcommittee.

(a) Catch limitations. The Joint Panels 2 and 3 reviewed the TACs recommended by the Scientific
Advisers and

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 TACs for Div. 2J-3KL cod, Div. 2J-3KL witch, Subarea 2 + Div. 3KL Greenland halibut,
Div. 2J-3K redfish, Subarea 2 + Div.- 3K American plaice, and Subarea 2 + 3 roundnose grenadier be set
at the levels given in Table 2.

Turning to the national allocations of these TACs, the Panels considered each stock in turn.

(i) Div. 2J-3KL cod. The delegate of canada requested an allocation of 70,000 tons, noting that this
catch level had not been attained in 1975, but that catches to the end of May 1976 were 50% higher than the
previous year. The delegate of France noted that his country's allocation had been disproportionately
reduced in 1975 and that, since catches amounted to 7,000 tons by the end of April, he was seeking 12,000
tons for 1977. The delegate of Canada, responding ~o a question from the delegate of Denmark, noted that
the reduction in the TAC was largely the result of moving from Fmax to FO.I, so that'similar allocations
in 1975 and 1977 would require little difference in effort. The delegate of Portugal drew attention to
the transfer of cod allocations that occurred at the September 1975 Special Commission Meeting (September
1975 Meeting Proceedings) and requested that allocations for 1977 be on a pro-rated basis using the allo
cations agreed to prior to the transfers. He presented the relevant calculations. The delegate of USSR
pointed out that gains as a result of such transfers were compensation for losses sustained elsewhere and,
consequently, should the suggestion of the delegate of Portugal be adopted, it should apply for all stocks
where transfers had occurred. The delegate of Norway proposed that allocations in 1977 should be 70,000
tons for Canada and pro-rated for all other countries on the basis of the final 1976 allocations. This
was supported by the delegate of Cuba who noted that such final allocations were those with which the fishing
industry was familiar. The delegate of FRG presented the calculations based on the Norwegian proposal but
questioned the realism of the Canadian request. The delegate of Canada noted that the Canadian inshore
fisheries in the area were developing vigorously so that an estimate of 70,000 tons might prove conservative.
The delegate of Italy requested sufficient allocation to the "0thers" category to cover his country's
requirement of 1,000 tons. The delegate of Portugal suggested a set of allocation figures becween his
original suggestion and that of the Norwegian delegate. The delegate of Spain stated that his country was
being proportionately more adversely affected than other countries by the reductions in TACs in the entire
lCNAF Area, and requested a delay in consideration of the matter to allow further consultations between
delegations. The Chairman agreed to such a delay and requested that all delegates reconsider their require
ments, and make complete proposals when requesting any specific allocations.

(ii) Div. 2J-3KL witch. The delegate of Canada presented the Canadian estimated requirement of 9,000
tons, whereupon the delegate of FRG proposed that the "Others" category not be reduced below the 1976 level
and provided the corresponding pro-rated figures. The delegate of Poland stated that the resultant alloca
tion for his country would not be adequate since this was the only area where Poland conducted a directed
fishery for witch. He requested postponement of a decision on this stock.
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(iii) Subarea 2 + Div. 3K redfish. Consideration of this item was deferred to allow for further
discussion between delegations.

(iv) Subarea 2 + Div. 3K American plaice. The delegate of Canada, in requesting an allocation of
6,900 tons, noted that Canadian catches were likely to be very much higher than in recent years as a result
of a directed fishery developing as compensation for losses in allocations of southern Grand Bank flatfish
species. The delegate of USSR drew attention to the principle of optimum utilization emphasized in the
address by the Canadian Minister of State for Fisheries and stated it was necessary to consider the interests
of all states, not only those of the coastal state. He noted that the history of national quotas showed a
systematic under-utilization of allocations by the coastal states. Further consideration of the allocations
of this stock were postponed.

(v) Subarea 2 + 3 roundnose grenadier. The
tons to cover development of a fishery and, after
"Othere" allocation of 4,000 tons, Panels 2 and 3
of the slightly increased TAC on this basis and

agreed to recommend

delegate of Canada requested a small allocation of 2,000
the delegate of Denmark had proposed no reduction in the
looked at national allocations resulting from pro-rating

that the 1977 national allocat~ons for Subarea 2 + 3 roundnose grenadier be set at the levels given
in Table 2.

(vi) Subarea 2 + Div. 3KL Greenland halibut. The delegate of Canada referred to the development of
the Canadian inshore fisheries in the area and requested 13,000 tons. The delegate of USSR proposed pro
rating the remainder of the TAC, while the delegate of GDR suggested that the Canadian request be covered
by transfers from the "oebere" category. The delegate of Denmark supported the USSR proposal and noted that
the "Others" category could include new entrants or countries with small allocations in the past. Failure
to catch the "Others" quota could, he suggested, result from temporary marketing problems or other difficul
ties. The delegate of Portugal drew attention to catches of Greenland halibut by Portugal and then supported
the USSR proposal. The Panels then agreed to allocations for 1977 which would be provisional.

9. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 recessed at 1800 hrs, 11 .June ,

10. The Joint Panels reconvened at 0945 hrs, Thursday, 17 June, with the Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK),
expressing the gratitude of all to the Spanish delegation for their hospitality of the previous evening.

11. Further Consideration of Conservation Requirements for 1977 (see Section a for previous discussion)

(a) Subarea 2 + Div. 3K redfish. The delegate of Canada referred to the increased dispersal of the
Canadian fleet in 1976 and stated his country's estimated requirement for 1977 as 14,000 tons. The delegate
of USSR noted that he could accept the Canadian proposal on a provisional basis pending discussion of capelin
TACs and allocations.

(b) Subarea 2 + Div. 3K capelin, and Div. 3LNOPs capelin which had 'been referred to the Joint Panels
by Panel 3, were discussed and the Panels agreed to endorse the 1977 TACs recommended by STACRES (300,000
and 200,000 tons, respectively) (Table 2). The delegate of Canada noted, however, that some modification
of the Bub-component TACs in Div. 3L, 3NO, and Subdiv. 3Ps might be necessary following discussion of
national allocation.

(c) Div. 2J + 3KL cod. The delegate of Italy referred to proposals for the allocation of this stock
put forward at the previous meeting of the Panels, and proposed an alternative set of allocations that would
increase that for "Others" to 1,400 tons. The delegate of France referred to his statement at the 25th
Annual Meeting (Comm.Doc. 75/37) in which he had stated that the low allocation for France for 1976 could
not be accepted as a basis for negotiation of quotas for subsequent years. He illustrated the adverse treat
ment received by France by stating that pro-rating of the 1977 TAC on the basis of national allocations in
the years 1973-76 would give France 9,160, 8,400, 7,335, and 5,575 tons, respectively. Giving his country's
requirements for 1977 as 12,000 tons, the delegate of France stated that in view of the resource status the
lowest allocation he could accept would be the lQ-year average catch of 6,580 tons, particularly in view of
the 1976 catch of 6,347 tons to the end of April. The delegate of Spain referred to the status of the cod
stocks in other Subareas and stated that he was forced to reserve his position with regard to the present
stock. The delegate of Portugal suggested that the aims of all countries should be to minimize the adverse
effects rather than maximize the benefits, particularly in view of the multiple pressures - coastal state,
historical rights, and "Others".

(d) Div. 2J-3KL witch. The Panels reconsidered the national allocations for this stock, and

agreed to recommend
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that the 1977 national allocations for Div. 2J-3KL witch be set at the levels given in Table 2.

(e) Subarea 2 + DiVe 3KL Greenland halibut. The delegate of CDR reminded the Panels of the proposal
made by him at the earlier meeting. The Panels then decided to reverse their earlier provisional agreement
and to accommodate the increase in Canadian requirements by reducing the allocation to "Others". The idea
was expressed generally that the resulting 2,500 tons was still an adequate provision for "O'thers'", Panels
2 and 3

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Subarea 2 + Div. 3KL Greenland halibut be set at the levels
given in Table 2.

(f) Subarea 2 + DiVe 3K American plaice. The Panels acceded to the request of the delegate of USSR
to postpone further the consideration of this stock.

(g) Subarea 2 + Div. 3K capelin. The delegate of Canada opened discussion of the 1977 national allo
cations of this stock by estimating the canadian requirements at 15,000 tons and proposing 197,500 tons for
USSR and 10,000 tons for any other country. He also proposed that in June 1977 there should be a review of
national plans, and possible reallocation at that time should some countries report that they would not be
using their allocations. The Panels agreed provisionally to recommend this proposal to the Commission and
the delegate of Japan stated an intention to enter the fishery in 1977, while the delegate of Denmark noted
a possibility of so doing. The delegate of Poland later requested a specific allocation of 25,000 tons from
this stock, but subsequently withdrew the request in the light of the review process incorporated in the
proposal, and the Panels confirmed their decision.

