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NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION'

International Commission for II the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 4072
(B. a, 9)

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Ceremonial Opening

Wednesday, 1 December, 1015 hra

Proceedings No.2

The Opening Session of the Ninth Special Meeting of the Commission was convened in the Los Cedros Room
of the Hotel Botanico in Tenerife, Canary Islands, at 1015 hra on 1 December 1976.

With the resignation of the Chairman; Mr E. Gillett (UK). following the Twenty-Sixth Annual Meeting of
the Commission in June 1976, the Vice-Chairman, Dr D. Booss (Fed.Rep. Germany), as Chairman of the Commission
in accordance with the Commission Rule of Procedure 3.4, opened the Meeting. He welcomed the Commissioners,
Advisers, Observers, and Guests, and introduced the Deputy Minister of the Merchant Marine, Almirante Enrique
Amador Franco, who addressed the Meeting on behalf of the Government of Spain as follows:

"Ladies and GentZemen:

"I am deeply honoured to have this ohance to vetoone you all to my oountry on the occasion of the
9th Bpeoial: Meeting of the Internat-ional: Commission for the NorthIJest Atlantio FishePiea (ICNAF) to be
held in TenePife.

"I shall tty to be brief einae I ooneide» that between the Annual Meeting in June and thia whioh
I now formally open thePe only lies a parenthesie, No real separat-ion e:rists between them and my role
here must be to take up the ehal-lenqe to eoopeeatdon that see then apparent and try to give it new
wings.

"Not many new developments h(Z/)e taken pl-ace since June of this year - and 1JJhen I say this I am not
forgetting the recent: statement by the European Boonomio CortU11Unit:y e:r:tending its jW'isdiotion oVer
fisheries in the Atlantio from the 1st of January 1977. And yet this deoieion whioh has suon momentous
aonsequenoes for my ooun:try and also for many of those here present chanqee little in the final fabrio
of e:r:tensions of jurisdiotion. It is rather a link in the chain of eeteneions begun by the United
states and Canada in the Western Atlantic, and for that reason it does not alter the eubetanoe of the
question.

"Neventhelees, the Comrrrunity's deoieion has brought about an unpl'ecedented situation in last week's
meeting of the NEAFC in London since, [01' the first time in its long history, it has not been possible
to talk of the TACs 01' o[ quotas. There was even a delegate to the meeting who conrnented that, for the
first time in his NEAFC eeper-ienoe, he had not been able to open either his mouth 01' his br-iefoaee, The
meeting was finally ended without any positive results, although it has been made abundantly olea» by
the Community that it is quite ready to negotiate bilateNlly with all countries haVing an interest in
the area. My oountty has behind it a long history of aooperaoion in the multilateral field, this being
espeaially true in fisheries organizations. And this is sc even if there has been a oeriain Laak of
satisfaation on several occasions, notably in last June's Annual Meeting as regards the Spanish aod
fishePY in the area eovered by the Corrtnission. I am BUl'e that~ in general te1'lTls, the same can be said
for all oountr-iee here present. I can see that in this fol'UlTl many of the oounteiee 1JJhioh have something
to say and a lot to contribute to fishePies' problems at the present have met. That is 1JJhy it seems to
me to be especially important to aat: as the oonsoienoe of aU countries present and make a special appeal
to the need to reach stable solutions through international cooperation, 1JJmch are simultaneously valid
for non-ooetstal states and COVer adequately the needs espreeeed: by coastal oountx-iee, In other words,
I appeal to the statemanship and negotiating ability of al-l- delegations here present;

"It has been said many times that ICNAF is the -intiernatrional- corrrmis8ion with the greatest tradition
and that, for that very same reason, it should S8PVa as a model [01' international. ooopetatiion in matters
of fisheries. I beldeoe that, by alJain stressing this faet, I am not merely uttering empty words but
referring to a substantial reality 1JJmch shouZd count at the present time. Therefope, insofar' as we are
capable of making cooperation among the different oount:Pies partieipating a reaUt:y, we shall allow the
model to eurvioe and serce as a standaPd of oonduct capable of influencing other fisheries scenarios.

"For al-l: these reasons~ I fi1'lTlly wish that tms special meeting may meet seeceee in its work.

Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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will not dare assert that it may aonolude its UJork: the memory of last week'8 experience in London
is too fresh to warrant any assertions. But my count::Py strongly believes in the usefulness of main­
taining a mechanism such as ICNAF, even if this meohanism must be influenced by bi-lateral: relat-ione
of aU eorie, I wouZd not, in any >Jay, ",ish that this beautifuZ setting ehaul-d ",itness the waning of
an organization euon as ICNAF at the V8ll1 moment that- cooperation among us is most necessary.

"For an the above l'easons J I again e:r:hort al-l- here present to e:r.:haust their negotiating capabi­
lity and, hoping to have eepreeeed with my woPds the aommon feeUngJ I wish all delegations eeccees
during thsir work these ne:r:t days. Thank you very much."

The Chairman thanked the Deputy Minister for his kind words about the Commission and its work. He
expressed confidence in the desire and abilities of the Members of the Commission to continue their good
work in the future and to avoid a repetition of the NEAFC experience.

The Chairman then declared the Ninth Special Meeting of the Commission recessed to 1100 bra when it
would begin its work in the First Plenary Session.

8



NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION1

International Commission for D the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 4073
(B.s.9)

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Report of the First Plenary Session

Wednesday, 1 December, 1055 hra
Thursday, 2 December, 1020 and 1615 hra

Wednesday, 8 December, 1535 hra

Proceedings No.3

L Opening. The First Plenary Session of the Ninth Special Meeting of the Commission was called to order
by the ChailJll8.n, Dr D. BODSS (Fed. Rep. Germany). Delegates from. 16 of the 18 Member Countries I and Observers
from. the European Economic Community (EEe), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO),
and the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) were present (Appendix I).

2. Agenda. The Chairman drew attention to the Agenda for the Plenary Sessions. He noted that a proposal
by Spain for allocation of surplus cod stocks (Comm.Doc. 76/XII/66) and a request by Romania for an alloca­
tion of cod in Div. 2J and 3KLM of Subareas 2 and 3 (Comm.Doc. 76/XII!69) had been circulated to Member Coun­
tries by the Secretariat, but had been received in the Secretariat too late (early November) to have been
included on the Agenda. Following discussion the Plenary agreed that the Spanish proposal and the Romanian
request be added to the Agenda and be considered in joint sessions of Panels I to 5, and 2 and 3, respectively.
The Agenda was adopted (Appendix II).

3. Rapporteur. The Plenary agreed that the Executive Secretary should act as Rapporteur for the Plenary
Sessions.

4. Publicity. The Plenary agreed that the Chairmen of the Commission and of STACRES with the Executive
Secretary should form a Committee on Publicity.

5. Under Plenary Item 17, Draft Report of Proceedings of the 26th Annual Meeting, June 1976, the Plenary
approved the Report as presented.

6. Under Plenary Items 18, Report of Panel A (Seals), and 19, Report of STACRES, the Plenary noted that
both Panel A and STACRES had not completed their work.

7. Under Plenary Item. 22, Report of the Meeting of the Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF, October
1976 (Appendix V), the Plenary agreed that the Report should be received for later discussion under Item 5
of the Plenary Agenda.

8. Under Plenary Item 23. International Transport Workers' Federation (ITF) Request for Observer Status
(Comm.Doc. 76/XII/62), the Plenary agreed that ITF should be granted Observer status at the Ninth Special
Commission Meeting.

9. The delegate of UK conveyed the best wishes of former Chairman. Mr E. Gillett (UK). to the Commission
delegates and the Chairman for a successful meeting. The Chairman. replying on behalf of the delegates,
asked the delegate of UK to carry to Mr Gillett their appreciation and thanks for his very effective guidance
of the Commission's activities over the last three years and to convey their congratulations and best wishes
for every success in his new position with the Scottish Development Department.

10. The Chairman asked for comments on the provisional timetable for the Commission's meeting. At the
request of the delegate of Denmark, the Plenary agreed that the meeting of Panel 1 should be -dekeyed until
the second week of the Commission ' s meetings. The delegate of UK, speaking on behalf of the Member Countries
of ICNAF who are members of the European Economic Community. expressed their preference for discussion of
Plenary Item 5 on the future of the Commission at a later meeting. The Plenary Members offered no objection
to postponement. The Chairman acknowledged the delegate of UK who, on behalf of the Member Countries of
ICNAF who are members of the EEC, requested permission for the EEC Observer to make the following statement:

"MP Chairman:

"I have asked for the fZoor at the start of yoUP meeting in ordeP to make a statement on behalf
of the European soonomic Community.

1 Executive Secretary. ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9 •• 9
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"Like a number of other Members of ICNAF~ the member states of the Cormrunity have announced their
intention to moVe to 200 miles 1.Jith effect from JanuaPy 1, 1977. You have al-l: been infomed. This
means that fishing in the Corrurrunity zone by third states, as from 1 January 19'1'1 will be govePned by
agreements bettueen the community and the third states oonoerned, Furthermore, those agreements must
be negotiated with the Community as 8uoh. The member states, in the exercise of their sovereignty
haVe delegated powers in this reepeat: to the Community. '

"It foZZ-ows from 1J)hat I have said, Mr Chairman, that the rights of access by third countries to
the Community 200-mile fishery zone must be negotiated by bilateral negotiations with the Community.
It will., therefore, be neaessary to establish framework agreements between the Community and the thil'd
countries uha tlJish to haue access to Community waters after January 1, 1977. These framework agreements
would need to be supplemented by fishing rights" specific quotas, etc. The Community recognizes and
accepts the agreements of TACs and quotas for certain species tlJhich were reached duPing the latest meet­
ing of ICNAF in Montreal. The Corrmunity hopes that the negotiations between it and you _ I mean the
interested Member Countries - negotiations which might take place within or in the margins of the ICNAF
- if this organization 80 permits - wilZ make it possible to find interim solutions for the outstanding
problems for the coming yea;p concerning mainZy the fWrIfl of quotas for a number of species.

"The present session also has on its Agenda the question of the futUX'e of ICNAF.

"I wish to take this opportunity not only to thank the officiaZs and services of ICNAF for their
past efforts, but to express the hope that these TJJiZl continue into the futUX'e in a format appropriate
to [utiure conditions. What its future role will be is a matter which now requires to be negotiated.
I am satisfied that it will be an important and useful, roZe and the Community, which TJJiZZ expect: to
be a MerrdJer of ICNAF, wiU make an important contribution to it.

"It uould be our hope, Ml' Chainnan, that other states would be prepared to disC!UBS with the Com­
munity in order to determine what arrangements shouZd be made for the future. The basis can thus be
lai-d for examining the prob lema regax>ding fishery consePVation and management which have been of concern
to all delegations here present for so many years."

The delegate of Cuba, supported by the delegate of USSR, stated that the position of their Governments
in the present meeting was that it will be an ICNAF meeting and that all negotiations and discussions would
be carried out only under the present Convention and among the present Members of the Commission.

11. The Plenary recessed at 1215 hrs, 1 December.

12. The Plenary reconvened at 1020 hrs, 2 December, to consider Plenary Agenda Item 5, Future of the Com­
mission and its Potential Role under Extended Coastal State Jurisdiction. The Chairman referred to the
Report of the Meeting of the Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF (Appendix V) and asked its Chairman,
Dr A.W.H. Needler (Canada), to introduce the Report. Dr Needler dealt with the points in the report in
order to initiate discussion. He pointed out that there was general agreement concerning the need for a
multilateral body and that such a body would have important functions to perform., evg , management of the
fisheries outside national fisheries jurisdictions and provision of scientific advice on fisheries outside
national fishery jurisdictions and inside national jurisdictions upon request. Regarding institutional
arrangements, there was general agreement that there should be a single convention and a single secretariat
but there was difference of opinion on the details and means of achieving them. Some of the Group advocated
two separate bodies, a management bbdy and a scientific body. Others of the Group advocated a single com­
mission structure, similar to the present ICNAF. There was no concerted agreement regarding the means of
achieving these new arrangements, Le., whether the present ICNAF Convention should be amended or whether
a new Convention should be negotiated. There was little discussion of interim arrangements. The Plenary
agreed that there should be general discussion of the functions to be provided for and then of the institu­
tional arrangements necessary before any discussion of procedural arrangements.

The delegate of canada, in making Canada's point of view known regarding future multilateral arrange­
ments, read the follOWing statement:

"Mr Chairrman:

"Much has changed einae the June 19'16 Annual Meeting considered an item on the future of ICNAF.
There are now nine Members of the Commission that have ezplicitLy committed themseZves to extension
Of fiSheries ju:t'isdicrtion in 1977 and others may not be far behind. The future of ICNAF is no lonqer
an academic question but a question of hard reality and pressing irrrnediacy. Indeed, this is true in
respect to the future Of international fisheries cooperation in general. What is done in ICNAF - as
in the past - will, help to set the pattern for developments elsewhere.