(h) Div. 3LNO-Subdiv. 3Ps capelin. The delegate of Canada estimated Canadian requirements at 40,000
tons and proposed pro-rating of the rest of the TAC with 18,800 tons available for "Others". He presented
a proposed breakdown of the overall figures by Subdiv. 3Ps, Div. 3L and 3NO separately with any amount not
taken in the first two areas transferable to Div. 3NO, and further proposed the continuation of the closed
area in Div. 3L. The delegates of Norway and Japan expr~ssed support and recorded plans to catch 10,000
tons in 1977. The delegate of Iceland stated that his country could recognize the concepts of TACs and
coastal state sovereignty but could not accept historical rights based on a 2- or 3-year basis. He stated
that Iceland had sought a quota for the previous two years but had not received any allocations so that he
could not now accept past quotas as a basis for the present allocation discussions. Referring to the Ice
landic objection to the capelin quotas, he noted that the subsequent withdrawal of that objection had been
made in expectation of better treatment in the form of a specific allocation for Iceland. He presented a
set of proposed additional allocations which included 15,000 tons for Iceland. The delegate of USSR stated
that the Icelandic proposal included an unacceptable reduction for USSR below the 1976 allocation. The
delegate of Japan, referring to plans to develop a food fishery, stated that the "Others" category must be
larger than that implied by the Icelandic proposal, otherwise Japan would require a specific allocation of
10,000 tons. The delegate of Bulgaria supported the view of the delegate of Japan with regard to "Ocher-a",
and recorded an intention to develop a food fishery since domestic market acceptability for capelin had been
demonstrated, and particularly since fishing opportunities were being reduced elsewhere. The delegate of
Poland made the same point about the "Others" allocation and noted a requirement for 4,500 tons in 1977,
while the delegate of Cuba also expressed an intention to develop a food fishery. Toe delegate of Canada
emphasized his proposal to review national plans and unused allocations in June 1977, including possible
under-utilization of specific allocations. He agreed with the desirability of using the resource for food
and noted that Canada was increasing the percentage of the capelin catch to be used for food. The delegate
of Spain pointed out that his country had taken over 4,000 tons of capelin in 1975 and that, without a large
"Ouhers" category, Spain would require a specific allocation. In similar vein, the delegate of Portugal
drew attention to the 3,500 tons taken by Portugal in 1974, which had not been repeated in 1975 only because
of unfortunate circumstances. He questioned whether a country should be able to use catches made in excess
of an allocation as a basis for future allocations, whether or not that excess was taken legally in accord
ance with the Commission's objection procedure. The delegate of FRG considered that a large "Otihers" cate
gory would protect those nations who had recently entered the fishery. He stated that, if it was decided
that such protection was to be afforded by specific national allocations and that these allocations resulted
in reductions in the allocations to the USSR and Norway, then the specific allocations should be set below
the 1975 catch levels in the same proportion as the reductions incurred by these two countries. The dele
gates of Japan and Denmark recalled the original decision taken at the January 1973 Special Commissio-n---
Meeting in Rome, whereby the catch restrictions were designed so as not to exclude countries who could not
immediately enter the fishery. They considered that it was not yet the time to change this policy. The
delegate of Norway referred to the January 1973 Special Commission Meeting in Rome when Norway was the 'only
Member Country that opposed a system of allocating the TAC on a basis of historical performance when the
fishery had been under way for only one or two years. The Norwegian delegation had, therefore, voted against
the adoption of the system both in Joint Panels and in Plenary. Now that the system had been in force for
four years and the industry had now adjusted itself to the system, the Norwegian delegate stated that he
could not now accept anyone basis for allocating the TAC. The delegate of Iceland stressed the justifica
tion for his country's catch of 15,000 tons and its legality under the Commission's procedures. An indicative
vote on the Icelandic proposal indicated insufficient support. The delegate of Cuba noted that the existing
system was a good one and proposed an indicative vote on retention of the 1976 system of allocations except
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that Canada should receive 40,000 tons. The delegate of Canada noted that, in view of the plans expressed
by many countries, the open system would result in the catch in 1977 exceeding the TAC, and that this would
be unacceptable to Canada. The delegate of FRG proposed a set of allocations that gave Iceland, Spain, and
Poland specific quotas somewhat below their 1975 catch levels and similarly reduced the quotas for Norway
snd USSR. The delegate of USSR strongly rejected this resultant greater reduction in the proposed quota
for his country and proposed a modification of the 1976 system that accommodated Iceland. The delegate of
Canada reiterated his opposition to sny system of allocations that contained a possibility of the catches
exceeding the TAC.

12. The Panels recessed at 1245 hrs, 17 June.

13. The Panels reconvened at 1455 hrs, 17 June.

14. Further Consideration of Conservation Requirements for 1977 (see Section 11 for previous discussion)

(a) Div. 3LNO-Subdiv. 3Ps capelin. After the Chairman had ruled that all countries, not just Panel
Members, could take part in indicative votes, the Panels took indicative votes on the USSR, FRG, and Canadian
proposals with only the latter indicating sufficient support. The delegate of Cuba withdrew his proposal
after the indicative vote on the USSR proposal, and noted his opposition to a specific quota being allocated
to Iceland, a reaction shared by the delegate of Spain. The Panels then took a formal vote resulting in 14
in favour of the Canadian proposal, with Iceland against and Romania absent. Panel 3, in joint session with
Panel 2,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 TAC and national allocations for the capelin stocks in Div. 3L, Div. 3NO, and Subdiv.
3Ps be set at the levels given in Table 2, and that the closed area in Div. 3L be retained.

(b) Div. 2J-3KL cod. The delegate of Spain referred to the Revised Single Negotiating Text of the
Law of the Sea Conference and the concepts contained therein of historic practices and the need to avoid
disruption in non-coastal states. He noted the long and honourable fishing history of Spain and req~sted

that the coastal states should re-assess their requirements in order to achieve a just and equitable solution
to the problems being faced. He noted that the countries with the longest history in the area were being
affected more adversely than more recent fisheries, and suggested that allocations should reflect the overall
reductions in the different stocks of one species. He proposed that the individual TACs for all the stocks
of cod should be summed, the total requirements of the coastal states deducted and the balance distributed
according to participation in 1976. The delegate of Portugal sympathized with the Spanish situation but
doubted whether there would be sufficient time to consider the implications of the proposal. He stated that
such a drastic change in the allocation procedure would require thorough discussion in Portugal and he had
no instructions on the matter. He also wondered whether the proposal might not result in suffering as a
result of stock changes in Subareas in which no Portuguese vessels fished. The delegate of USSR considered
the proposal worthy of serious consideration, but th~t it could not be properly considered at the present
meeting. He also suggested that catches over a period of years might prove a useful'basis for implementation
of the proposal. The delegate of Norway also felt that there was not enough time to consider the proposal
to which the delegate of UK concurred and noted that the proposal might penalize countries that had abstained
from fishing in the southern areas of ICNAF. The delegate of FRG expressed his sympathy for Spain, but
stated that he was not able to accept the Spanish proposal, since the position of Spain was a result of the
emerging new Law of the Sea which had not been supported by his own country. In any event, the proposal
should be based on a longer time period and should apply to all species. He then proposed a further set of
possible allocations that accommodated Italy by raising the "Others" allocation of 1,200 tons. The delegate
of France stated that all the proposals before the Panels were based on the 1975 decisions and were therefore
unacceptable. He indicated that he would not be making any specific proposal as it was a matter for the
countries who had voted for the inequitable 1976 allocation pattern. The Panels then began indicative voting
on the five proposals, but after adequate support had been demonstrated for the FRG proposal, the delegates
of Norway and Italy withdrew theirs and the delegate of Portugal withdrew his second proposal. An indicative
vote on the first Portuguese proposal then indicated inadequate support and a formal vote was taken on the
FRG proposal. The result was 12 affirmative votes to 3 negative (France, Portugal, and Spain) with 2 absent
(Iceland and Romania). Panels 2 and 3

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for the Div. 2J-3KL cod be set at the levels given in Table 2.

(c) Subarea 2 + Div. 3K redfish. The delegate of Canada estimated his country's requirements as
14,000 tons and presented suggested allocations which the deleRate of USSR could accept provided there was
no change in the capelin decision, and to which the delegate of Bulgaria was also amenable. Panels 2 and 3

agreed to recommend
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that the 1977 national allocations for subarea 2 + Div. 3K redfish be set at the levels given in
Table 2.

15. The Panels recessed at 1800 hre, 17 June.

16. The Panels reconvened at 0945 hrs, SaturdaY, 19 June.

17. Further Consideration of Conservation Measures

(a) Subarea 2 + Div. 3K American plaice. The delegate of Canada stated that after considerably study
and with some trepidation, he could adjust his estimated requirements to 5,800 tons, despite the much higher
rate of catches in 1976 and the active development of the inshore fishing. The delegate of Portugal ques
tioned the by-catch allowance for "Others" but agreed with the delegate of Canada that the allowance might
be adequate in view of the greatly reduced cod quotas in the area. The delegate of USSR indicated provi
sional acceptance pending decisions on other stocks and referred to the great losses in quotas elsewhere.
Panels 2 and 3, in joint session,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Subarea 2 + Div. 3K American plaice be set at the levels given
in Table 2.