"The fu"tw'e of ICNAF begins now. We must recognize at this Meeting that new arrangements and new

10
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st7'Uatures are needed for international cooperation in respect to the Northwest Atlantic fisheries.
If we are to achieve an uninterrupted transition from the old to the new ar.rangements and e truaturee
- as canada oonrinuee to believe we ehaul.d - then the first steps in that transition must be taken
here.

"canada'» vieee on the scope and structure of futl,aoe rtTUltiZateral cooperation in reepeat: to the
NorthbJest Atlantic fisheries ere set out in Appendi:.c IV to the Report of the Group of E:cpertB esta­
blished at OUI' June meeting. As to the question of procedure, Canada believes that the new multi-­
Lateral: arTangements should be developed through a conference of plenipotentnaries, to be oatled as
8azoZy as possible ne:r:t yea:P. While it UJoula be useful to hea:t' the oieae of Commissioners on these
mabter«, 1Je do not consider that it would be appropr-iate to attempt to deoide them at this meeting.
The views espreeeed here, and the Report of the Group of E:cperts~ wilt have to be ooneidered by Con­
traating Gaoerrmenbe, wh? wiZZ decide on the measures needed to take the matter further. Certainly~

the Canadian Government witt be proceeding along these lines. Rere, hmaeoer, we should focus on the
action to be taken now to ensupe an uninterrupted transition to the future multilateroaZ arrangements:
to enBW'e that the C011l1Iission aan aontnmue to function in 19'1'1 in a manner aonsistent with the new
jUPisdictional reaZities~ while work proceeds on the elaboration of long-term approaches.

"Canada has already oiroulaied a proposal for an "interim" amendment to the ICNAF conoentdon,
which is also on the Agenda af this .meeting. That propoeal: would maintain the present role of the
Commission in the management of fisheries in the Convention Area beyond 200 miles. In doing eo, it
would not prejudge the nature and form of neM rrruZtilateral arrangements in respect: to fi~heries within
coastal state jUPisdiation; that is the long-term question we must oddreee next year.

"Canada recoqnieee that this amendment ooutd not be effect in early 19?'1~ but it is important
to our delegation at least that We begin the neaessary prooeduree here and pursue them as e:x:peditiously
as possible in the carning months.

"Mr ChaiPman~ I want to reaffirm here Canada's commitment to give effect to ICNAF reoulatdone in
the Canadian 200-mile zone in 197'1. The Canadian Minister of Fisheries stated that oonmi.tment: in
Montreal in the following te!'ms:

""For 19'1'1 Canada will determine within its 200-mone zone the eonseruatrion measures to be appl-ied,
the vessels which will be attoeed to fish~ and the atlooavione they will be al-toxed to take.
Vessels fishing within the Bone wiZZ be fishing under canadian permits and will be subjeat to
Canadian enforaenent: procedures. This does !!!2! mean that Canada wiZZ ignore the results of this
meeting in 1977. On the contraPy~ as an intePim measure for 19'1'1 only~ Canada is prepared to give
effect to those regulations agreed within ICNAF with Canada.'s aonCUPl'ence, by adopting and enforc­
ing such xoegulations under canadian too. canada, of aourse~ may also adopt additional roegulatory
meaBUPes fop 19?7~ but these too would take into account decisions within ICNAF and would be eca­
sistent with agreements reached here with Canadian concurl'enae.""

"Canada next yea:t' will issue licences to all ICNAF countries to penrtit them to take theiza national
al-looatdone, adopted with canada's concurrence for stocks of the Canadian zone. For Canada, this is an
impoxotant part of the smooth transition to new ju:risdictional reaZitifjls and futuz'e multilateral coopera­
tion. We are grateful for the lJJidespread understanding and support given to this approaoh;"

The delegate of Canada saw the need now for full discussion in the Commission on the points in the
Report of the Group of Experts without coming to any decision. Any decisions should be made by the Contract­
ing Governments who would be guided by the views expressed in this meeting.

The Chairman, following a statement by the delegate of Portugal favouring the amendment of the present
ICNAF Convention as provided for under Article XVII, noted the need to decide if there should be amendment
of the existing Convention or negotiation of a new convention at a meeting of plenipotentiaries. If the
decision would be to amend the present Convention, a drafting group would need to be set up with a mandate
fram the Commission. If the decision would be to negotiate a new Convention, he considered it necessary
that same Govermnent invite a group of plenipotentiaries to draft it. He considered that the -views of the
Commission Members were needed on the results of the deliberations of the Group of Experts. The Plenary
agreed that the views of the Group of Experts were those of the Commission and proceeded to examine the
views of the Member Countries regarding institutional arrangements as set out by the Group of Experts. The
delegate of USA stated that the USA was comfortable with the ideas and concepts set out in the Canadian dis­
cussion paper in the Report of the Group of Experts (Annex 4, Appendix V). The USA supported the single
convention with separate management and scientific bodies and would like to participate fully in the scien­
tific concern of the scientific body, but might not participate in management outside the extended national
fisheries jurisdiction. The USA was also more comfortable with the negotiation of a new convention by a
meeting of plenipotentiaries, with the Government which called the conference taking on the task of how the
draft was to be prepared.

The delegate of Portugal stated that his Government has no strong feelings on whether there should be
two separate bodies or one. However, he felt that the single body as at present was very practical, but
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that a management body (commission) and a scientific body (council) seemed not so different from the present
Plenary and Panels, and STACRES. He was most interested in a smooth transition from the old to the new
regime. He considered that a new convention negotiated by plenipotentiaries would take many years, whereas
amending the present Convention could provide a completely new convention in a much shorter time. He also
pointed out that simply reducing the area of the Convention to just that part outside of 200 miles would
make it impossible for the Commission to exercise any scientific activities for stocks which move within
the ZOD-mile limit. The delegate of Canada, in clarifying two points, said that Canada was fully aware of
the time required to negotiate a new Convention by the plenipotentiary route and assured the delegates that
Canada was prepared to consider extension of any interim arrangements for as long as necessary. Regarding
the scientific functions of the Commission and how they should continue, he pointed out that one of the two
principal functions of the new Convention was to provide scientific advice on the fisheries outside the
extended jurisdiction and, at the request of the coastal state, inside the extended jurisdiction. He could
see no real difficulties under the interim arrangements as proposed. The delegate of UK, speaking on behalf
of the Members of ICNAF who were members of the EEC, indicated as a provisional observation that he consi­
dered it important and desirable to have a close link between science and management, and as he had heard
no compelling arguments regarding the two-body concept being better, he tended to favour the single body
approach. He reported that the EEe member states favoured negotiation of a new convention by plenipoten­
tiaries. The delegate of USSR preferred amendment of the present ICNAF Convention under Article XVII. The
delegate of Japan reiterated his observations made at the 1976 Annual Meeting in Montreal. He said that
Japan had a high regard for the record of ICNAF in research and management. He believed that the Commission­
ers of all participating countries were hoping to make further progress along the lines which ICNAF had been
taking so far, in order to improve the conservation and management of the resources on the basis of scien­
tific findings and with the spirit of mutual cooperation among the countries concerned. He noted that the
UN Law of the Sea Conference was approaching the final stage and that 20o-mile exclusive jurisdiction was
gaining wide support at this moment. He believed, however, that a unilateral establishment of exclusive
management authority over 200 miles of water could not be regarded as valid from the viewpoint of current
international law. This basic Japanese viewpoint, which he expressed at the last Annual Meeting, could not
be changed in view of the fact that the last session of the UN Law of the Sea Conference failed to obtain
a final conclusion. His Government was gravely concerned over the future of ICNAF in the light of the
jurisdictional actions which had been taken on the part of variouR countries over the last several months.
At the last Commission meeting, the Japanese delegation had agreed to the establishment of an experts' group
of six wise men to formulate suggestions regarding the future of multilateral cooperation in the field of
fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic and also regarding the procedure and timing to be followed in pursuing
these matters~ while hoping that the latest session of the UN Law of the Sea Conference might be able to
make significant progress. He had read the Report of this Group of Experts with great interest and appre­
ciated very much their achievement. He understood that the time factor was very crucial for the countries
which had taken jurisdictional action. For such countries like Japan, on the other hand, timing was also
very serious. That fact that some European countries were going to join the "unilateral club" was a more
confusing factor for the "multilateral club" members. He was not prepared, at this moment, to agree to
proceed with further studies on the basis that the present Convention Area would be divided into two at a
definite date in the near future. He was reluctant to proceed further on this matter along the lines sug­
gested by the Group of Experts which, in his view, were not yet sufficiently consolidated. For example,
with regard to the problem of organization (bodies) to be established. the opinions of the Experts are
widely divided. He felt that such a schedule as was suggested by the Group to appoint a drafting committee
at this stage to prepare something based on the results of their study was a little embarrassing for his
delegation, because. in his view, so many matters still remained to be considered carefully by the Group.

The delegates of Poland. Romania, and Norway favoured the single body approach and amendment of the
present Convention. The delegate of Spain was open-minded regarding the one- or two-body approach as Spain
could perform under either procedure. He favoured amending the present Convention. However, he noted that
account must be taken of the Canadian statement that the transitional period could be extended if a decision
is made to use the plenipotentiary procedure. The delegate of GDR, in accepting unilateral jurisdiction,
favoured a smooth transition to the new regime under a convention developed by amending the present ICNAF
Convention under Article XVII. He favoured one body for the management and scientific tasks but could
accept the two-body system. The delegate of Denmark noted that the interventions demonstrated a need for
more information for the Commission on the desirability of the two-body system. The delegate of Cuba sup­
ported his presentation in Annex 5 of the Report of the Group of Experts (Appendix V). The delegate of
Bulgaria supported the views of Captain Esteves-Cardoso (Portugal) as contained in Annex 4 of the Report
of the Group of Experts. He favoured the two-body system.

The Chainnan, in reviewing the positions, noted the split views regarding procedural and institutional
arrangements. He noted the US rationale for the two-body system. The USA was not interested in a manage­
ment body outside extended national jurisdiction and, if there were two bodies, she could be a member of
the scientific and not need to be a member of the management body. The Canadian reasons for the two-body
system, as pointed out by the delegate of Canada, were contained in Annex 4 of the Report of the Group of
Experts and in paragraph 2 of the section headed "Institutional Arrangements" in the Report.

The delegate of Canada, in regard to interim arrangements, said that Canada was prepared to add the
following to its proposal for amending the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
(Comm.Doc. 76/XII/61):
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"Artic;.le VI of the Convention is amended by adding a new paragraph 4, as follows:

"Notwithstanding the provision s of Article I, the Commission may provide to coastal states parties
to the Convention, at their request, advice on the scientific basis for management of fisheries within
national fishery limits. II

The delegate of Portugal expressed concern that some delegates were favouring negotiating a new Con­
vention when the present Convention's Article XVII allowed ICNAF to make sny amendments necessary to meet
the requirements of the new regime. He feared there would be a decrease in collaboration over the years
while a new Convention was being negotiated under the plenipotentiary procedure. The delegate of Cuba noted
that the discussions had been useful and should be continued after some time for thought and consultation
before any decisions were made.

13. The Plenary agreed to recess at 1315 brs, 2 December.

14. The Plenary reconvened at 1615 hrs , 2 December, to consider the Provisional Report of the Standing
Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) (Redbook 1977, Part A). The Chairman of STACRES, Dr M.D.
Grosslein (USA), reviewed highlights of the work of three ad hoc Working Groups, one on Shrimp in Subarea
1 convened by Mr E.C. Lopez-Veiga (Spain), one on Silver Hake in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea 4 convened by
Dr V.C. Anthony (USA), and another on Mackerel in Subareas 3-5 and Statistical Area 6 convened by MI A.T.
Pinhorn (Canada). The Report was received by the Plenary. The Chairman of the Commission, on behalf of
the delegations, thanked the scientists for their continuing conscientious and capable efforts.

15. The Plenary recessed at 1645 hrs, 2 December.

16. The Plenary reconvened at 1535 hrs, 8 December, to continue discussion of Plenary Item 5 IIFuture of the
Commission". The Chairman noted that the Plenary had already agreed that steps should be taken to either
amend the present Convention or seek a new Convention through a meeting of plenipotentiaries. He drew atten­
tion to a Canadian paper which proposed amendment of the present Convention Articles I and VI, in order to
accommodate the interim period and a resolution recommending future multilateral cooperation (ccea.ncc,
76/XII/61 Revised). The delegate of Canada reiterated Canada's interest and commitment to multilateral
conservation and cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic fisheries. Canada had taken an active part in the
birth of ICNAF in 1949 and was now suggesting a necessary gestation period for the "son of ICNAF". It was
obvious that the only course open to Canada was to develop a new Convention through a meeting of plenipoten­
tiaries. This would take well over a year to a new Convention. In the meantime, it was important that there
be continued international regulation of the fisheries outside national fisheries jurisdictions through some
short-term. arrangement. Canada proposed removal from the Convention Area of the waters inside national
fishing limits. Canadian law would apply the 1977 ICNAF regulations as an interim solution, thereby avoid­
ing conflict between the international and Canadian regulations. He looked back into the past of the Com­
mission and noted much progress. The Commission had grown from 10 to 18 Members, from qualitative consider­
ation to quantitative regulation of fishing, had negotiated for the first time in the world the national
allocation of TACs in a :multination fishery six weeks after it had a mandate to do so, had set national
catch limits for almost 60 important stocks a year later, bad recognized coastal state preference in fish­
eries, and had seen the increase of such preference grow to the present high level of preference which was
always modified and reasonable. After two years of catch quotas. when MSY was found insufficient, the Com­
mission moved intelligently to more restrictive measures. There were other pioneering efforts, i.e., pre­
cautionary measures and regulation according to size of spawning stock. Now a new regime was being developed
which required a different kind of multilateral arrangement. He hoped there would continue to be good
multilateral cooperation outside the national fishing limits and also a multilateral scientific forum where
there could be discussion of problems outside and inside limits on a voluntary and dignified basis. He felt
the Canadian proposal and resolution allowed such opportunity under the new regime, and recommended that the
Commission adopt the proposal and resolution. The delegate of Portugal said he had not assisted at the
birth of ICNAF in 1949 but was sad to feel he was now assisting at the funeral. He failed to understand or
be convinced that the plenipotentiary route to a new Convention was the best way. Amendment of the present
Convention was obviously and logically a more practical and qUicker route. To effect the new regime and
preserve the best of ICNAF only required addition of the following words to Article VIII of the Convention
"Recommendations shall not be made for waters of the Convention Area within national fisheries jurisdictions
without the affirmative vote of the coastal state exercising such juriSdiction". In fact, by amending the
Convention, the parties could come to exactly the same text as by convening a conference of plenipotentiaries.
The difference between the two courses of action was only that the conference solution would not provide for
continuity and swiftness of transition and thus would show to the world for years the maimed ghost of ICNAF
hanging on as an inefficient caricature of itself. He expressed great concern regarding the future of coop­
erative research when the coastal states would only be requesting scientific advice and creating a situation
where the Commission could not study tbe stocks in totality. He pointed out that the UN Law of the Sea
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Conference was working toward a 20D-mile economic zone with the coastal states responsible for conservecdcn
of the species and the rational exploitation of the stocks, and felt that the Canadian proposal went far
beyond the solution contained in the revised single negotiating text of the Law of the Sea Conference and
annihilated and reduced to dust the past performance of ICNAF. He remembered, with emotion, the great
figures of ICNAF history among which Dr Needler would certainly be pre-eminent. He had leared a lot with
such giants of international collaboration. He regretted bitterly to find himself in disagreement now with
those great men who, in his view. were putting forward a proposal which did not sound Canadian, did not
smell Canadian. and did not appear Canadian. To be able to use Article VIII to amputate the range of the
Commission scientific activities when the same Article was rejected as an instrument to adapt the Convention
to the new jurisdictional circumstances was tantamount to abandoning the interests of mankind in favour of
the gains of a few powerful blocks. Fish do not know of artificial boundary lines and their study could not
be contained in tight political and egotistical compartments. He felt sure that, if the Commission could
have had a representative of the fish, that representative would certainly have voted with him for the sake
of the survival of the species and of goodwill among hungry men. He expressed great regret at the present
course and appealed to the coastal states to recognize the needs of others. The delegate of UK, speaking
on behalf of the Member Countries of the Commission who were members of the EEe, strongly supported the
need fora.meeting of plenipotentiaries to provide a new Convention and, while he was attracted by the state­
ment of the delegate of Portugal, under the circumstances, it seemed best to accept the Canadian resolution
and interim arrangements. He personally hoped that the scientific cooperation would not be impaired as
there was a strong need for international cooperation in providing advice on the fish stocks inside and
outside national fishing limits. The deiegate of Canada drew attention to the Report of the Group of Experts
(Appendix V) and the general agreement of the Group that one of the functions to be provided would be
"scientific advice to the multilateral bodies on the scientific basis for management of the fisheries out­
side national jurisdictions, and provision to coastal states, at their request, of advice on the scientific
basis for management of fisheries inside national fisheries jurisdictional!. Canada waa interested in having
the good international cooperation in science continue. He did not think this would be too difficult.
Meantime, the opportunity for good cooperation was available in the interim arrangement and would be taken
into account when the new Convention was being considered. The delegate of Portugal explained that the
general agreement on the functions expressed in the Report of the Group of Experts was the maximum ccnaacn
denominator of the opinions held by the Experts. But the majority of those Experts believed in a much
larger scope of the Commission scientific activities. The delegate of USA found it difficult to participate
in the discussion. US scientists and expertise had a long history in ICNAF, but the present situation
required that the USA support the Canadian proposal and resolution and participate in the plenipotentiary
meeting and the creation of a new institution. The Canadian proposal did not prejudge what the institution
would be and offered the best opportunity for USA to participate in this important work.

The delegate of Spain congratulated the delegate of Portugal on his
would be disastrous to ignore the realities of the coastal state regime.
made on behalf of Members of ICNAF who were member states of the EEC and
proposal and resolution.

presentation, and noted that it
He subscribed to the statement

was ready to accept the Canadian

The delegate of Iceland supported the Canadian proposal as the logical approach. He had found that
scientific cooperation bad not been impaired throughout Iceland's years of extenaion of fishing limits.
The delegates of USSR, Romania. Bulgaria, GDR. Poland. Norway, and Cuba all expressed support for the
Canadian proposal and resolution. The delegate of Japan stated that, bearing in mind the basic position
of the Government of Japan, mentioned in a previous statement, with regard to the unilateral actions taken
by some countries before an international agreement has been attained, and at the same time, recalling the
major role the Commission had played in conservation and management of resources in the Northwest Atlantic
to the present, he might have to abstain when a formal vote was taken. He reserved the right of his Govern­
ment to come to a final decision about the problem. of jurisdiction. He hoped his statement would not be
taken as a lack of willingness on the part of Japan to future multilateral cooperation in the field of
fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic. The Chairman noted that all delegations had expressed opinions and
that a vote on the Canadian proposal in accordance with Article XVII of the Convention would require 3/4
majority to carry, while a vote on the Canadian resolution would only require a 2/3 majority. The delegate
of Portugal could not accept that his proposal to add to Article VIII was an amendment to the Canadian pro­
posal which related to Articles I and VI. He also found it paradoxical to consider that any suggestion
from the Working Group which had been convened exactly to study which solution to take on the future of
ICNAF could not now be considered, because a proposal had to be submitted 90 days before a meeting and the
Working Group had not met with that anticipation. However, he would only ask for a vote on his suggestion
if the Canadian proposal would fail and, therefore, asked for a vote on that proposal to be taken forthwith.
The vote on the Canadian proposal and reso1ution resulted in 16 affirmative and 2 abstentions (Portugal and
Japan) on both matters which were thus adopted by the Plenary (Appendices III and IV, respectively).

The Chairman acknowledged this important step in the future of ICNAF. The delegate of Canada thanked
the delegates for their favourable consideration of the proposal and resolution. He thanked the delegates
of Portugal and Japan for their expression of continued support for multilateral cooperation and reaffirmed
Canada's intention to continue to favour cooperation in laying the scientific basis for management.

17. The Plenary adjourned at 1745 hrs, 8 December.
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1. Opening
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Appendix II

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Plenary Sessions

(With the reBignation of Mr E. Ginett (UX) from the Clw.imlanship, lJ1' D. BOOBB (Fed.Rep. Grmr>:my),
Vice-Chairman eleoz, b1iZZ~ in acao:Mance b1ith COTTI7Iission Rules of P1*oaedure 3. 4~ beoome Chairman
for the unexpired balance of Mr Gillett'8 term and lIJiZZ oocupy the Chair at the commission's
Ninth Speeia l: Meeting.)

2. Adoption of Agenda

3. Appointment of Rapporteur

4. Publicity

FUTURE OF COMMISSION

5. Further consideration of the future of the CODlIIlisslon and its potential role under extended
coastal state jurisdiction (June 1976 Mtg. Frac. 3)

(The cormieeionere will consider the Report of the Group of E:rpe:rts which the Commission Bet up
at its June 1976 Annual Meeting (June 1976 M • Pmc. • 43-44 Comm.Doc. 76 XII 64) 1J1ith terms
of reference (Ibid., p. 54) ~ in their [urt eP libBMtions on the fu1;ure of the cosmieeion,
The CorrD'llission wiz:t also have before it a proposal. for cunendment to paragraph 1 of Article I
of the Convention (comn.Doo, 76/XII/61! for aonsideration.)

CONSERVATION MEASURES

6. Further consideration of conservation measures for shrimp in Subarea 1 (June 1976 Mtg. Proa, 5)

(Merribers of Panel 1 UJiz:t consider a Danish request fOro conside:t"ation of aoneeruatrion measures
for ehr-imp (corm.too, 76/XII/63) and adxioe from the November MeetitI{J of STACRES regarding a
TAC for the shrimp stock in Subarea 1. Panel. Memberos UJiz:t reconrnend national al/loeatrion of the
agreed TAC. Previous consideration of the conservation requia-enente for the Suba:I'ea 1 shrimp
stock is recorded in June 1976 Mtg. Proa, 5. Decisions roega:I'ding TAC and al.looat-ione wiz:t
become effective 1 January 1977 in accordance UJith Resolution (3) frem the June 1976 Annual
MeetinIJ. )

7. Further consideration of conservation measures for cod in Subarea 1 (June 1976 Mtg. Froe. 5)

(MemberB of Panel 1 will revi"" the TAC of 31, 000 tonB Bet for 1977 at the June 1976 Annual
Meeting in the light of the management implications of the interzoelationships between the cod
of West creenl-and, East creenland, and Ieeland, and wiz:t recorrmend national az:tocations to be
effeative 1 January 1977.)

8. Further consideration of conservation measures for sUver-"hake in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea 4
(June 1976 Mtg. Proa, 8)

(Members of Panel 4 Miz:t look fOl'Wa:I'd to the advice of STACRES., based on a current »e-aeeeeement:
:r>egarding a TAC for 1977 for this stack, A TAC and national allocations for 1977 will. be reaom­
mended to the conmieeion, The minimwn mesh S1,3e of 60 mm for Subarea 4 silver hake, adoptied at
the June 1976 Annual MeetinIJ (Propoeal: (8)) to be effeative 1 ApriL 1977, win be reviewed
tcomn.poo. 76IXII/67). Panel. Membe:r>s wiZZ a'tso l"Bconsider 1;he delineation of closed areas and!
or seasons for direated bottom i;raJ,JZing for reacmmendation to 1;he Commission. Decisions wilt
beaome effeative 1 January 1977.)

9, Further consideration of conservation measures for flounders (yellowtail, witch, and American
plaice) in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea 4 (June 19'16 M1;g. Prec. B)

1 Execut.:Lve Secretary, ICNAF, P,O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, canada B2Y 3Y9 •• 21
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(Panel 4 Members will recommend to the Commission national allocations of the TAC of 18~OOO tons"
adopted for lB?'? at the June 1976 Annual Meeting" the deoieion of the Commission to be effeetive
1 January 1977.)

10. Further consideration of conservation measures for herring in Divisions 4XW(b) of Subarea 4
(June 1976 Mtg. Proa. 8)

(Panel 4 MerriJers ",i1.Z. recommend to the Corrunission national al.looavione of the TAC of 84,,000 tons"
adopted at the June 1976 Annual Meeting fol' 1977.1 the decision Of the C01TUTIission to be effective
1 January 1977.)

11. Further consideration of conservation measures for mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, 5, and Statistical
Area 6 (June 1976 Mtg. Proc, 12)

(Panels 3" 4.1 and 5" in joint session, will consider the advice of STACRES resulting from a re­
assessment of these stocks" l'egaPding a TAC and national allocations which wi'Ll be reaorrunended
to the commission for adoption and to take effeat 1 January 1977 for the yea:r 1977.)

12. Further consideration of conservation measures for herring in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6 (June 1976 Mtg. Proo. 9)

(Members of Panel 5 wiU give furthezo oonsideration to recommending to the commission a TAC and
al.locai-ions for thi8 etoek, to be effeative 1 January 1977 for the yea:r 1977.) ,

13. Further consideration of conservation measures for other finfish in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6 (June 1976 Mtg. Prcc, 9)

(Merribe1'8 of Panel 5 will give further consideration to recommendations to the commission
regOI'ding a TAC of 150~ 000 tons for 1977 and its national allocations which UJOuld become
effeative 1 January 1977 for the yea:r 1977.)

14. Further consideration of conservation measures for all finfish and squids in Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6 (June 1976 Mtg. Proa. 9)

(Depending on the decisions reaahed for the Subarea 5 stocks for which TAcs and allocations
are being eetabldehed, e.g. mackerel: in Suba.:l'ea 5 and Statistical Area 6~ Panel 5 Members will
recommend a second-bier TAC and its al.locabione for 1977 to beaome effective 1 Ja;nua:py 1977
for the year 1977.)