18. There being no other business, the Joint Panels 2 and 3 adjourned at 0950 hra , 19 June.

"
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Table 1. Re-allocation of total allowable catches for stocks of redfish and capello
in Subareas 2 and 3 for 1976.

Redfish Capelio

2+3K 3M 3LN 30 3P 2+3K

TAC recommended by 30,000 16,000 20,000 16,000 20,000 300,000Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria - - - - - -

Canada 2,500 6,000 4,800 2,500 15,500 -

Cuba 500 2,200 2,200 1,000 - -
Denmark - - - - - -
France - - - - 1,500 -

FRG - - - - - -

GDR 2,500 - 1,000 - - -
Iceland - - - - - 20,000

Italy - - - - - -
Japan - - . - - - -
Norway - - - - - -
Poland 4,000 - - - - 20,000

Portugal 2,500 - 1,000 - - -
Romania - - - - - -

Spain - - - - - -

USSR 14,000 7,600 10,800 12,300 800 197,500

UK - - - - - -
UsA 750 - - - - -
Others 3,250 200 200 200 200 10,0001

Total allocated 30,000 16,000 20,000 16,000 18,000 237,000+catches

Countries not having a specific allocation of capelio may take up to 10,000 tons
each in 1976.
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RESTRICTED

International Commission for U the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3984
(B.e.76)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 3, 4, and 5

Tuesday, 15 June, 0930 hra
Friday, 18 June, 1515 hra

Saturday, 19 June, 1440 hra
Monday, 21 June, 1130 hra

Proceedings No. 12

1. Opening. The meeting was opened by the Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK). Represent
atives of the Members of each Panel were present with the exception of Romania. Observers from the Republic
of Korea and FAD were also present.

2. Rapporteur. LT T.R. McHugh (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Joint Panels agreed to consider: (a) conservation requirements for mackerel in Subareas
3, 4, and 5 and Statistical Area 6; (b) the rAe and allocations for squid (Illex) in Supareas 3 and 4;
and (c) the TAC and allocations for pollock in Subareas 4 and 5.

4. Consideration of Conservation Requirements for Mackerel (see also Proceedings No.9, Section 28). The
Chairman began the discussion by noting that the overall second-tier TAC for Subarea 5 could not be set
without some agreement on a TAC for mackerel by the Joint Panels. The Chairman of STACRES reviewed the
results of his Committee's deliberations and pointed out that it was possible to bring the divergent opinions
together only to the point where one group of scientists could agree that fishing at a level of FO.l in 1977
would generate a catch of as much as 55,000 tons, while another group of scientists could agree that fishing
at Fo.l would generate a catch of as little as 115,000 tons. It was also not possible to reconcile diff
erences of opinion on (a) the 1975 fishing mortality on ages 3+, (b) the partial recruitment of age 2
fish in 1975, and (c) the sizes of the 1975 and 1976 year-classes. The delegate of USSR introduced Comm.
Doc. 76/VI/39, Note of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, the German Democratic Republic, the People's
Republic of Poland and the USSR Commissioners in relation to the estimation of the 1977 TAC for mackerel
in the ICNAF Convention Area. His remarks focused on the opinion presented in that document that groundfish
surveys, which produced the data supporting a zero TAC, were unacceptable for the assessment of a pelagic
species such as mackerel. Random samples in such surveys depend on the equal random distribution of the
species; mackerel schooled in large quantities, so samples could only indicate trends in the stocks.
Analysis of catch data, on the other hand, has been the traditional method for assessment of the mackerel
stock and, from recent years, has given no cause for concern. The catch per unit of effort for vessels
fishing for mackerel has not declined as would be expected if the stock were decreasing in size, and the
commercial catches will reach the TAC again in 1976 as they did in 1975. No increase in effort was required
to reach the TACs in 1976, contrary to the expected result from the trawl survey data. Commercial catch
data analysis for recent years indicated that year-class abundance, critical for stock assessment and TAC
for 1977, was several times higher than estimates based on groundfish trawl surveys. Provisional data on
the mackerel fishery in 1976 supported the assumption that the mackerel stock was strong and denied the
assessment indicating a severe reduction of mackerel abundance. The delegate of USSR cited examples showing
that estimates of year-class abundance from groundfish trawl data had no sound scientific evidence. He
emphasized that commercial catch data allowed a recommended TAC for 1977 of 250,000 tons. The delegate of
Bulgaria agreed with the USSR position adding that the 1973 and 1974 year-classes were very strong and, in
addition, catches showed good distribution of year-classes back to 1969. He presented two other points:
(a) because of mackerel's short life cycle and relatively high reproductive capacity, large recruitment
could result from a small spawning stock; and (b) the size limit regulation adopted for mackerel at the
January 1976 Special Commission Meeting will provide additional protection for the stocks. Bulgaria also
could support a TAC of 250,000 tons. The delegate of USA, reiterating her country's desire to rebuild
depleted stocks quickly, recommended a TAC of zero based on the groundfish surveys. ~t would be possible
for USA, she noted, to agree to a TAC as high as 50.000 tons, in the spirit of accommodation, within the
limits of the principles guiding the USA at this negotiation. The delegate of USSR noted again the two
points of view held by the scientists, and observed that, in the case of herring in Div. 5Z + Statistical
Area 6, the ground fish surveys did not contradict the commercial catch data on the decrease of the stock.
Appropriate conservation measures, including establishing a 225,000-ton minimum stock size, were established
as a result. The Commission had taken the appropriate steps for conservation when the evidence gave rise to
concern. He noted that, although the mackerel TAcs had not been taken in recent years, it was not because
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of a declining stock, but because of the failure by some countries having allocations to develop their
fisheries. The delegate of Cuba supported the scientific evidence compiled by those countries who actually
participate in the fishery, and pointed out that the coastal states have as great a responsibility to ensure
full utilization of the resources, and take into account the needs of other countries, as they do to conserve
the stocks. The delegate of CDR also supported those countries which relied on the commercial catch data
for the assessment. As mackerel and herring comprised all of the GDR fisheries in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6, it would be extremely difficult to accept severe reductions in both species, especially because the
GDR fished only to supply its own population. He stated it would be impossible for the CDR to accept a TAC
less than the upper limit of 250,000 tons, referred to in the STACRES Report. The delegate of Poland also
supported the results from data gathered from the commercial catches and reported that the catch per unLt;
of effort for Polish trawlers fishing for mackerel had not changed in recent years. Other factors, primarily
environmental, had affected the mackerel stock when there was no fishing for mackerel, and the interrelation
ship of the stocks in the ecosystem also should enter into the considerations. The Chairman, noting there
was only one move in the direction of accommodation at this session, called on the Chairman of Scientific
Advisers to Panel 5 to prepare four suggested overall TACs for Subarea 5, using 0, 55,000, 115,000, and
250,000 tons as possible TACs for mackerel.

5. Consideration of TAC for Pollock in Subareas 4 + 5. Panels 4 and 5, in joint session with Panel 3,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 TAC for pollock in Div. 4VWX and Subarea 5 be set at a level of 30,000 tons, a decrease
of 25,000 tons from 1976, and

that two-thirds of this TAC be allocated in Subarea 4 and one-third in Subarea 5 (Table 1).

6. The Joint Panels 3, 4, and 5 recessed at 1130 bra, 15 June.

7. The Joint Panels reconvened at 1515 hrs , 18 June.

8. Further Consideration of Conservation Requirements for Mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, 5, and Statistical
Area 6 (continued from Section 4 above). The Chairman of the Assessments Subcommittee pointed out that
STACRES agreed it would be desirable to rebuild the mackerel spawning biomass to a level in the range of
500,000 to 1.000,000 tons, although there was no agreement on the rate at which that rebuilding should be
done (Redbook 1976, Part C, Appendix VII). The delegate of USSR reiterated his view that the TAC should be
set at 250,000 tons. The delegate of USA restated the US position that the TAC for mackerel should be set
at 55,000 tons. The delegate of Canada remarked that the scientists normally recommend a range of values
for a TAC, but in this case, a no-man's land existed between 55,000 and 115,000 tons. The Chairman suggested,
as a compromise, that the TAC be set at the lowest level which the scientists of those countries having the
major current share of the fishery could agree as representing FO.l' namely, 115,000 tons. The delegate of
USSR said that he esteemed the advice of the Scientific Advisers, but the advice given by scientists of the
four countries most interested in a viable mackerel fishery conflicted with the opinion of the scientists
of one other country. He could not accept a TAC lower than 250,000 tons. The Commission, he noted, had
already raised the TACs for a number of species to take into account the special economic needs of some
fishermen. He asked why this should be done for some species, while the scientific evidence supporting a
large TAC for other species was disregarded. The delegate of Canada suggested that it might be possible to
agree on a TAC if the Joint Panels obtained additional information from the 1976 mackerel catch. This data
might be available by the first week of December. The delegate of USSR agreed that more complete 1976 catch
data, in addition to the early 1976 data already submitted to STACRES, would be available by early December,
as well as more comprehensive length/age samples from the 1976 catch. He pointed out the inconsistencies
reported in the STACRES Report (Redbook 1976, Part C, Appendix VII), and suggested that some of these incon
sistencies could also be resolved with better, more up-to-date information. The delegate of USA noted that
it did not seem possible to reach agreement as long as the scientific assessments were so different. It
would be best, she suggested, to return the question to the scientists asking them to advise the Joint Panels
on what influence, if any, additional 1976 catch data would have on the assessment if the decision on the
TAC were deferred until December 1976. The delegate of Canada proposed that a working group of scientists
from those countries interested in mackerel should meet to decide what better basis there might be in
December for reaching a decision on the mackerel TAC. The Joint Panels agreed to request the assessment
scientists to consider this matter and to report back to the Joint Panels on 19 June.

9. Conservation Requirements for Squid (Illex) in Subareas 3 and 4. The delegate of Canada stated that
there was no reason to change the precautionary TAC established in 1976. He recommended that the TAC and
allocations in effect for 1976 remain in force for 1977. He estimated Canada's requirements at 10,000 tons.
In response to a question from the delegate of Spain, he replied that each country not specifically allocated
squid in this stock could catch up to 3,000 tons of Illex in these Subareas as in 1976. Panels 3 and 4, in
joint session with PanelS, then

agreed to recommend
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that the 1977 TAe and national allocations for squid (Illex) in Subareas 3 + 4 be set at the levels
shown in Table 1.

10. The Joint Panels recessed at 1830 bra, 18 June.

11. The Joint Panels reconvened at 1440 hra, 19 June.

12. Further ConsideratiOn of Conservation Requirements for Mackerel in Subareas 3. 4, 5. and Statistical
Area 6 (see Section 8 for previous discussion). The Chairman of the Assessments Subcommittee introduced
Addendum II to Summ.Doc. 76/VI/22 and outlined the conclusion of the scientists that, if certain data
including first and second quarter 1976 length/age samples, catch and effort data for all of 1976. results
from observer programs proposed for the third quarter of 1976 and analyses of survey data were provided
to the Secretariat by mid-October 1976, these would provide a sufficient basis for reconsideration of the
mackerel stock status in 1977 at a meeting in early December 1976. After the delegate of Cuba moved that
the Report be adopted, the delegate of GDR said that he regretted that there would be no generally satis
factory solution to the present meeting and that his delegation would support the scientists in their future
deliberations. The delegate of USA advised the Joint Panels that the Report did not, in the view of the
USA, conclusively demonstrate a case for postponement and that it would be difficult for the USA to agree
with delaying the decision on the mackerel TAC until early December. The delegate of USSR expressed his
delegation's interest in a solution at the present meeting and felt that it was important to continue the
discussion. At the same time, the USSR would be willing to consider the question at a later time should
that be the decision of the Joint Panels. USSR scientists' opinion had been taken into consideration at
the Working Group meeting; they would be prepared to participate in reconsidering the matter at a later
time. The delegate of Canada remarked that any decision to postpone a decision on the size of the TAG
should not be taken without the concurrence of the coastal state. He said it was regrettable that the
scientists could reach no decision and that the alternative of postponing the decision until December 1976
was not fully acceptable to all the Panel Members. He suggested that the Members of the Joint Panels deli
berate further and that the issue of a mackerel TAC be r~considered at a later time during the Annual
Meeting.

13. Consideration of Allocations of Pollock in Subarea 4 + 5 (see Section 5 for previous discussion).
The delegate of Canada recalled that his fishermen had taken 36,000 tons of pollock in 1975. Declines in
other stocks made it necess~ry for Canadian and US fishermen to rely more on pollock, so the entire proposed
TAC of 30,000 tons would have to be reserved to the coastal states. He proposed the following allocations:
Canada - 20,975 tons; USA - 9,000 tons; and "Others" - 25 tons. The delegate of USSR recited his country's
long-term fishery for pollock in the area and said he could agree to the proposed allocations if they were
treated as a first reading until other allocations were determined. The delegate of Spain took the same
position. The delegate of Cuba pointed out that the 25 tons for "Others" could not possibly account for
the pollock by-catch expected from other fisheries in the area. Panels 4 and 5, in joint session with
Panel 3,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for Subarea 4 + 5 pollock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

14. The Joint Panels recessed at 1600 hrs, 19 June.

15. The Joint Panels reconvened at 1130 hrs, 21 June.

16. Conservation Requirements for Mackerel in Subareas 3. 42 52 and Statistical Area 6 (continued from
Section 12 above). After a long discussion of procedural questions relating to the adoption of a TAe for
mackerel, during which it became apparent that the majority of delegations favoured postponement, the Joint
Panels

agreed to recommend

that setting the 1977 TAG and national allocations for mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, 5, and Statistical
Area 6 be deferred to a Special Commission Meeting in early December 1976, subject to a commitment
by those Member Governments interested in mackerel to provide the following data and analyses required
and the formats and timetable for their provision as requested by the assessments scientists:

i) Submission of individual mackerel length samples and individual age samples (to the extent
possible) for the first and second quarters of 1976 obtained from catches of commercial, scout
ing and research vessels, fishing in Subareas 3 to 5 and Statistical Area 6, to arrive at the
Secretariat by mid-October. These samples should each include weight at age or sample weight
where possible;
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1i) Submission of mackerel catch and effort data for the first and second quarters for the commercial
fleets by Division and month to arrive at the Secretariat by mid-October on standard STATLANT
2lB forms, together with the sampling data;

iii) Mackerel catch and effort data for the commercial fleets by month and Division for all of 1976
(i.e., including estimates for December) to be made available at the time of the meeting in
early December on standard STATLANT 2IB forms;

iv) Due to technical difficulties, commercial sampling data from third quarter catches cannot be
submitted to the Secretariat in time for the meeting in the normal way. Some arrangement similar
to the International Observer Program whereby scientists from interested countries could be
placed on board vessels of other countries engaged in the mackerel fishery to sample the catches
and submit these samples directly to the Secretariat would ensure that samples from the third
quarter fishery would be available by mid-october;

v) Additional analyses of research vessel data for abundance estimates, particuarly for recruiting
year-classes, and tow by tow catch data from research vessel surveys should be made available to
the meeting.

Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, GDR, Poland, USSR, and USA each made a specific commitment to provide the required
data so far as it lay in thetr power to obtain it, in adequate time for it to be considered by the scientists
prior to the Special Meeting in December.

17. There being no other business, the Joint Panels adjourned at 1700 hr-s , 21 June.
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Table 1. Summary of TACs and national allocations for stocks over
lapping in Subareas 3, 4, 5, and Statistical Area 6 for 1977.

Squid (nz.x) Pollock Mackerel

1+4 4VWX+5 1+4 5+6

TAC recommended by 25,000 20,000Scientific Advisers ... ...

Bulgaria - -

Canada 10,000 20,975

Cuba - -

Denmark - -

France - -
FRG - -

GDR - - '-' '-'
;'j "H
Eo< Eo<

Iceland - - .. ..
!OJ !OJ

Italy - - :;] :;]
H H
U u

Japan - - .. .... ..
'" '"

Norway - - 0 0
Eo< Eo<

'" '"Poland - - ~ ~
Portugal - - ~ ~

1'l 1'l
Romania - -
Spain - -

USSR 15,000 -

UK - -
USA - 9,000

Others 3,0001 25

Total allocated 25,000+ 30,000catches

Countries without specific allocations may take up to 3,000 tons
each in 1977.
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International Commission for II the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3992
(B.e.76)

ANNDAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Report of the Meeting of Joint Panels 1-5

Saturday, 18 June, 1000 bra

Proceedings No. 13

1. Opening. The Chairman of the Commdssion, Mr E. Gillett (UK), opened the meeting at 1000 hra. All
Member Countries, except Iceland and Romania, were present with Observers from EEe and the Republic of
Korea.

2. Rapporteur. Mr J.5. Beckett (Canada) acted as Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The meeting of Joint Panels had been called to consider a proposal by the delegate of Spain
concerning a change in the method of allocating national guotas as proposed by Spain at the Joint Meeting
of Panels 2 and 3 (Proceedings No. 11, Section 14(b».