15. Further consideration of a regulatory regime for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (June 1976
Mtg. Proc, 9) (Corrrn.Doa. 76/XII/50 and 50 (Revised)

(Members of Panel: 5 "iU ooneider the Report of Meeting8 of an ad hoa Working Group on a
Subarea 5 ReguZatory Regime to be held on 30 Novemba:<' 1976. The Working Group "hiah "iZZ be
made up of saientists and those familiar U1ith fishing patterns~ praoeioee, and areas fished
by their oountr-iee "iZZ have ooneidered ""'Y8 and mean8 of reducing by-aatah and aontroZZing
oatohee of protected epeeiee (conm.tsoo, 76/XII/65). Reoomnendat-ione "iZZ be made to the Com­
mission regarding open areas and eececns, and gear reets-ioiiione, U1hieh Mould become effective
: January 1977 for the yea:r 1977.)

16. Preliminary discussion ~f re-al1ocation of the expected unused portion of the squid (Loligo)
catch quota in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1977 (June 1976 Mtg. ?roc. 9~ paragraph
26 (e))

(At the 1976 AnnuaZ Meeting, the US deleqate 8tated that, beaause ~he USA might not have the
aapacity to take its requested all.ocation of squid (LoUgo) in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area
6 fop 197'l~ the USA would be witling to peturn the unused portion of its al-loaatrion 1;0 the
commission during 1977 for re-attooaeion among othep oountariee interested in fishing on that
etook, At the request of the Government of Japan, thi8 item has been added to the Agenda 80
that some prelimi'Ylal'Y ooneideraeion can be given to the re-al.looatdon of any expected unused
portion of the squid (LoUgo) quota in Subarea 5 and Stati8tioaZ APea 6 for 1977.)

REPORTS

17. Draft Report of Proceedings of the 26th Annual Meeting, June 1976

(The Bxeautrive Seeretary witl. request approval of the Draft of this Report which tJaB oirou-:
lated as Cireular Letta:<' 76/49 on 11 Augu8t 1976.)

18. Report of Panel A (Seals), 14 October 1976 (Summ.Doc. 76/XII/47) and 1 December 1976

(For adoption by the COTTU1lission.)
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19. Report of STACRES, November 1976

(Fop adoption by the comnission.)

20. Report of STACFAD, December 1976

(For adoption by 'the Corrrni8sion.)

21. Reports of Panels 1, 4, 5, and Joint Panels 3, 4, and 5, December 1976

(For adoption by the Commission.)

22. Report of Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF, October 1976

(To be received by the Corrrni8sion (Ccmrn.Doc. ?6!XII!64).)

OTHER MATl'ERS

23. Consideration of the International Transport Workers I Federation (ITF) Resolution of 22 June
1976 on Fisbing Limits (Ccmrn,Doo. ?6!XII!62)

24. Date and Location of Future Meetings

25. Press Statement

26. Other Business

(a) Spanish proposal for allocation of surplus cod stocks (June 1976 Mtg. Proa, 11 and 13;
Corrrn.Doo. ?6!XI!S2 + Addendum; coma.too, ?6!XII!66)

(b) Romanian request for an allocation of cod in Divisions 2J + 3KLM for 1977 (corm. Doc.
?6!XII!69)

27. Adjournment
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proposa12 for .Amendment to Articles I and VI of the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries. adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session
on 8 December 1976

The Couanlssion

Having Considered the Report of the Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF,

Adopts, as an interim solution, pending further consideration of future multilateral cooperation with
regard to the fishery resources of the Northwest Atlantic, the following amendments to the Convention
pursuant to Article XVII of the Convention, as amended:

"Pexagraph 1 of Article I is amended by adding, immediately after the words "except; territorial
waters", the words "and other waters within national fishery limits"."

"Article VI of the Convention is amended by adding a new paragraph 4, as follows:

lINotwithstanding the provisions of Article I, the Commission may provide to coastal states parties
to the Convention, at their request, advice on the scientific basis for management of fisheries
within national fishery limits. 1111

Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 Submitted to Depositary Government as "Protocol to the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries Relating to Continued Functioning of the Commission".
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(1) Resolution Regarding the Development of a Framework for Future Multilateral Cooperation, Including
Appropriate Institutional Arrangements, adopted by the International Cotrmission for the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on 8 December 1976

The Commission

Notins recent and impending developments affecting international fisheries in tbe Northwest Atlantiq

Having Considered the Report of the Group of Experts on the Future of the International. Commission
for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries;

Having Adopted amendments of an interim nature to Articles I and VI of the Convention to provide for
the continued functioning of the COllJ!l1isslon pending further consideration of future multilateral
cooperation with regard to the fishery resources of the NOTthwest Atlantic;

Recommends that action be taken as soon as possible in the fiTst half of 1977 to pursue the development
of a framework for such future cooperation, including appropTiate institutional arrangements.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, canada B2Y 3Y9
•• 25
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NINTB SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Report of the Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF

Ottawa, 5-7 October 1976

The Group of Experts (Annex 1), made up of designees from Canada, Cuba, Denmark, Portugal, USSR, and
USA, met in Ottawa, Canada from 5 to 7 October 1976 under the chairmanship of Dr A.W.B. Needler. In
accordance with .its terms of reference from the June 1976 Commission Meeting (Annex 2) and in the light
of extension of national fisheries jurisdiction by Canada (1 January 1977) and USA (1 March 1977) to 200
miles, the Group proceeded to examine and formulate suggestions regarding future multilateral cooperation
in the field of fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic Ocean and regarding the procedures and timing to be
followed in pursuing the matter.

Discussion papers were provided by Capt J.C.E. Cardoso (Annex 3), Mr L.B. Legault (Annex 4), and Mr
E. Oltuski (Annex 5).

Functions to be Provided for

The Group generally agreed that the functions to be provided for by a multilateral convention include:

(1) Management of the fisheries outside national fisheries jurisdiction. In the case of stocks occur­
ring entirely outside national fisheries jurisdiction, the multilateral body to succeed ICNAF
would have the sale responsibility for the recommendation of management measures to Governments.
In the case of stocks occurring both inside and outside, it is necessary to coordinate measures
to be taken outside national fisheries jurisdiction as noted above with measures taken inside
national fisheries jurisdiction by the coastal state(s) concerned.

(2) Provision of scientific advice to the multilateral body on the scientific basis for management of
the fisheries outside national jurisdiction, and provision to coastal states, at their request,
of advice on the scientific basis for management of fisheries inside national fisheries jurisdic­
tion.

Institutional Arrangements

The Group generally agreed that these functions should be provided for in a single convention.

One view expressed was that relatively few changes to the present Convention would be needed in order
to take into account the new jurisdictional situation. The main changes required according to this view are
reflected in Appendix III. Another view was that more substantial changes would be needed, as reflected in
Appendix IV.

There were differences of opinion between those experts who advocated the establishment of two separate
bodies (Mr Legault and Dr Storer) and those who advocated a single commission structure similar to the present
ICNAF (Mr Oltuski, Mr L~kkegaard, Capt Cardoso, and Mr Volkov). The former view is set forth in the attached
statement by Mr Legault (Annex 4), who argued that the separation of the management body (commission)
from the scientific body (council) makes a clearer distinction between the management and advisory functions
provided for under a single convention, while still providing for appropriate coordination of measures inside
and outside national fisheries jurisdiction. Those advocating the continuation of a structure similar to the
present Commission, with a subsidiary scientific body (STACRES) responsible to the Commission, argued that
this would provide greater simplicity in that scientific and other advice would. be requested and transmitted
through the Commission and better facilitate appropriate coordination of management inside and outside
national fisheries jurisdiction.

One view, held by those supporting the single body approach, was that the Convention Area would remain
the same except for the addition of Statistical Areas 0 and 6, but that different functions would be exercised
in different parts of the Area. Another view, expressed by those in favour of the two-body approach, was that
the scientific advisory function would apply to the whole area but that the management function would apply
only outside national fisheries jurisdiction and that even under the approach first mentioned changes might
be desirable to the area covered by the present ICNAF Convention.

Executive Secretary, IeNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 Also ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/XII/64, Serial No. 4015.
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It was· generally agreed that membership either in the two bodies or the single body would be open to
all Govermnents whose nationals participated in the fisheries in the Convention Area.

It was also agreed that a single secretariat would suffice under either approach.

The attention of the Group was called to the statement IDide on behalf of the Member States of the
European Communities to the 1976 Annual Commission Meeting (1976 Meeting Proceedings No.3. page 23) and its
possible implications for the new arrangements.

Suggested Procedural Arransements

Alternative procedures for establishing future. multilateral arrangements which should be COnsidered by
ICNAF at its Spec:ia1 Meeting in December 1976 include:

(1) the negotiation of a new Convention by a meeting of Plenipotentiaries.

(2) amendment of the present IeNU Convention as provided for in Article XVII.

A:view was expressed that the latter alternative offered less danger of prolonged delay. Another view
was expressed that the former alternative offered greater flexibility. The Group suggested that, whichever
was chosen, ICNAl a t its December 1976 Meeting appoint a drafting committee to prepare a text or texts for
consideration.

Canada has already made a proposal (Commissioners· Document 76/XII/61) which will be considered at the
December 1976 Meeting, to the effect that the Commission recommend an amendment to the Convention to exclude
waters under extended fisheries jurisdiction from the Convention Area. As an alternative interim measure,
it was suggested by some members of the Group that Article VIII be amended to prOVide that:

"recolIIDendations shall not be made for waters of the Convention Area within national fisheries
jurisdiction without the affirmative vote of the coastal state exercising such jurisdiction."

•• 27



Serial No. 4073
(B.g.45)

NOT TO BE CITED WITBOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO TBE COMMISSION'

Proceedings No.3
Appendix V

Annex 12

NINTB SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Working Group of· Experts on the Future of ICNAF
Ottawa. 5-7 October 1976

List of Designated Participants

Canada: L.R. Legault assisted by A.W.R. Needler, M.B. Phillips, and M.P. Shepard

Cuba: E. Oltuan

Denmark: K. L~kkegaard assisted by E. Lemche

Portugal: J.e. Esteves Cardoso

USSR: A. Volkov

USA: J.A. Storer assisted by W~G. Gordon and L. Snead

ICNAF Secretariat: L.R. Day

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 Also Appendix I of ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/XII/64, Serial No. 4015.
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEIlBER 1976

Working Group of Experts on the Future of rCNAF
Ottawa, 5-7 October 1976

Terms of Reference

The 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 rela ted matters in the light of recent and impending developments. In parti­
cular, the Group of Experts should:

(a) examine and 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
be without prejudice to the position of any ICNAF Member Govermnentsj

(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 ICNAP' Commissioners
for the appropriate attention of their respective Governments;

(5) That the Group of Experts hold its first substantive 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.

(June 1976 Meeting Proceedings No.3. Appendix III)

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF. P.O. Box 638. Dartmouth, Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 Also Appendix II of ICNAF Comma Doc. 76/XII/64, Serial No. 4015.
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Working Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF
Ottawa, 5-7 October 1976

Discussion Paper for Working Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF

- Submitted by J.e. Esteves cardoso

1. General Principles

1.1 An international fisheries organization should continue to exist for the purpose of providing a forum
for coordinating the request and receipt of advice from. lISTACRES" on the state of stocks throughout the
Convention Area, for the discussion'of such advice and for impartial international examination of the
overall impact of management policies on the totality of stocks, for management of stocks outside of
national fisheries jurisdiction and advising on the management of other stocks as requested or consented
by the competent coastal states.

1.2 Each coastal state should exercise over the waters under its national fisheries jurisdiction the sovereign
rights and duties as established in international law. For each stock of fish occurring solely within
its national fisheries jurisdiction. it should be responsible for the management measures conducive to
conservation of the stock at the opt~um level.

2. Managerial Functions of the International Fisheries Organization

2.1 For each stock of fish shared between the national fisheries jurisdiction of more than one coastal state
but not occurring outside their national fisheries jurisdiction. decisions should be taken either by the
states concerned. acting in concert as, appropriate. or. if those states so agree. between themselves, by
the international fisheries organization. Except in the latter case. the role of the international
fisheries organization in respect of waters under national fisheries jurisdiction shall be purely advis­
ory.

2.2 Stocks occurring wholly outside waters under national fisheries jurisdiction should be regulated by the
international fisheries organization according to the present recommendation and objection procedure.

2.3 The international fisheries organization should be able to decide on binding recommendations (subject to
objection procedure) for stocks shared between waters under national fisheries jurisdiction and waters
outside.

Without the affirmative vote of each coastal state(s) concerned, no such recommendation shall be made
for waters under national fisheries jurisdiction. In such an event. the international fisheries organi­
zation should have the option of agreeing on recommendations relating only to that part of the stock
outside national fisheries jurisdiction. If scientifically practicable in the case of such stocks, they
could be managed as separate portions, the portion under national fisheries jurisdiction being the res­
ponsibility of the coastal state(s) and the portion outside such jurisdiction. the responsibility of the
international fisheries organization.

3. Other Suggestions

3.1 The area to which the Convention should apply should include Statistical Areas 0 and 6.

It is suggested that, for completeness of the scientific data available and without in any way affecting
the juridical regime of the different waters included. that area should go up to the shore of the coastal
states.

3.2 All the articles in the present Convention should be reviewed, specially in relation to voting and
financing procedures. in order to conclude what procedural principles to adopt when drafting or redrafting
the new text.