4. Procedure for Allocation of National Catch Quotas. The delegate of Spain introduced Comm.Doc. 76!vr!52
in which it was proposed that national allocations for cod should be made on the basis of the species as a
whole~ rather than stock by stock, and then divided amongst the various stocks according to national interest
in the different Subareas. He stated that the allocations for 1977 should be based on the summed 1976 quotas
as any larger base period would adversely affect recent entries into the fisheries. The delegate of Spain
stressed that such a change in allocation procedure was essential to protect Spain from a much greater pro
portional reduction in allocations of cod than any other country, since, on a stock by stock basis, Spanish
allotments for 1977 would probably total only 30,000 tons in comparison to 90,000 tons for 1976. He stated
that some measure to redress this situation was essential to the internal economy of Spain which, despite
its importance as a fishing nation, was still an importer of fish for domestic consumption. The Chairman
solicited the views of the Member Countries with regard to the proposal, pointing out that if adopted it
would be referred back to the respective Panels in order to revise their recommendations. The delegate of
Portugal expressed his sympathy for the Spanish predicament but felt that the proposal could not be consi
dered at the present time and should first be discussed in a meeting of STACREM. He noted that the concept
of regionality was basic to the lCNAF management system and that the proposa1~ if adopted, might result in
allotments being received by countries in areas in which they did not want t.hem, or at least in the magnitude
or season desired. He questioned why cod was the only species considered, and asked whether the situation
in area~ outside lCNAF should not also be included in the procedure. The delegate of Spain distributed a
specific proposal (Comm.Doc. 76!Vl!52 Addendum) for cod allocations in Subareas 2 and 3. This did not
reflect the full application of the proposed scheme but sought to ease the disproportionate Spanish reduc
tions and yet minimize the resulting reductions for other countries. The delegate of Denmark expressed his
sympathy for the Spanish situation but said that he found it difficult to consider new principles at the
present time. He noted that the proposal as presented would force changes in the patterns of Danish fish
eries, and that there might be a danger of expanding the principle to include other regions. The delegate
of USSR stated that it would be inconsistent with the principle of equal sacrifice if the proposed changes
in allocations were made to compensate for unequal treatment in one species and not in others. He consi
dered that the proposal needed detailed study in order to determine its effects and the evaluation of
various options. The delegate of Bulgaria considered that a proposal of such a basic nature should be
introduced at the beginning of a Couunission Meeting and not late in the Meeting. He expressed concern
about the proposed assignment of a country's overall allocation to various Subareas without that country!s
participation. He noted that the "Others" category under the proposed scheme would be substantially reduced.
The delegate of UK expressed his appreciation of the Spanish effort in preparing a full set of proposed
allocations, and offered his sympathy for the Spanish situation. He stated that the proposal set out in
the Addendum to Comm.Doc. 76!VI!52 was acceptable from the UK's point of view, and was worth considering
as a practical proposal for allocations. The delegate of Poland, without repeating the arguments already
expressed by others, stated that he could not accept the proposal. The delegate of Spain emphasized that
his proposal was an attempt to compensate for the adverse effects of the existing allocation scheme. He
stated that Spain was willing to accept necessary reductions in allocations but only when these were on
the basis of equality with others. The Joint Panels concluded that the proposal for changes in the scheme
of national allocations should not be adopted at the present time. but agreed that Delegations were not
precluded from submitting such a proposal at future meetings.

5. The meeting of Joint Panels 1-5 adjourned at 1100 hrs, 18 June.
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Report of the Final Plenary Session

Wednesday, 23 June, 1000 hra

Proceedings No. 14

1. The Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK), opened the meeting. Representatives of all Member Countries,
except Romania, were present. Observers were present from the EEG, FAD, ICES, and the Republic of Korea.

2. The Report of STACRES (Redbook 1976, Part C) was adopted with the Plenary noting that STACRES. in the
light of stated intentions by Canada and USA to extend jurisdiction for fisheries management to 200 miles,
stressed the need for continued international cooperation in statistical reporting, data base implementation
and coordination of research activities. The Plenary agreed that the reports of the Scientific Advisers to
the Panels should be published in the ICNAF Redbook, rather than in the Meeting Proceedings. The Plenary
approved workshops on ageing of silver and red hakes at Woods Hole, Massachusetts, USA in October 1976,
and on ageing of cod at St. John's, Newfoundland in January 1977, meeting of Scientific Advisers to Panel
A at Copenhagen, Denmark on 11-12 October 1976 and of the Assessments Subcommittee for 10 days at ICNAF
Headquarters, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia during the last half of April 1977. The Chairman, on behalf of the
Plenary, thanked the scientists for their continued excellent efforts and Dr May (Canada) for his able
chairmanship of STACRES over the past three years.

3. The Report of STACTIc (Proceedings No.2) with Proposal (1) for amendment to the ICNAF Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement to permit inspections by helicopter hoist procedure (Proceedings No.2, Appendix
II) was adopted with minor editorial changes in paragraph 4 of the proposal and with Poland wishing to have
recorded in the Proceedings its reservation to the helicopter hoist procedure as there had been no oppor
tunity to consult or discuss the proposal with experts.

4. The Report of the First Plenary Session (Proceedings No.3) with its Appendix "Report of the ad hoc
Working Group on the Group of Experts to Consider Future of ICNAF" was adopted.

5. The Report of STACFAD (Proceedings No.4) was adopted. The attention of the Plenary was directed to
the status of the June 1973 Protocol Relating to Basic Annual Fee Structure which had not yet entered into
force due to the lack of approval by three quarters bf all Contracting Governments .. Commissioners were
requested to remind their Governments of the need for early approval.

6. The Report of Panel 1 (Proceedings No.5) was adopted.

7. The Report of Panel 2 (Proceedings No.6) was adopted, with the delegate of Spain advising that he
would not be able to accept the allocation for cod in Subarea 2.

8. The Report of Panel 3 (Proceedings No.7) was adopted with the delegate of Spain repeating his advice
that he expected his Government would not be able to accept the allocations for cod in Subarea 3.

9. The Report of Panel 4 (Proceedings No.8) with Proposals (2) regarding trawl net mesh size for silver
hake in Subarea 4 (Proceedings No.8, Appendix I) and (3) regarding haddock exemption in Divisions 4V and
4W of Subarea 4 (Proceedings No.8, Appendix II) were adopted.

10. The Plenary recessed at 1200 hrs to allow a meeting of Panel 5 to consider the Report of the ad hoc
Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime (see Proceedings No.9, Section 33).

11. The Plenary reconvened at 1225 hrs and adopted the Report of Panel 5 (Proceedings No.9) with Proposals
(4) regarding the taking of river herring in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings No.9, Appendix I),
(5) regarding sea scallops in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 (Proceedings No.9, Appendix III), and (6) regarding
haddock exemption in Subarea 5 (Proceedings No.9. Appendix VI) and with Resolutions (1) relating to the
taking of menhaden in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings No.9, Appendix II) and (2) relating to
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the implementation of regulations for sea scallops in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 (Proceedings No.9, Appendix
IV). The Plenary also approved the Report of the ad hoc Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime
(Proceedings No.9, Appendix VIII) and~ that Member Countries would undertake to comply with the recom
mendations for data requirements and deadlines.

12. The Report of Panel A (Seals) (Proceedings No. 10) was adopted.

13. The Report of Joint Panels 2 and 3 (Proceedings No. 11) was adopted with the delegate of Iceland
requesting that his vote against the capello allocation in Div. 3LNO and Subdiv. 3Ps be recorded in the
Proceedings, with the delegate of Spain repeating his earlier advice that his Government might be unable
to accept the cod allocations in Panels 2 and 3. and with the delegate of France wishing it recorded that
his delegation had voted against the allocations for cod in Div. 2J and 3KL.

14. The Report of Joint Panels 3, 4, and 5 (Proceedings No. 12) was adopted.

15. The Report of Joint Panels 1-5 (Proceedings No. 13) was adopted.

16. The Chairman drew attention to the Table at Appendix I which contained the TACs and national re-alloca
tions for redfish stocks in Subarea 2 + Div. 3K, Div. 3M. Div. 3LN, Div. 30, and Div. 3P. the capelin stock
in Subarea 2 + Div. 3K, and the herring stocks in Div. 4XW(b) and in Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 recom
mended by the Panels and adopted by the Plenary for 1976. He pointed out that the re-al1ocations were in
accordance with the requirements of the 1975 Annual Meeting and the September 1975 and January 1976 Special
ColIDDission Meetings and that they comprised a proposal for international quota regulation of the above
mentioned stocks in Subareas 2, 3. 4, 5 and Statistical Area 6 and that the Proposal (14) for Management
of the International Quota Regulations. adopted 14 June 1974 and amended 26 January 1976. would provide the
administrative requirements for management of those proposed re-allocations. The Plenary agreed

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government. for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments. Proposal (7) for international quota regulation of the fisheries in Subareas 2, 3, 4. and 5 of
the Convention Area and adjacent waters to the west and south in Statistical Area 6 (Appendix I).

17. The Chairman drew attention to the Table at Appendix II which contained the TACs or the TACs and
national allocations for 32 stocks or species recommended by the Panels and adopted by the Plenary for 1977.
These TACs and/or national allocations also constituted a proposal for international quota regulation in
the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 with the June 1974 Proposal (14) as amended providing the
management procedure. The Plenary agreed

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government. for joint action by the Contracting Govern
ments~ Proposal (8) for international quota regulation of the fisheries in the Convention Area and
Statistical Areas 0 and 6 (Appendix II).

18. The Chairman drew attention to the need for a resolution by the Commission to implement for 1977 the
decisions of a later Commission meeting with regard to those stocks or species for which the TACs and/or
allocations had been deferred by this Commission meeting. The deferred stocks or species except for the
seals are listed in Appendix II. Also deferred was·a US proposal for establishing closed areas and gear
restrictions in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The Plenary agreed to adopt .

Resolution (3) relating to the implementation of proposals concerning fishing activity in Subareas 1,
3, 4, and 5 of the Convention Area and Statistical Area 6, and the Gulf and Front Areas of the Con
vention Area (Appendix III).

The Plenary noted that Contracting Governments were to notify the Executive Secretary by 31 December 1976
that they would implement the deferred decisions for the entire year 1977 and not register objections,
subject to a similar undertaking by all other Contracting Governments.

19. Election of Vice-Chairman. The Plenary noted with regret that a new assignment would prevent Mr D.H.
Wallace's future participation at the Commission's meetings and agreed unanimously that Dr D. Booss (FRG)
should complete Mr Wallace's term of office and serve as Vice-Chairman for the 1976/77 period.

20. Time and Place of Future Meetings. The Plenary was pleased to accept the invitation of the delegate
of Spain to hold its Ninth Special Commission Meeting in the Canary Islands from 1-9 December 1976 inclusive.
to consider the items deferred from the present meeting and to continue deliberations on the future of the
ColIDDission. It was also agreed that STACRES should meet from 24-29 November inclusive and the ad hoe Working
Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime on 30 November and FoLl.owdng days as necessary.

21. Other Business. The Chairman recognized the delegate of Italy who read a prepared statement to the
Plenary. The statement is recorded at Appendix IV.

The delegate of Canada thought it appropriate to say that the Canadian delegation's assessment of the
meeting was favourable enough to lead him to recommend to the ccvernaenr of Canada that she remain a Member
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of the Commission through 1977, however. the Government of Canada would be giving notice of withdrawal from
the Commission as required by the Convention in case there was need for withdrawal at the end of December
1976. He thanked the delegates of all Member Countries for the sympathetic and cooperative manner in which
they had met canada's needs.

22. Adjournment. The delegate of Portugal, speaking on behalf of his delegation and the meeting partici
pants, thanked the Chairman, Mr Gillett, for the efficient and effective manner in which he had handled the
many duties thrust upon him. He also thanked the Secretariat for their continuing good services to the
Commission. There being no other business. the Twenty-Sixth Annual Meeting of the commission was adjourned
at 1345 brs, 23 June 1976. A press notice covering the Proceedings is at Appendix v.
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Proceedings No. 14
Appendix I

(7) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries in Subareas 2, 3, 4. and 5 of the Convention
Area and Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical Area 6. adopted by the International
Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on 23 June 1976

"That the national quota allocations for 1976 of the four redfish stocks in Subarea 2 and Division 3K,
Division 3M, Divisions 3LN, and Division 30, the capello stock in Subarea 2 and Division 3K, and the
herring stock in Divisions 4XW(b), adopted at the 1975 Annual Meeting (Proposal (11», and the red fish
stock in Division 3P, adopted at the September 1975 Commission Meeting (Proposal (7)), and the herring
stock in Division 5Z and Statistical Area 6, adopted at the January 1976 Commission Meeting (Proposal
(5)), shall be revised in accordance with the follOWing table:

Table - Integral part of Proposal (7) for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries
in Subareas 2, 3, 4, and 5 of the Convention Area and Adjacent Waters to the West
and South within Statistical Area 6, adopted by the International Commission for
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on 23 June 1976

National re-a110cations (in metric tons) for 1976 of particular stocks or species in
Subareas 2, 3, 4, and 5 of the Convention Area and Statistical Area 6 (Total = Total
Allowable Catches (TAC)).

Species or stock REDFISH CAPELIN HERRING

Stock region 2+3K 3M 3LN 30 3P 2+3K 4XW(b) 5Z+6

Bulgaria - - - - - - - 900

Canada 2,500 6,000 4,800 2,500 15,500 - 76,7002 1,000

Cuba 500 2,200 2,200 1,000 - - - 1,000

Denmark - - - - - - - -
France - - - - 1,500 - - 1,100

Federal Republic - - - - - - - 9,200
of Germany

German Democratic 2,500 - 1,000 - - - - 9,300
Republic

Iceland - - - - - 20,000 - -
Italy - - - - - - - -
Japan - - - - - - - 1,100

Norway - - - - - - - -
Poland 4,000 - - - - 20,000 - 11,000

Portugal 2,500 - 1,000 - - - - -
Romania - - - - - - - 800

Spain - - - - - - - -
USSR 14,000 7,600 10,800 12,300 800 197,500 H,OOO 12,190

UK - - - - - - - -
USA 750 - - - - - 500 12,400

Others 3,250 200 200 200 200 10,0001 1,000 10

Total 30,000 16,000 20,000 ~6,000 18,000 237,000+ 89,200 60,000

Countries without specific allocations may each take up to 10,000 tons from this stock.

2 Allocation includes 15,000 tons estimated for inshore catches.

280



Serial No. 3996
(A.a.4)
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AppendiX II

(8) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries in the Convention Area and in Statistical
Areas 0 and 6, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary
Session on 23 June 1976

"That the total allowable catch and/or national quota allocation for 1977 of particular stocks or
species in the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6 shall be in accordance with the
attached table."
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No. 14
Appendix III

(3) Resolution Relating to the Implementation of Proposals Concerning Fishing Activity in Subareas 1, 3,
4, and 5 of the Convention Area and Statistical Area 6 and the Gulf and Front Areas of the Convention
Area, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session
on 23 June 1976

The Commission

Recognizing that proposals designed to achieve the conservation and optimum utilization of the stocks
of:

(a) cod (Gadus morhua) in Subarea 1 through the setting of national allocations,
(b) shrimp (Pandalus borealis) in Subarea 1 through the setting of a total allowable catch and

national allocations.
(c) silver hake (Merluccius bilinearis) in Subarea 4 through the setting of a total allowable catch

and national allocations and by establishing closed areas and fishing gear restrictions,
(d) Flounder (American plaice (Hippoglos8oide8 plateeec-idee) , witch (GZyptocerhalus cynoglossua),

and yellowtail (Limanda ferruginea» in Division 4VWX of Subarea 4 through the setting of national
allocations,

(e) herring (CZupea harengus) in Division 4XWb of Subarea 4 through the setting of national allocations,
(f) mackerel (Saomber Boombrus) in Subareas 3, 4, and 5 and Statistical Area 6 through the setting of

of a total allowable catch and national allocations.
(g) herring (Clupea harengus) in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 through the setting

of a total allowable catch and national allocations,
(h) other finfish, except menhaden, billfishes, tUBas, and large sharks in Subarea 5 and Statistical

Area 6 through the setting of a total allowable catch and national allocations.
(L) all species, except menhaden, billfishes , tunas, and large sharks in Subarea 5 and ·Statistical

Area 6 through the setting of the second-tier total allowable catch and national allocations,
(j) protected species in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 by establishing closed areas and gear res

trictions, and
(k) seals in the Gulf l and Front 2 Areas of the Convention Area through the setting of total allowable

catches and national allocations and such other regulations considered appropriate;

will be discussed at a Special Meeting of the Commission later in 1976;

Taking into Account that under Article VIII of the convention, as amended, these proposals would not
enter into force until six months after the date on the notification from the Depositary Government
transmitting the proposals to the Contracting Governments. which would not occur before May 1977, at
the earliest;

Bearing in Mind that, in these circumstances, no Commission regulations to ensure conservation and
optimum utilization of these stocks would be effective for approximately one half of 1977;

Having Considered that the purpose of the Convention is to promote the conservation and optimum utiliz
ation of the fish stocks on the basis of scientific investigation, and economic and technical consider
ations and that this purpose cannot be successfully achieved unless the proposals referred to above are
applied throughout 1977;

Recognizing that, in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention. fishing activity
in the area must be conducted in accordance with these proposals throughout 1977;

1. Invites the attention of Governments to the above matters;

2. Stipulates that the proposals referred to above should apply throughout 1977;

3. Requests delegations to draw the immediate attention of their Governments to proposals agreed by
the Commission at its meeting later in 1976;

All the waters of the Strait of Belle Isle and. the Atlantic Ocean east of a straight line between
the lighthouse at Amour Point on the east coast of Labrador and the lighthouse on Flowers Island
in Flowers Cove, Newfoundland.