Executive Secretary, ICNAF. P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9
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It 1s suggested that the substance of the present Article VIII may be maintained with the simple addition
of the following words:

"ReeoreaendatLons shall not be made for waters of the Convention Area within national fisheries
jurisdiction without the affirmative vote of the coastal state exercising such jurisdict1on."
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Working Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF
Ottawa, 5-7 October 1976

Suggested Approach to Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Ocean

- Submitted by L.R. Legault

A. Coastal State Management

The point of departure for this suggested approach is the exercise by coastal states of sovereign rights
in respect to the conservation I management, exploitation, and utilization of living resources in maritime
zones extending to 200 miles from the baselines of their territorial sea. The multilateral cooperation
arrangements outlined in Part B below would by their very nature take into account and reflect this coastal
state management function and authority. The international convention establishing the multilateral arrange­
ments would not, however, attempt to define or make explicit provision for the exercise of the coastal state's
jurisdiction within 200 miles.

B. Multilateral Arrangements

1. There would be established, under a single new international convention, two separate bodies (with
the possibility of auxiliary bodies and panels) serving two distinct functions in two different
geographical areas, as follows:

(i) An international fisheries commission for the management of fisheries for stocks outside the
20o-mile zones of coastal states in a geographical area with outer limits corresponding to
those of the present ICNAF Convention Area. In the case of stocks occurring wholly outside
the 200-mile zones, the proposal of management measures would be the responsibility of the
commission acting independently. In the case of fisheries for stocks occurring both inside
and outside the zones, the convention should ensure appropriate coordination of regulatory
measures; thus, for stocks substantially within the zone of a coastal state, measures pro­
posed by the commission should be complementary to and consistent with measures by that
coastal state. Membership in the commission would be open to participants in the fisheries
in the convention area described above.

(ii) A scientific council to serve as a forum for scientific cooperation in a wider convention
area corresponding to that enclosed within the northern, eastern and southern limits of the
present ICNAF Convention Area, including Statistical Areas 0 and 6. The council would answer
questions - - relating to the scientific basis for regulatory measures - - pun to it by the
commission described above (and its individual members) in respect to its area of responsi­
bility. or by the coastal states in respect to their areas of responsibility, or where appro­
priate by commission and coastal state jointly. Membership in the scientific council would
be open to states participating in the fisheries within the geographical areas designated in
this sub-paragraph and sub-paragraph (L) above.

2. A single secretariat - the existing ICNAF Secretariat - could service both the new international
commission and the new scientific council, in order to promote efficiency and coordination and to
reduce costs.

3. The proposed multilateral arrangements would be without prejudice to and would not preclude the
establishment of bilateral mechanisms betw~en neighbouring coastal states.

C. Coastal State Multilateral Consultation Arrangements Inside 200 Miles

A coastal state desiring to organize and conduct multilateral consultations in respect to fisheries
matters within its jurisdiction could do so in conjunction with meetings of the commission described in
paragraph l(i) of Part B above. This, however. would be outside the convention framework proper and would
not be touched upon in the convention.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 Also Appendix IV of ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/XII/64, Serial No. 4015.
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Working Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF
Ottawa, 5-7 October 1976

Discussion Paper for Working Group of Experts on the Future of ICNAF

- Submitted by E. Oltuski

L Convention Area

Shall be all waters enclosed within reNAF's present limits. including Statistical Areas 0 and 6.

2.. Scientific Cooperation

As it stands in Article VI for the entire Convention Area.

3. Management

As it stands in Article VIII (revised) in that part of the Convention Area that lies outside the terri­
torial and jurisdictional waters of the coastal states.

In the case of fisheries for stocks occurring both inside and outside of the jurisdiction of the coastal
states, the Convention should ensure appropriate coordination of regulatory measures.

4. Multilateral Consultation

The coastal states will consult the Commission. if they so wish. on the benefit of regulatory measures
to be establiShed in that part of the Convention Area that lies within their jurisdiction and on the
allocation of surpluses.

5. Panels

The Panels will continue to exist in their present form when dealing with matters pertaining to the
Convention Area outside the jurisdiction of the coastal states; and as consultative bodies when dealing
with matters pertaining to the Convention ARea within the jurisdiction of the coastal states and at their
request.

Executive Secretary. ICNAF. P.O. Box 638. Dartmouth. Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9
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(b) The Panel further agreed,_ as a first step toward controlling the hunting of older seals, to limit
the take of age 1+ seals by large vessels to 5% of large vessel catches in 1977. The delegate of Denmark
noted that this measure could have a very small adverse effect on availability of seals in the younger age­
groups to Greenland hunters, but that he would agree to the proposal since it would be beneficial in the
longer term.

(e) Opening and closing dates. and daily hunting times were as agreed at the October Special Meeting,
subject to further consultation between Canada and Norway on the opening date.

(d) The Panel agreed that the prohibition of the killing of adult harp seals in whelping patches
should be continued.

Panel A

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (1) for international regulation of the fishery for harp seals in the Convention Area
(Appendix III).

7. Hooded Seal Conservation and Management

(a) TAe and allocations

The delegate of Canada noted that a TAC of 15,100 for hooded seals had been in effect since 1974.
This level of catch was based on the average in the late 1960's, and was, therefore, less firmly fixed on
scientific grounds than the TAC for harp seals. Recognizing that an extensive analysis of hooded seal
data was planned during 1977, he proposed that the'same TAC be implemented, but that a limit of 10% of
the catch should be placed on breeding females. Preliminary scientific advice indicated that such a limit
would allow an increase in the TAC in the longer term. The Panel agreed to this proposal.

The Panel agreed to national allocations for hooded seals as follows:

Norwegian vessels on the "F'ront;"
Canadian vessels on the "Front"
Unallocated amount to be taken after

29 March by Canada and Norway
Others

Total

6,000
6,000

3,000
100

15,100

(b) The Panel also agreed that a limit of 10% of each country's catch would be placed on breeding
females.

(c) The opening and closing dates, and daily hunting times, were as agreed at the October Special
Meeting.

(d) The Panel agreed that the prohibition of the killing of whelping hooded seals in Davis Strait
by vessels over 50 gross tons should be continued.

Panel A

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (1) for interoa tional regulation of the fishery for hooded seals in the "Frane' Area
of the Convention Area (Appendix III).

8. Approval of Panel Report. It was agreed that the draft report would be circulated to Panel Members
for approval before submission to the Commission.

9. Next Meeting. It was agreed that
next Annual Meeting of the Cotmllission.
tive issues in any detail, and that it
Scientific Advisers in autumn 1977.

the Panel would hold its next meeting at the time and place of the
It was recognized that this would be too early to address substan­

would be necessary to have a further meeting of the Panel and its

10. Adjournment. The Panel adjourned at 1600 hra, 1 December.

36



NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION'

Intemational Commission for II the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 4074
(B.e.76)

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Report of Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

Wednesday, 1 December, 1500 hra

Proceedings No.4

L Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Panel Chairman, Mr E. Lemche (Denmark). All Member
Countries were represented (Appendix I). An Observer was present from. the USA.

2. Rapporteur. Dr A.W. May (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. The Chairman noted that the Report of the Special Meeting of Panel A held at Copenhagen on 14 October
1976 had been circulated to Member Countries, and was now available in second draft as Summ.Doc. 76/XII/47.
"ThiS report was adopted by the Panel (Appendix IV).

4. The Chalnnan proposed that the Panel should confirm the agreements reached at the earlier Special
Meeting, and deal with those items which had not been concluded at that time.

5. The Observer from USA proposed that the Panel should take into account scientific. cultural, and
recreational values Qf the harp and hooded seal resource and not simply base the management programs on
economic utility. Assurance was given by the Chairman and by all delegations that the Panel had always
taken account of other than economic issues. The delegate of Canada pointed out that current proposals for
management of harp and hooded seals would permit an increase in the numbers of each species. The delegate
of Denmark referred to comments made at the October Meeting on the importance of seals to the Greenland
population, and the Greenlanders' views on utilization of seals.

6. Harp Seal Conservation and Management

(a) TAC and allocations

The delegate of Canada referred to the Canadian proposals for management of the hunt in 1977, which
had been circulated prior to the meeting (Appendix II). He proposed adoption of a total allowable catch
of 170,000 harp seals, as recommended by the Scientific Advisers to Panel A (Redbook 1977, Part C), and
adding an amount of 100 seals for the "Others" category in accordance with ICNAF practice. From the TAC of
170,100 he proposed to set aside an estimate of 10.000 for Greenland and Canadian Arctic catches, and to
set a quota of .35,000 for Norwegian ships. Of the remaining 125.000. Canada would undertake to limit catches
by large Canadian vessels to 62.000, allowing an estimate of 6.3,000 for Canadian landsmen. The delegate of
Canada further made reference to extension of fisheries jurisdiction by Canada on 1 January 1977, and noted
that canada had undertaken to implement agreements reached within ICNAF with Canadian concurrence.

The delegate of Norway stated that, although the reduced Norwegian allocation created serious diff­
iculties for Norway, he understood the Canadian position and could accept the proposed allocations. He
requested that the Canadian Government review the allocations after the opening of the season in 1977 in
the event that it might be possible to increase the allocation to Norwegian vessels. The delegate of Canada
agreed that such a review would be undertaken.

The Panel then agreed to allocations of harp seals as follows:

Estimated catch in West Greenland and the Canadian Arctic
aNorwegian vessels in the "Front"

Canadian large vessels, small vessels, and landsmen
Others

Total

10,000
35,000

125,000
100

170,100

a The catch by landsmen and small vessels is estimated as 6.3,000.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
.• 35



Serial No•. 4074
(B. e. 76)

NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION'

Proceedings No.4
Appendix I

NINTB SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

List of Participants

(Head of Delegation underlined)

Chairman: Mr E. Lemche, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, DK-1128 Copenhagen K, Denmark

CANADA

Commissioners:

Mr A.A. Etchegary, Fishery Products Ltd., P.O. Box 25, General Post Office, St. John's, Nfld.
Dr M.P. Shepard, International Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of Fisheries and

Environment, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Ont , KIA OR3

Advisers:

Mr S.W. Bartlett, Conservation and Protection (Nfld.) Branch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of
Fisheries and Environmmt, P ,0. Box 5667, St. John 1 S t Nfld. Ale sn

Mr J.E. Creeper, Fisheries Management (Maritimes), Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of Fisheries
and Environment, P.O. Box 550, Halifax, N.S. B3J 287

Dr A.W. May, Resources Division, Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of Fisheries and Environment,
580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Ont. KlA OK3

Mr E.G. Young, International Fisheries and Marine Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of
Fisheries and Environment, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Onto KlA OR3

DENIIABK

Commissioners:

Mr Sv.As. Rorsted, Gr;nlands Fiskeriunders~gelser, Jaegersborg Alle lB, 2920 Charlottenlund
Mr E. Leache, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, OK-1128 Copenhagen K

Advisers:

Mr N.C. Heilmann, Greenland Fishermen's Association, Greenland Provincial Council, Ministry for Greenland,
Hausergade 3, DK-1128 Copenhagen K

Mr C. Jensen, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, DK-1128 Copenhagen K
Mr G. Martens, Greenland Provincial Council, P.o. Box 615, 3900 Godthaab, Greenland
Mr J. Motzfeldt, Greenland Provincial Council, P.O. Box 615, 3900 Godthaab, Greenland
Ms o. Sandborg, Den Kongelinge Gronlandsk-Handel, P.O. Box 100, DK-Strandgade 100, 1004 Copenhagen K

NORWAY

Commissioners:

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

Advisers:

Mr B. Bye, Real Embasade de Norvega, Apartado 6132, Madrid, Spain
Capt G. Jakobsen, P.O. Box 567, 9001 Troms~

Mr P. Kibsgaard-Petersen, Association of Norwegian Fishing Vessel OWners, Keiser Wilhgt 60, 6001 Aalesund
Mr P.L. Mietle, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen

OBSERVER

Mr A.F. Ryan, F42, National Marine Fisheries Service/NOAA, Department of Commerl::e, Washington, D.C. 20235
USA
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Canadian proposal for management of the 1977 Atlantic seal hunt

Harp Seals

Total Allowable Catch

Proposal - It is recounnended that we confirm a Total Allowable Catch of 170,000 (including the kill
in the Canadian Arctic and at Greenland).

Rationale - At our meeting on 14 October, we agreed on a policy of allowing continued slow increase of
the harp seal population towards MSY level. The majority of Scientific Advisers, as indicated in the
report of their 11-12 October 1976 meeting, agreed that a total TAe of 170,000 would allow such a con­
tinued population increase.

Age Composition of the Catch

Proposal - Large vessels on the Front be restricted to young of the year with an allowance of 2% of
older animals to account for unavoidable catches.

Rationale - Young of the year constituted approximately 95% of the 1976 catch by large vessels. While
there was no specific recommendation from the Scientific Advisers on the subject, the restriction of
the large vessel catch to young of the year, with a small allowance for unavoidable catches, would
qualitatively improve our conservation regime, would imply a future increase in sustainable yields,
and allow a slightly more rapid rebuilding of the stocks. The near-term implications are very minor
with respect to changes in sustainable yields and the TAC in 1977 should not be altered on this basis.