2 All the waters and territories west of a straight line between the lighthouse at Amour Point on the
coast of Labrador and the lighthouse on Flowers Island in Flowers Cove, Newfoundland.
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4. Expects Contracting Governments to notify the Executive Secretary by 31 December 1976, that,
subject to a similar undertaking by all other Members of the respective Panel or Panels, they
will implement such proposals for the entire year 1977 and will not invoke paragraph 7(b) of
Article VIII of the Convention as amended.
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Before leaving this Meeting, I want to point out that I have informed my Government authorities of
the results reached at this session. On their behalf, I want to make the following statement:

Before coming here and in many occasions during the meeting, we indicated our need to develop or to
resume some fisheries in the reNAF Area: a vital need, indeed, in view of the particular economic situation
Italy is facing, described by our financial authorities 8S "scare of siege" and which imposes to us to find
all means to get directly more alimentary resources. But our requests were not consistent with the new
situation. We have shared with all other fishing states severe reductions of fisheries. In the case of
Italy, this is due also to the disappearance of the quotas "Others" in the region where we are operating,
namely Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.

In our own case, this has taken us to an overall fishing possibility beyond the minimum size a fishing
industry can afford.

It was my hope that, at least in the every rare cases where the TACs were increased, a small compensa
tion could be granted to my country. But this has not been the case.

In several issues, it has been recognized in this meeting that, apart from scientific considerations,
other kinds of considerations have to be taken into account, such as the economic ones. And indeed, some
times, in determining the TACs, the recommendations of scientific advisers have been disregarded: I only
want to recollect the cases of cod, silver hake, yellowtail and herring in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.
But nothing was made, despite my appeals, to give me even the smallest satisfaction.

Moreover, in determining the IZZex quota, a new principle has been introduced in the very last hours
of our last meeting: to allow new national quotas to two countries which were fishing on the "uthers'";
and I cannot but recall to your attention, Mr Chairman, on the fact that in the re-allocation of the surplus
those two countries have been given~ than their actual catches: double in the case of Bulgaria, 203
tons more in the case of Japan. Twenty tons have been taken out of our quota.

Mr Chairman, my English is very poor and I do not want to risk using definitions which might irritate
our coastal friends; but indeed I cannot find anyone complying with the Latin concept of "aequi tae":

290



Serial No. 3996
(A.c.4)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Press Notice

RESTRICTED

Proceedings No. 14
Appendix V

1. The 26th Annual Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (reNAF)
was held in Montreal, Canada, from 8-23 June 1976. About 175 representatives attended from all Member
Countries (except Romania) 8a follows: Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of
Germany, German Democratic Republic, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, and the United States of America. Observers were present
from the European Economic Community (EEe), Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO),
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), International Commission for the Southeast
Atlantic Fisheries (ICSEAF), and the Republic of Korea.

The Meeting was held under the Chairmanship of Mr E. Gillett, Fisheries Secretary for Scotland.

2. Purpose of the Meeting

One of the most important items for discussion was the future of the Commission and its potential
role under extended jurisdiction to 200 miles by the coastal states, Canada and the United States of
America. In addition, the allocation of national catch quotas for 1977 for over 60 stocks of the principal
commercial species fished in the Northwest Atlantic were to be negotiated. Discussions aimed at strengthen
ing the Commission's scheme for enforcement of its international fishing regulations were scheduled.

3. Scientific Advice to the Commission

The Commission's Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) met at the Commission's
headquarters in Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, from 31 March to JO April 1976 and again at Montreal, Canada,
during 31 May to 3 June, and submitted authoritative advice on the state of the fish stocks, the total
allowable catch for each, and other measures of control.

In past years, with few exceptions, the Commission has based its fisheries management decisions on
the concept of maximum sustainable yield, on the premise that each fish stock should be harvested at a
level which produces the absolute maximum yield in the long term. At the current meeting, the Commission
was informed that this concept has recently been questioned by ICNAF scientists, that total allowable
catches based on the maximum sustainable yield concept are difficult to calculate precisely, and that
greater year to year stability in catches could be assured by adopting a different management objective.
As a result, the Commission has agreed, for virtually all fish stocks, that total allowable catches in
1977 will be set at levels below the theoretical maximum. In doing 80, the Commission anticipates increases
in fish abundance, and improvements in total catch and catch rates after 1977.

4. Catch Quotas

The Commission agreed to total allowable catches (TACs) for 1977 in respect of 55 stocks, with
decisions on 7 stocks (shrimp in Subarea 1, silver hake in Subarea 4, both mackerel stocks in Subarea 3
to Statistical Area 6. and herring. other finfish and all finfish plus squids in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6) being deferred to a Special Meeting later in 1976 (Table 1). The Commission also agreed to the
national allocations for 1977 in respect of 51 stocks, with decisions on 10 stocks being deferred to the
proposed Special Meeting (Table 2). It was further agreed that a decision on quotas for harp and hooded
seals in the northern part of the Convention Area be deferred to the Special Meeting. In order to improve
the scientific advice for achievement of its management objectives for those stocks requiring further
consideration of TACs, the Commission adopted the recommendations of its scientific advisers in respect
to the specific data requirements and other information necessary for STACRES to undertake further assess
ments of these stocks prior to the Special Meeting.

The Commission reviewed the 1976 national allocations of 8 stocks and agreed to the re-allocation for
these stocks as set out in Table 3.

5. Enforcement of Fishery Regulations

The Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC) reviewed present methods of international
control of fishing activities and recommended changes in enforcement procedures. These changes will make
it possible to carry out inspections of fishing vessela by transfer of inspection officers from helicopters
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to the fishing vessels operating in the Northwest Atlantic within the Convention Area. STACTIC also
reviewed enforcement proposals contemplated for the future fishery regime but in view of the fact that the
coastal states claim to take all enforcement measures in the extended zone requires consideration by other
Member Governments, the Commission referred these proposals, without recommendations, to Member Governments.

6. Future of the Commission

Although the delegations of Canada and the United States of America could not commit their governments
to remaining in the Commission, except possibly for a transitional period, and the delegations of most other
countries were not authorized to commit their governments on the extension of fishing limits to 200 miles,
there was agreement to appoint a working group whose members, on a personal basis, will recommend possible
future arrangements for international fisheries cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic. The position will
be clearer if the next session of the United Nations Law of the Sea Conference (August-September 1976)
supports the extension of fishing limits, and the Special Meeting of the Commission will consider the matter
in December, on the basis either of a revised ICNAF Convention or of a new international agreement.

7. Election of Vice-Chairman

Dr D. Booss, Commissioner for the Federal Republic of Germany to ICNAF was elected Vice-Chairman of
the Commission replacing Mr D.H. Wallace, Commissioner for the United States of America to ICNAF, for the
period 1976/77.

8. Special Commission Meeting

The Ninth Special Meeting of the Commission will be held from 1 to 9 December 1976 in the Canary
Islands. The Meeting will be preceded by associated meetings of the Commission's Standing Committee on
Research and Statistics from 24-29 November 1976 and of an ad hoc Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory
Regime on 30 November and following days as necessary.

20 July 1976 Office of the Secretariat
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia
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Table 1. Nominal catches (1973-75) and TACs (1975-77) for stocks under quota regulation
in the Northwest Atlantic.

Catches (000 toos) TACs (000 tons)2

Species Stock Area
1973 1974 19751 1975 1976 1977

Cod 1 63 46 46 60 45 31
2GB - 4 7 20 20 20
2J+3KL 355 373 266 554 300 169
3M 23 25 22 40 40 25
3NO 60 73 44 66 43 30
3Ps 53 47 36 62 46 32
4Vn(Jan-Apr)+4T 51 49 39 50 30 15
4Vn(May-Dec) 6 6 4 10 10 3.5
4VsW 54 44 32 60 30 7
4X(offshore) 7 6 5 5 4 4
5Y 6 6 9 10 6 5
5Z 29 27 24 35 35 20

Haddock 4VW 4 2 2 0 23 33

4X 13 13 16 15 153 IS'
5 6 5 7 0 63 63

Redfish 2+3K 39 30 26 30 30 30
3M 22 35 16 16 16 16
3LN 33 22 16 20 20 16
30 9 13 15 16 16 16
3P 16 22 26 25 16 16
4VWX 40 33 28 30 20 20
5 17 10 11 25 17 9

Silver hake 4VWX 299 96 116 120 100 4...
5Y 9 5 9 15 10 9
5Ze 62 66 63 60 50 70
5ZW"t6 65 56 42 60 43 26

Red hake 5Ze 25 10 15 20 26 16
5ZW"t6 41 24 13 45 16 26

Pollock 4VWX+5 43 36 39 55 55 30

lAmer. plaice 2+3K 5 6 6 6 6 6
3M 1 2 2 2 2 2
3LNO 53 46 43 60 47 47
3Ps 15 7 4 11 ·6 6