Opening Date

Proposal - It is proposed that the same opening and closing dates and times for the hunt be set as in
1976 (opening 0900 hours, GMT, 12 March, and closing 2400 hours, GMT, on 24 April), with the proviso
that Canada and Norway might agree to delay the hunt in order that the proposed aerial photographic
survey of the Gulf and Front could be completed.

Rationale - The Report of the Scientific Advisers indicates the importance of adequate aerial censusing
of the population. Too late an opening would have serious implications for the industry and too early
an opening would not allow the census. AccoDDD.odation on this matter can be discussed by Canada and
Norway outside of the ICNAF forum.

Hooded Seals

Total Allowable Catch

Proposal - It is proposed that the TAC be 15,000 with the proviso that the proportion of adult females
be reduced to less than 10% of the total catch, as an unavoidable take.

Rationale - A TAC of 15,000 was recommended by the Scientific Advisers. Restriction of the killing
of breeding females from the present 20% of total catch to less than 10% will qualitatively improve
our conservation regime and have implications for future increases in sustainable yields. Indeed,
the Scientific Advisers calculated in October that the effect of the proposal would be to increase the
sustainable yield from 15,000 to 20,000. Since the scientific basis for hooded seal manag~ent is
not yet as firm as that for harp seals, and since we plan research and modelling to give a much firmer
basis for hooded seal management next year, it is advisable to hold the TAC at 15,000 for 1977.

Opening and Closing Dates and Times

Proposal - It is proposed that the 1977 opening and closing dates should be as for 1976, i.e., 1000
hours GMT on 22 March to 2400 hours GMT on 24 April. The prohibition to kill should be changed for
vessels on the Front during the opening season each day from "between the hours of 2300 GMT and 1000
GMT, up to 31 March" to "between the hours of 2200 GMT and 0900 GMI' up to 31 March. 1I

Rationale - The one-hour change :in hunting times, as discussed in our October meeting, will ensure
that hunting is conducted during adequate conditions of daylight.

Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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(1) Proposal for International Regulation Respecting the Protection of Seals in the Convention Area

Panel A recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for jo:l.ilt action by the Contracting Governments:

That the International Regulation Respecting the Protection of Seals in the "Gulf 111 and "Front2n

Areas of the Convention Area, adopted at the Eighth Special Meeting (January 1976 Meeting Proceedings
No.6, Appendix III) and entered into force on 26 August 1976, be replaced by the following:

"L That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to ensure that, for the year 1977
only, the total allowable catch be 170,100 harp seals, PagophiZus groenZandiaa, including a catch
of 62,000 for Canada, 35,000 for Norway, and 100 unallocated, an estimate of 63,000 harp seals to
be caught by indigenous fishermen of the "secee" and IIGulf" Areas, and an estimate of 10,000 harp
seals to be caught by indigenous fishermen at Greenland and the canadian Arctic.

"2. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to ensure that, for the year 1977
only, the total allowable catch in the "Front" Area be 15,100 hooded seals, Cystophom orietata,
including a quota of 6,000 for Canada, 6,000 for Norway, 100 unallocated, and an aggregate amount
of 3,000 to be taken by Canada and Norway after 29 March 1977.

"3. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action for the year 1977 to limit the take of
age 1+ harp seals to 5 percent of catches by their large vessels and of breeding female hooded
seals to 10 percent of catches by their large vessels.

"4. 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 1977 and terminate not later than 2400 hours GMT on 24 April 1977, and for the taking
of hooded seals shall commence not earlier than 1000 hours GMT on 22 March 1977 and terminate not
later than 2400 hours GMT on 24 April 1977.

"5. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing of adult (harp)
seals in whelping patches in the "Gulfl! and "Front" Areas.

"6. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing, by vessels in
the "Front" 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 of 2200 GMT and 0900 GMT up to 31 March and
between the hours 2400 GMT and 0900 GMr thereafter.

"7. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing of whelping
hooded seals in Davis Strait from vessels of over 50 gross tons.

"8. 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 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.

2 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.

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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L Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman of the Panel, Mr E. Lem.che (Denmark). who
welcomed participants to Denmark on behalf of the Danish Government. All Panel Member Governments were
present (Append~x I).

2. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary, Mr L.R. Day, was appointed Rapporteur.

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

4. Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel A (Seals). The Chairman drew attention to the Report of the
Meeting of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1977, Part C) held 11 and 12 October 1976 in Copenhagen. The
Panel agreed that the Chairman of Scientific Advisers to the Panel, Dr A.W. Mansfield (Canada), should
present the portion of the Report of the Scientific Advisers on harp seal matters first for Panel dis­
cussion and then on hooded seal matters.

5. Consideration of Harp Seal Matters

(a) Scientific advice

The Chairman of Scientific Advisers reported that~ assessments were considered as follows:

(1) an assessment by Winters (Canada) indicating a pup production of 310,000-340,000 with a sustainable
yield of 215,000;

(2) a model by Benjaminsen (Norway) and Lett (Canada) indicating a pup production of 327,000 with a
sustainable yield of 190,000;

(3) an assessment, incorporating new sampling data, by Benjaminsen and 16rits1and (Norway) indicating
a pup production of 315,000 with a sustainable yield of 210,000;

(4) Guelph models by Capstick et aZ. indicating, for three of the five models recommended for consider­
ation by its authors, a pup production of 249,000-313,000 with a sustainable yield of 103,000­
130,000 (113,000-140,000 if catch at Greenland and northern Canada included as in (1), (2), and (3)
abcve , )

Regarding advice on management, the majority of Scientific Advisers agreed that the population level of
1+ seals producing maximum sustainable yield (MSY) was approximately 1.6 to 2.0 million with an MSY of
240,000-270,000 (assuming the same age composition of the catches as in recent years). All assessments,
except the Guelph models, indicated that a TAC of 170,000 (including Greenland and northern Canada) l"'0uld
allow the population to increase ~o this level in 15-20 years, whereas the Guelph models indicated that
catches above 130,000 (exclusive of Greenland and northern Canada) would cause a decline.

A recent increase was noted in harp seal catches by landsmen, particularly in that part of the catch
taken by small vessels « 150 tons). Vessel numbers increased fram 45 in 1972 to 180 in 1976.

With regard to harp seal-fish interactions, the Scientific Advisers noted that a wide spectrum of food
is taken, comprising mostly small pelagic fish and crustaceans. The annual consumption may be 300,000­
500,000 metric tons, there being insufficient data on energetics to specify food requirements precisely.
The Scientific Advisers reported that, because of the complexity of the system involved, it would be many
years before models of predictive value could be available.

Research recommended for 1977 on harp seals by the Scientific Advisers included:

(1) complete aerial ultra-violet survey with good survey design and rigorous ground control;
(2) detailed age and sex sampling of landsmen's catches;
(3) further study of natural mortality rates of tmmatures;
(4) studies on age at maturity and pregnancy rates for both the Gulf and Front; and
(5) studies of the sex ratio of catches at each age-class.

Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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The delegate of NOIWay asked why the production and sustainable yield figures of the Guelph models were
low compared to those from the other assessments. Dr Mansfield replied that the Guelph model was based on
a projection forward from a population based on a pup production of 645,000 in 1951 obtained from the first
aerial census which might not be correct. Also, hypothetical natural mortality rates used were higher for
Umnature seals than those determined in the other assessments.

The delegates of Canada and Denmark. in commenting on the Report of the Scientific Advisers, congrat­
ulated the scientists on the progress being made in narrowing their differences regarding production, yield
and allowable catches. They were pleased to note the close preparatory international cooperation among the
scientists involved and felt that the work could be supported with confidence.

The Panel Members agreed that the policy of allowing slow increase of the stock to maximum sustainable
yield (MSY) level should be the basis for the future work of the scientists in providing advice for manage­
ment of the seat' stocks.

The delegate of Canada referred to the excellent scientific cooperation in lCNAF and assured the Panel
Members that such cooperation by Canadian scientists would continue regardless of the future management
regime in the Northwest Atlantic area.

(b) Relationship between harp seals and fish populations

The Chairman drew attention to the Report of the Scientific Advisers which pointed out that, because
of the complexity of the seal-fish interaction, it would be many years before predictive models could be
produced. The delegate of Canada pointed out that, although major advances in the dynamics of fish popula­
tions were leading to better management, there were changes in rates of removal of fishes which could not be
explained as the results of fishing; the seal-fish relationship could be one of the causes of such changes
and should be part of a more extensive study of their interaction with other species such as the birds and
whales in the ecosystem.

The delegate of Denmark agreed that more knowledge of species interactions was needed. He recognized
that, although the seal would be preferred to capelin in Greenland hunting districts, the situation may be
different in the Newfoundland area.

The delegate of Canada pointed out that capelin harvesting was being approached very cautiously as its
relationship in the seal-capelin-cod complex was virtually unknown. He suggested that an expanded program
and sophisticated modelling was necessary and urged other countries to join in this type of study. Scientists
from Canada and Denmark pointed out that this problem was recognized by fishery institutions and scientists
throughout the world and that ICES papers on the subject of interspecies relationships had recommended an
increase in studies on the subject in the North Atlantic as a whole.

(c) Conservation measures

The delegate of Canada again expressed his pleasure at the progress the scientists had made. As a pre­
liminary view, he was prepared to accept a TAC (including Greenland and northern Canada) of up to 170,000
as it would allow for rebuilding the stock to the MSY level. He felt, however, that there could be further
improvement to conservation by restricting capture of 1+ harp seals by the large vessels to a maximum. of 2%.
He acknowledged that there was a need for time for all to consider such a proposal and suggested Panel MemberS
explore through correspondence and be prepared to make a decision at a short Panel Meeting to be held in con­
junction with the Special Commission Meeting in December 1976.

The delegate of Denmark noted that the previous basis for management had been by seal pup unit and
saw some good in restricting the catch of older seals in the Front. However, he would like to study the
effect of such a measure on the Greenlanders ' catch and on the hunting pattern.

The Chairman of the Greenland Provincial Council, Mr L. Chemnitz, addressed the Panel saying how happy
he was to attend and to gain new knowledge and bear the views of others. He emphasized the great dependence
of the Greenlanders on seals which were used for food, clothing, and the export of fur. Be said that Green­
landers think it immoral to take seals for their fur only and, therefore, disliked seeing the ships taking
seal pups. He noted that there had been a decrease in the numbers of seals at Greenland over the last 10
years and that Greenlanders had no objection to the catch limitation proposal as they wanted to see the
stocks rebuild as soon as possible.

The delegate of Norway pointed out that there were difficulties for everyone. He believed that a TAC
of 170,000 was a conservative one and he could agree with it but only for the 1977 sealing season. He
agreed that a decision should be delayed until the time of the Commission's December Meeting.

The delegate of Canada expressed his pleasure at the general agreement with the conservative approach
of a 170,00~TAC and assured the Panel Members that improvement through the reduction in capture of older
seals would help the Greenlanders. He pointed out that, with the decline i.ri the Canadian fi.nfi.sh fisheries,
seal hunting was becoming more i.mportant to the coastal cotmDunities. He assured the Panel Members that the
use of seals for food was high and studies were underway to make even greater use of seals for protein •
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The Chairman noted that the TAe of 170,000 would rebuild the stock level to MSY in 15 to 20 years,
whereas the Greenlanders had said they would like to see restoration as scan as possible. He asked if the
scientists could develop models showing restoration periods using various percentages of captures of 1+
seals. The Chairman of Scientific Advisers replied that the present model uses 80% pup capture and that
other calculations could be made if required.

The delegate of Canada, noting the short time to the December Meeting and the need for further scientific
examination of the conservation measures to be applied, suggested that Canada would submit a written proposal
to Denmark and Norway inclUding the scientific rationale respecting implications for the TAe and rebuilding
of the seal stocks.

The Chairman agreed and suggested that new data could be put into the Benjaminsen and Lett model to
provide new advice.

The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers pointed out that any change in the model of the pup to adult
capture ratio would not change the TAC but would only give different times to attainment of the MSY.

The delegates of Denmark and Norway agreed that it would be difficult to have a Scientific Advisers
Meeting to look at the problem and agreed that the scientists should be encouraged to develop new data which
Canada would take into account in presenting its proposal with the scientific rationale to Denmark and Norway
before the Panel Meeting in December 1976.

The delegate of Canada proposed using the same opening and closing dates and times for the hunt as set
in 1976 (opening 0900 hrs GMT 12 March and closing at 2400 hrs GMT on 24 April) with the proviso that Canada
and Norway might agree to delay the hunt in order that the proposed aerial photographic study of the Gulf
and Front could be completed.

The delegates of Norway and Denmark agreed to the opening and closing dates and times for the hunt.
The delegate of Norway stressed that after the closing time all killing must stop but, with the clear under­
standing, that previously killed seals could be taken on board the ships. The delegate of Canada supported
this understanding.

The Chairman, in reviewing the discussions, noted that tentative agreement had been reached on a TAC
of 170,000 and the opening and closing dates and times for the hunt, and that further consideration would
be given to reducing the take of 1+ seals. The Panel Members agreed to look forward to the Canadian proposal
with its scientific rationale and to the allocation of a final agreed TAC at the December Meeting of the
Panel.

6. Consideration of Hooded Seal Matters

(a) Scientific advice

The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers reported that an incomplete aerial photographic survey of the
Davis Strait area showed approximately 5.000-10,000 an;[.mals. The Front hunt was intensive but the Norwegian
catch per unit of effort had remained stable. There would thus seem no reason to recommend a change in the
current TAC of 15,000. He stressed the need for population modelling as done for harp seals, an aerial
photographic survey of Davis Strait and completion of analysis of Norwegian age data from moulters in
Denmark Strait.

(b) Conservation measures

The delegate of Canada believed that the scientific basis for harp seal management was stronger than
for hooded seals and that the future research and modelling proposed would give a much firmer basis for
hooded seals next year. The delegate of Norway, in response to the Chairman's question, reported that
completion of the Norwegian age data analysis depended on program priorities. funding and manpower. He
could not promise completion for next year.

The delegate of Canada expressed concern regarding the 15,000 TAC level. He noted that there had been
a recent increase in the West Greenland catches which had not been included in previous assessments. He
looked forward to the development of a model which included data from Newfoundland, Greenland, and the
northern areas combined. He preferred a lower TAC than 15,000 but would find the 15,000 more acceptable if,
to improve the quality of the conservation, the numbers of breeding females taken would be reduced from the
current 20% to less than 10%. He realized the suggestion was new and needed study before any decision was
made. He further suggested that Canada would submit a proposal with attached scientific rationale which
could form the basis for a decision at the December Meeting.

The delegate of Denmark questioned whether the increased catch at West Greenland was due to greater
abundance or greater availability. Be agreed that a model should be developed, taking into account all
available data, and that efforts should be directed toward determining the relationship between the seal
herds in the Denmark and Davis Straits, on the Front and at Jan Mayen Island. He agreed that, although the
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suggested TAC of 15,000 was based on the history of catches snd might be a little high, the stable Norwegian
catch per uDit of effort indicated that the abundance was not affected. Be looked forward to studying the
Canadian proposal for lowering the percentage of breeding females taken in the hunt. He felt that the 1976
prohibition from killing whelping seals in Davis Strait from vessels over 50 gross tons should be retained
for the 1977 season.

All Panel Members agreed that the regulation prohibiting the killing of whelping hooded seals in Davis
Strait by vessels over 50 groes tons should be maintained for 1977.

The delegate of Canada suggested that the opening and closing dates and times for the 1977 hunt should
be the same as for 1976 but he said there was considerable concern about the opening and closing times for
the killing of hooded seals each day because of the shots that were missed due to the darkness at the times
set in the 1976 regulations. The delegate of Norway agreed that the 1977 opening and closing dates should
be as for 1976 (1000 hrs GMT on 22 March to 2400 hra GMT on 24 April) and suggested that the prohibition to
kill should be changed for vessels on the Front during the open season each day, from "between the hours of
2300 GMT and 1000 GMT up to 31 March••. II to "between the hours of 2200 GMT and 0900 GMT up to 31 March.•• "

All Panel Members agreed to this suggestion and to leave the final decision on TAC and allocations,
reduction of kill of breeding females and opening and closing dates and times for the season and daily
hunting times to the December Meeting when the Canadian proposal with attached scientific rationale would
have been circulated and studied.

7. Other Matters. The Panel noted that resolution (3) from the 1976 Annual Meeting (1976 Annual Meeting
Proc. 14, Appendix III) provided for early implementation of the 1977 harp and hooded seal conservation
proposals to be approved at the December 1976 Meeting of the Panel.

The Panel agreed to adopt the research plans proposed by the Scientific Advisers for harp and hooded
seals for 1977. The delegate of Norway agreed that funds would be made available for Mr Benjaminsen (Norway)
to meet with Mr Lett (Canada) in Canada during the summer of 1977, at a time and place to be agreed by
correspondence, to develop a model of the hooded seal population. An invitation was extended to have a
Danish scientist take part in the exercise.

8. Release of Research Documents. The Chairman of Scientific Advisers reported that, because of public
interest in seal management, pertinent documents might be released to the public with prior approval of
the author(s). Each document published would have a label reading, instead of "Restricted" as at present,
"Not to be cited without prior reference to the autbor ta)"; The Panel agreed that this was a valuable
suggestion and could be helpful in preventing some of the misunderstandings which were occurring.

9. Approval of Report. The Panel agreed that the Executive Secretary would circulate copies of a draft
of the Panel A Report to participants. Heads of delegations would collect suggestions for changes and send
them. to the Executive Secretary for preparation of a revised draft to be sent to heads of delegations before
final approval at the December Meeting of the Panel.

10. Future Meetings. The Panel agreed that the Scientific Advisers meeting should be held in the autumn of
1977, perhaps at the time of the ICES meeting, but the final decision would be made at the December Meeting
of the Panel.

The Panel agreed that its next meeting would be held beginning 0830 hrs on 1 December 1976 at the site
of the Ninth Special Commission Meeting, 'rener-tre , Canary Islands.

11. Adjournment. There being no other business, the Panel adjourned at 1325 hrs, 14 October 1976.
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Report of Meetings of Panel' 1
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Proceedings No.5

1. Opening_ In the absence of the Chairman, Mr V.M. Kamentsev (USSR), the Panel agreed that he be
replaced by Mr A.A. Volkov (USSR) who opened the Meeting.

2. Rapporteur. Mr E.B. Young (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Agenda, as circulated, was adopted.

4. Review of Panel Membership. Representatives of all Panel Member Countries were present. The Meeting
was also attended by Observers from Canada, GDR, Italy, Japan, Romania, EEC, FAD, ICCAT, and ICES.

5. Conservation Reguirements

(a) Shrimp in Subarea 1. At the June 1976 Annual Meeting, the Panel agreed that the TAC and national
allocation for shrimp in Subarea 1 for 1977 should be decided at a special meeting later in the year.

The Report of the Shrimp Working Group (Redbook 1977. Part A. Appendix I) and that part of the
STACRES Report (Redbook 1977. Part A) dealing with shrimp in Subarea 1 were reviewed by the Chairman
of the Working Group, Mr E.C. Lopez-Veiga (Spain). It was stated that there was considerable new
information on the general biology of shrimp. Estimated offshore catch for 1976 was about 41,000 tons.
A reasonable minimum estimate of the offshore fishable stock size in 1976 for the whole of the West
Greenland offshore area would be 100.000 tons.

STACRES recommended (1) a TAC for 1977 of 40,000 tons (offshore
(2) adoption of a minimum mesh size of 40 mm (stretched, nylon); and
outside the Disko Bay area to 3.200 tons annually.

fisheries), including all discards;
(3) restriction of offshore catches

Under Plenary Agenda Item 6, Further Consideration of Conservation Measures for Shrimp in Subarea 1,
the Chairman asked the delegate of Denmark to introduce his proposal (cceea.poc , 76/XII/70). The delegate
of Denmark explained that this fishery was of growing importance to his country in view of the serious
setbacks in cod and salmon fisheries. that it was his delegation's view that the TAC should be set at a
more conservative level, namely, 36,000 tons (including discards) with 29.000 tons allocated to Denmark as
coastal state and 7,000 tons to "0thers". He further suggested a breakdown by areas as set forth in Comm.
Doc. 76/XII/70 and illustrated by the map attached as Fig. 1. He also proposed adoption of the minimum
mesh size recommended by STACRES with the proviso that existing codends might be used until 1 January 1978.
The delegate of Norway expressed surprise at the suggestion of a lower TAe than that recommended by STACRES
and 'recceenended acceptance of the 40.00D-ton TAC which the scientists had recommended. The delegate of
Denmark further explained the importance of being more conservative in establishment of the TAe since the
Shrimp Working Group Report reflected that the TAC was based on the 1976 stock situation and that not much
was known about recruitment. However, this did not convince the delegates of Norway, Poland, Spain, or
OSSR. The delegates of France, Fed.Rep. Germany, and the UK supported the Danish proposal for the lower
TAC.

Considerable discussion ensued on the breakdown of the TAC by areas. The delegate of Denmark suggested
a modification of his proposal which would allow greater flexibility. Referring to the map (Fig. 1) this
would involve a possible 6,OOo-ton TAe from the most northern ares; the same 3,OOO-ton TAe for the area
immediately south of this, a possible 2a,DOO-ton TAC from the areas marked in Div. lB and lC combined, and
3,000 tons in the most southern area. A proviso on the two possible modifications to 6,000 tons in the
north and 28,000 tons in Div. IB and lC would be that the total of these must not exceed 30,000 tons. so
that the total TAC is kept at 36,000 tons.

Following considerable discussion, no agreement could be reached on either total TAC or breakdown into
areas. The subjects were left open for a decision at a second meeting of the Panel. The Panel, however,

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9
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agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a minimum mesh size of 40 mm (synthetic twine) for the offshore shrimp
fishery in Subarea 1, excepting that existing codends can be used until 1 January 1978 (Appendix I).

(b) Cod in Subarea 1. The delegate of Denmark pointed out that a TAe of 31,000 tons was approved at
the June Meeting. He proposed an allocation of 29,000 tons for Denmark, and 2,000 tons for "utheea", This
proposal was supported by the delegate of UK. Following much discussion on the possible division of the
2,COa-ton quota for "Others", the delegate of Portugal pointed out the difficulty for gillnetters and Long­
liners who engaged in a summer fishery only, by which time the "Other's" quota might well be used up. He
asked for special consideration outside the 2,OOO-ton allocation for "Other's" for these vessels. This could
be achieved by applying the same rules for these vessels as in NEAFC. This proposal was supported by the
delegate of Norway and also by the delegate of Spain, with Spain indicating that some understanding would
have to be reached concerning trawler operations. Upon questioning, it appeared that, although no definite
figures were available, the longline and gillnet fishery might account for upwards of 1,500 to 2,000 tons.
The delegate of Denmark pointed out that this increase was totally unacceptable in view of the original
STAeRES recommendation in MOntreal of a zero quota. Expressing their preferences for the two proposals, the
Danish proposal was supported by six Members, the Portuguese proposal by three Members; accordingly, the
Danish proposal was adopted by the two-thirds majority. The Panel, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocation of the TAe for Subarea 1 cod of 31,000 tons, adopted at the June
1976 Annual Meeting, be set at the levels given in Table 1.

6. Future Research Reguirements. The Panel accepted the future research requirements as given in the
Report of the Shrimp Working Group (Redbook 1977, Part A, Appendix I).

7. The Panel agreed that another meeting would be required, and recessed at 1810 hra, 6 December.

8. The Panel reconvened at 1330 hra , 7 December, to consider further the TAe and allocation and breakdown
of the TAC by areas, as set out in the Danish proposal (C01IIlIl.Doc. 76!XII!70) for regulatory measures for
Subarea 1 offshore shrimp fisheries.

9. The delegate of Norway stressed the importance with which his country viewed the recent Special Meeting
of NEAFC, and the lack of results from it because of the stand taken by the EEC countries. The discussions
now centred around arrangements for Greenland waters, which are also EEC waters. Norway was prepared to go
along with an ICNAF solution for 1977 if the results were reasonable for that country. However, he stressed
that the Danish proposal was, in no way, satisfactory for Norway and that, if the TAC and breakdown by areas
were put to a vote, Norway would vote against them. He hoped Denmark and other EEC countries would realize
that this meeting was not the time for such decd.s fon, The outcome of this discussion would be most important
for Norway's future negotiations on reciprocal arrangements between Norway and the EEC.

The Chairman asked for an indicative vote on the TAe of 36.000 tons. One Member was absent, but the
vote of those remaining indicated seven in favour of the Danish proposal for a TAC of 36,·000 tons, with only
Norway voting against it. The Panel, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 36,000 tons, including all discards, for shrimp in Subarea 1 (off­
shore area) in 1977 (Table 1).

On the question of allocation and breakdown of the TAe by areas, the Chairman read out the modification
to the Danish proposal as set out in Section 5(a) of this report. The delegate of Denmark agreed that this
was a correct interpretation of the modification, but that the tables would have to indicate the comparable
flexibility in allocations to Denmark and to "Others".

Accordingly, the Panel, with Norway recording an objection,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocation and breakdown by areas of the TAC of 36.000 tons for shrimp in
Subarea 1 be set at the levels given in Table 1.

10. Date and Place of Next Meeting. The Panel agreed that it would next meet at the time and place of
the 27th Annual Meeting of the Commission in 1977.
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11. Approval of Report. It was agreed that the draft report would be circulated among Members for approval.

12. Other Business. There was no other business.

13. Adjournment. The Panel adjourned at 1405 bra, 7 December.

Table 1. Summary of TAcs and national allocations for stocks in Subarea 1 for 1977.