~itch 2J+3KL 24 16 12 17 17 17
3NO 7 6 6 10 10 10
3Ps 3 2 1 3 3 3

Yellowtail 3LNO 33 24 23 35 9 12
5(E69°) 16 15 14 16 16 10
5(W69°)+6 10 9 6 43 4' 43

G. halibut 0+1 10 14 25 - 20 20
2+3KL 29 27 26 40 30 30

Flounders 4VWXs 26 25 22 32 26 26
5+66 22 21 27 25 20 20

R. grenadier 0+1 5 12 5 10 13 6
2+3 16 26 27 32 32 35

:Argentine 4VWX 1 17 15 25 25 20
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Table 1. (Continued)

Catchea (000 tons) TACs (000 tODs)2
Species Stock Area

1973 1974 19751 1975 1976 1977

Herring 4VW(a) 30 44 33 457 367 33.57

4XW(h) (adults) 91 97 95 90 89 84
5Y (adults) 16 18 21 16 7 7
5Z+6 202 150 1 150 60 ...•

Mackerel 3+4 38 45 36 70 56 •...
5+6 381 295 251 285 254 ...•

Capelio 2+3K 136 127 199 160+8 237+8 212+8

3L 4 58 34
45] 45]

50
3NO 127 101 130 12~ 9 12~ 9 141
3Pa 1 2 2 9

o. finfishlO 5+6 157 132 120 150 150 ...•
Shrimp 1 13 18 39 - - ...•
Squid-In"", 3+4 10 - 17 25+11 25+11 25+11

5+6
59] 56] 47] 7l] 30 35

Squid-LoUgo 5+6 44 44

All finflsh 12

and squids 5+6 1159 94.2 852 850 650 ... •
1 Provisional statistics compiled for 1976 Annual Meeting.
2 TACe include quantities estimated to be taken outside the Convention Area.
3 By-catch only, no directed fishery.
4 Deferred to a Special Commission Meeting.
S American plaice, witch and yellowtail.
6 All flounders except yellowtail.
7 TACe pertain to seasonal fishery in 1 July-3D June of 1975-76, 1976-77 and 1977-78,

respectively.
In addition, countries without specific allocations may each take up to 10,000 tons.
In addition, countries without specific allocations may each take up to 5,000 tons in
3LNOPs.

10 Excludes all TAe species and also menhaden, billfishes, tunas, and large sharks other
than dogfish.

11 In addition, countries without specific allocations may each take up to 3,000 tons.
12 All finfish except menhaden, billfishes, tunas, and large sharks other than dogfish.
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Table 3. National re-allocation (in metric tons) for 1976 of particular stocks or species
in Subareas 2, 3, 4, and 5 of the Convention and Statistical Area 6 (Total ~

Total Allowable Catches (TAe».

Species REDF1SH CAPELIN HERRING
or stock

Stock
region 2+3K 3M 3LN 30 3P 2+3K 4XW(b) 5Z+6

Bulgaria - - - - - - - 900

Canada 2,500 6,000 4,800 2,500 15,500 - 76,7002 1,000

Cuba 500 2,200 2,200 1,000 - - - 1,000

Denmark - - - - - - - -
France - - - - 1,500 - - 1,100

Federal Republic
of Germany - - - - - - - 9,200

German Democratic
Republic 2,500 - 1,000 - - - - 9,300

Iceland - - - - - 20,000 - -
Italy - - - - - - - -
Japan - - - - - - - 1,100

Norway - - - - - - - -
Poland 4,000 - - - - 20,000 - 11,000

Portugal 2,500 - 1,000 - - - - -
omania - - - - - - - 800

Spain - - - - - - - -
USSR 14,000 7,600 10,800 12,300 800 197,500 11,000 12,190

UK - - - - - - - -
SA 750 - - - - - 500 12,400

Others 3,250 200 200 200 200 10,000' 1,000 10

Total 30,000 16,000 20,000 16,000 18,000 237,000+ , 89,200 60,000

1 Countries without specific allocations may each take up to 10,000 tons from this stock.
2 Allocation includes 15,000 tons estimated for inshore catches.
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INDEX OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

PART I - PROCEEDINGS OF THE SEVENTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1975

Conservation Proposals

1) Groundfish - effort limitation - Subareas 2, 3, and 4

2) Vessel, gear, and area restrictions - Subarea 5 and Statis
tical Area 6

3) National registration of fishing vessels - Convention Area
and Statistical Areas 0 and 6

4) Mesh regulations - Subarea 3

5) Mesh regulations - Subarea 4

6) Mesh regulations - Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

7) Catch quota regulations - Convention Area and Statistical
Area 6

Resolutions

1) re Implementation of groundfish effort limitation in
Subareas 2, 3, and 4

2) re Provision of monthly effort statistics

3) re 1976 catch allocations to Cuba

4) re Early implementation of catch quota regulations 
Convention Area and Statistical Area 6

Proc. 4 with App. I

Proe. 5 with App. I

Prac. 6 with App. I

Prac. 7 with App. I

Prac. 7 with App. II

Prcc , 7 with App. III

Proe. 13 with App. III

Prac. 4 with App. II

Prac. 13 with App. I

Proc. 13 with App. II

Proc , 13 with App. IV

19, 25

31, 39

41, 42

43, 44

43, 45

43, 46

61, 67

19, 30

61, 64

61, 65

61, 67

PART II - PROCEEDINGS OF THE EIGHTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1976

Conservation Proposals

1) Amendment to Enforcement Scheme - Convention Area and
Statistical Areas 0 and 6 Proc. 2 with App. II

2) Amendment to Management of Quota Regulations Proc , 2 with App. III

3) Groundfish - 1976 effort limitation - Subareas 2, 3, and 4 Proc. 5 with App. III

4) Seals - 1976 catch quotas, and season - "Gulf" and II Front" Proc. 6 with App. III

5) Herring - 1976 TAC, January-June 1976 allocations, vessel
and gear and by-catch regulations, and commitments - Div. 5Z
and Statistical Area 6 Froc. 7 with App. I

6) Herring - 1976 TAC and allocations and commitment - to
review at 1976 Annual Meeting - Div. 5Y Proc. 7 with App. II

7) Herring - commitment to review and adjust 1976 TAC and
allocation at 1976 Annual Meeting - Div. 4VWX Proc , 8 with App. I

8) Herring - size limit and exemption - Subareas 4, 5, and
Statistical Area 6 Proc. 9 with App, I

9) Mackerel - size limit and exemption - Subareas 3, 4, 5,
and Statistical Area 6 Proe. 9 with App. II

79, 94

79, 95

109, 120

125, 129

135, 139

135, 141

143, 146

147, 148

147, 149
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PART II - PROCEEDINGS OF THE EIGHTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1976 (cont'd)

Resolutions

1) re Commitment to improve Enforcement Scheme - Convention
Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6

2) re Withdrawal of authorization to fish - Convention Area
and Statistical Areas 0 and 6

3) re Early implementation of seal regulations - "GukE" and
"Pr-one"

4) re Delayed application of mesh regulations to Cuba

Prae. 2 with App. IV

Prac. 2 with App. V

Prac. 6 with App. IV

Frae. 10 with App. I

79, 96

79, 97

125, 130

151, 153

PART III - PROCEEDINGS OF TWENTY-SIXTH ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1976

Conservation Proposals

1) Amendment to Enforcement Scheme (inspection from helicopter)
- Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6

2) Mesh regulation for silver hake - Subarea 4

3) Exemption regulation for haddock - Div. 4VW

4) Prohibition to fish and exemption regulation for river
herring - Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

5) Shell size, meat count regulation for sea scallops 
Div. 5z

6) Exemption regulation for haddock - Subarea 5

7) Catch quota re-allocations for 1976 for redfish, capelin,
and herring - Subareas 2. 3. 4.5. and Statistical Area 6

8) TACs and allocations for 1977 for fish stocks - Convention
Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6

Resolutions

1) re Taking of menhaden - Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

2) re Implementation of sea scallop proposal - Div. 5Z

3) re Implementation of fishing activity proposals - Subareas
1, 3, 4, 5, and Statistical Area 6

Future of Commission

Finance

Budget - 1976/77

- 1977/78
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Proc. 2 with App. II

Proc. 8 with App. I

Proe. 8 with App. II

Pree. 9 with App. I

Proc. 9 with App. III

Prec. 9 with App. VI

Pree. 14 with App. I

Pree. 14 with App. II

Proe. 9 with App. II

Proc. 9 with App. IV

Prec. 14 with App. III

Proc. 3

Proe. 4 with App. I

Pree. 4 with App. III

161, 176

229. 236

229, 237

239, 250

239, 252

239, 255

277, 280

277. 281

239, 251

239, 253

277. 288

181

213, 216

213. 218