Northern Deepwater Prawn (= Shrimp) 1 Cod

lA (N69"30') lA (S69"30') 1B (868") lDEF 1 1+1B (N68") + 1C

TAC recommended by 40,000 0Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria - - - - - -

Canada - - - - - -

Cuba - - - - - -
Denmark 4,8002 2,400 22,6002 2,400 29,000 29,000

France - - - - - -
Fed.Rep. Germany - - - - - -

German Dem.Rep. - - - - - -
Iceland - - - - - -

Italy - - - - - -

Japan - - - - - -

Norway - - - - - -
Poland - - - - - -

Portugal - - - - - -
Romania - - - - - -

Spain - - - - - -

USSR - - - - - -
UK - - - - - -
USA - - - - - -
Others 1,2003 600 5,400 3 600 7,000 2,000

Total allocated 6,0004 3,000 28,0004 3,000 36,000 31,000
catches

TACs and allocations pertain to offshore fishing grounds in Subarea 1.

2 Sum of these catches not to exceed 24,200 tons.

3 Sum of these catches not to exceed 5,800 tons.

4 Sum of these catches not to exceed 30,000 tons.
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(2) Proposal for International Regulation Respecting the Fishery for Northern Deepwater Prawn (Shrimp)
in Subarea 1 of the Convention Area

Panel 1 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"I. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the taking of northern deepwater
prawn (shrimp), Pandabue boreal-ie, in Subarea 1 of the Convention Area by persons under their juris­
diction with trawl nets having in any part of the net. meshes of dimensions of less than 40 mm or
1-5/8 inChes measured by the ICNAF gauge specified below. These mesh sizes relate to synthetic fibre
twine netting.

(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 the meshes under a pressure
or pull of 5 kilograms. The mesh size of a net shall be taken to be the average of the
measurements 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.

f12. 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 3, 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,

"3. That the 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.

"4. That this regulation will not enter into force for Contracting Governments until I January 1978
in order to provide Contracting Governments an additional period to acquire and distribute to their
vessels new trawl nets that comply with the above regulation. II

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Proceedings No.6

1. Opening. The Meeting was called to order by the Chairman of Panel 4, Mr K. L16kkegaard (Denmark).
All Member Countries were present, as well as Observers from the EEe and FAD.

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

3. Agenda. The Agenda was adopted.

4. Consideration of Conservation Measures for Silver Hake in DiVe 4VWX of Subarea 4. The Chairman called
the Panel's attention to the Canadian proposal that the Panel adopt the 70tOOo-ton TAe recommended by
STACRES and national allocations of 15,000 tons for Canada, 9,000 tons for Cuba, 45,400 tons for USSR, 100
tons for USA, and 500 tons for "Others". The delegate of Canada noted that, although Canadian fishermen
had not conducted an extensive silver hake fishery in recent years, major Canadian fishing fleets were based
near the hake grounds, and Canadian fishermen intended to expand their activities in this fishery to offset
losses arising from declines in other stocks. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAe of 70,000 tons. as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for Div. 4VWX silver hake for 1977.
(Table 1).

With regard to the allocation of this TAC, the delegate of Bulgaria pointed to the catches made by
Bulgaria in 1975 and 1976 (ICNAF Summ.Doc. 76/XII!48) and requested a specific allocation for Bulgaria" of
2,000 tons. The Bulgarian claim concerning Panel 4 allocations had been discussed at the January 1976
Special Meeting (January 1976 Mtg. Proc. No.5). The moment for solving the Bulgarian problem had come as
Bulgaria had been a member of Panel 4 for three years without having received specific allocations. The
delegate of Canada reminded the Panel of the great decreases suffered by other distant-water countries
which had fished for silver hake in Subarea 4. He pointed out that Canada's proposal did not change the
"Ot-her-a" allocation for 1977 and that, although he thought that the Bulgarian request for 2,000 tons might
be too large, he had no objection. in principle, to Bulgaria being given a specific allocation. The Chair­
man suggested that a small percentage, perhaps 2%, could be taken from each of the specific allocations in
canada's proposal to provide a specific allocation for Bulgaria. In a brief discussion initiated by the
Chairman. the delegates of Cuba and USSR stated that they would be receptive to small percentage reductions
in their allocations to meet Bulgaria's special circumstances. The delegate of USA stated that the US
allocation was so small that it would not be appropriate to comment. The delegate of Canada proposed, as
a means of solving Bulgaria's problem, that, if each of the specific allocations were reduced by 1% and
the "cehere" allocation in the Canadian proposal was reduced from 500 to 240 tons, the Panel could establish
a 9So-ton quota for Bulgaria. The delegate of Bulgaria stated his appreciation but 950 tons was not suffi­
cient to meet Bulgaria's needs. The delegate of Canada considered that it would be difficult to accommodate
Bulgaria's needs out of Canada1s allocation if Canadian coastal fishermen were to be allowed the potential
to develop their "silver hake fishery. For example, some stocks of redfish had been depleted and the diver­
sion of Canadian effort to silver hake would be seen in 1977. Other fishery resources were required for
the coastal fisheries, especially in the Nova Scotia area. The Panel agreed that further consideration of
the allocations for silver hake be deferred.

The delegate of Canada outlined other conservation measures contemplated for silver hake. Because of
the by-catch problem, the Panel at the Annual Meeting in June 1976 had set a 60-mm. minimum mesh size and
had discussed the possibility of limiting the hake fishery to pelagic trawls except for experimental work.
As a result of additional studies since the 1976 Annual Meeting, Canada now was preparing regulations for
the hake fishery based on four considerations: first, the 6D-mm. minimum mesh-size regulation; second,
limi ting bottom trawling with small mesh sizes to deeper water in the slllllJl1er months when other species
would not be concentrated in those areas; third, establishing a seasonal limitation on hake fishing; and
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fourth, conduct of research fishing with scientific
and note the effects of the mesh-size regulations.
available prior to the next meeting of Panel 4.

or technical observers on board to obtain catch data
Additional information on these measures would be made

5. Consideration of Conservation Measures for Flounders (Yellowtail. Witch and American Plaice) in Div.
4VWX of Subarea 4. The Chairman pointed out that the TAe for these stocks had been set at 28, 000 tons at
the 1976 Annual Meeting. The delegate of Canada pointed out the allocations proposed by Canada of 26,000
tons for Canada, 250 tons for France, 1,000 tons (by-catch only) for USSR, 500 tons for USA, and 250 tons
(by-catch only) for "Others". He noted that Canada has had a long history of participation in this fishery,
had the experience, the ships, and the industry to handle the catch, and had a great economic need for the
fishery. The allocations to France and the USA were based on the long history of participation by fishermen
from adjacent coastal areas in the fishery. Allocations for by-catch had to be taken into account because
of the other fisheries conducted in the area. In response to a comment from the delegate of USSR, who sug­
gested that the allocation for the USA also be reserved for by-catch only, the delegates of USA and Canada
pointed out that the USA had a long history of a directed flounder fishery in Subarea 4. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the national allocation of the TAC of 28,000 tons for flounders in Div. 4VWX for 1977 be set at
the levels shown in Table 1.

6. Consideration of Conservation Measures for Herring in Div. 4XW(b) of Subarea 4. The Chairman noted
that the TAC for this stock had been set at 84,000 tons at the 1976 Annual Meeting. The delegate of Canada
pointed out the allocations proposed by Canada of 82,000 tons for Canada, 1,000 tons for USA, and 1,000 tons
(by-catch only) for "ucbere'". He noted that this stock was fully exploited by a highly efficient coastal
fishery located in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick; a fishery that was so efficient, in fact, that it often
had to be closed early in the year to avoid overfishing. The USA was provided an allocation because of its
proximity to ~he area, and because US fishermen had participated in the fishery in past years. The delegate
of Fed.Rep. Germany felt that the allocations proposed by Canada were unfair. Some countries which had con­
ducted specific directed fisheries for herring in the area, notably the Fed.Rep. Germany, France, and the
USSR, no longer would have allocations if the Canadian proposal was accepted, while the USA, which had not
caught herring in Subarea 4 for a number of years, would receive 1,000 tons and "Others" would receive 1,000
tons for by-catch. He proposed that the US allocation in the Canadian proposal be added to "Others" and that
directed fisheries be permitted on the resulting 2,00o-ton allocation in "oenere". The delegate of France
supported these opinions. In response, the delegate of Canada stated that there clearly was no surplus
herring resource, but, because of the proximity and close relationship between Canadian and US fishermen
in the border areas, and the unavoidable by-catches of herring generated in other fisheries, specific allo­
cations were necessary. Panel 4, with objections recorded by the Fed.Rep. Germany and France,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocation of the TAC of 84,000 tons for herring in Div. 4XW(b) be set at the
levels shown in Table 1.

7. Panel 4 recessed at 1820 hra, 3 December.

8. Panel 4 reconvened at 1330 hra, 8 December.

9. Further Consideration of Conservation Measures for Silver Hake in Div. 4VWX of Subarea 4 (see Section 4
for previous discussion). The Chairman pointed to the revised Canadian proposal for allocation of 950 tons
to Bulgaria, 14,850 tons for Canada, 8,910 tons for Cuba, 44,950 tons for USSR, 100 tons for USA, and 250
tons for "Others". He noted that previous discussions had ended with Bulgaria stating some dissatisfaction
with an allocation of 950 tons and called on the Bulgarian delegate of comment. The delegate of Bulgaria
pointed out that he was accepting the silver hake quota of 950 tons for Div. 4VWX because there was no other
alternative at present. He emphasized that Bulgaria had been a Member of the Panel for three years without
having received a specific allocation. The Bulgarian quota of 950 tons of silver hake should not be taken
as a basis for future allocations. He, therefore. reserved the right to raise the Bulgarian request for
increased specific allocations of silver hake at future meetings.

Accordingly. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for silver hake in Div. 4VWX be set at the levels shown in Table 1.

Prior to introducing a Canadian proposal for the regulation of small-mesh bottom-trawl fisheries in
ICNAF Div. 4VWX of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area, the delegate of Canada took the opportunity to assure
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the Bulgarian delegation that Canada I s current inflexibility on the allocation of silver hake was not 8

reflection of Canada t s position for the future allocations of the silver hake stock. With regard to the
proposal for the regulation of fishing with small-mesh bottom trawls, he reported that it was the product
of lengthy deliberations with Cuba and USSR. the countries most concerned with the silver hake fishery.
The proposed regulations addressed the problem of by-datch by restricting bottom trawling with small-mesh
nets to deeper waters. The proposal is a cautious approach to the by-catch problem.; the shoreward boundary
of the area, where fishing with small-mesh bottom trawls would initially be permitted, had been carefully
examined and adjusted by experienced fishing skippers representing the countries concerned. A second
element in the approach was a study of the problem. of by-catch by the countries concerned carrying out a
vigorous and jointly-planned program of comparative fisbing by specially-licensed vessels using commercial
gear to determine where fishing with small~esh bottom trawls is possible without damage by by-catches.
The program and results would be examined periodically to determine whether adjustments could be made in
the areas and/or times at which fishing with small-mesh bottom trawls could be permitted. The proposal
did not limit the places or times at which pelagic trawls could be used - it only limited the use of small­
mesh demersal trawls. Vessels involved in the comparative fishing programs would be required to have tech­
nical observers aboard; it was intended to have Canadian observers on all participating vessels but, because
it was not desirable to interrupt the fishing by a vessel if no Canadian observer was available, observers
from any of the participating countries would suffice. One of the key elements in the program was to esta­
blish the confidence of the fishermen in the results of the bottom trawl fisheries and the degree of by­
catch. The regulations might be adjusted during the course of the year after periodic review of the results
of the program and these adjustments would be implemented by changes in Canadian regulations. He concluded
by noting that Canada viewed the by-catch problem very seriously, but would honour its undertaking to give
countries the opportunity to take their allocations.

The delegate of USSR egneed that the Canadian proposal was the result of painstaking efforts to reach
a compromise. He appreciated that all countries would be given the opportunity to take their allocations.
For its part, the USSR would do all it could to solve the by-catch problem. The delegate of Bulgaria noted
that it might be difficult to conclude arrangements for Bulgarian vessels to be equipped with nets of the
proper mesh size prior to the end of 1977, because they had to be imported and only in small numbers. The
Panel agreed that this problem could be handled within the regulatory structure. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (3) for the regulation of small-mesh bottom-trawl fisheries in Div. 4VWX of Subarea 4
of the Convention Area (Appendix I).

10. Panel 4 adjourned at 1400 hrs, 8 December.
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Table L Summary of TACs and allocations for stocks in Subarea 4 in
1977.

Flounders Silver(Yellowtail, witch Herring hakeand American plaice)

4VWX 4XW(b) 4VWX

TAe recommended by 28,000 84,0002 70,000Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria - - 950

Canada 26,000 82,000 14,850

Cuba - - 8,910

Denmark - - -

France 250 - -
Fed.Rep. Germany - - -

German Dem.Rep. - - -

Iceland - - -
Italy - - -

Japan - - -

Norway - - -

Poland - - -

Portugal - - -
Romania - - -

Spain - - -
USSR 1,0001 - 44,950

UK - - -

USA 500 1,000 100

Others 250' 1,000 1 240

Total allocated catches 28,000 84,000 70,000

Reserved for by-catch only.

2 Includes estimated inshore catch of 15,000 tons for 1977.
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(3) Proposal for the International Regulation of Small-Mesh Botto~Trawl Fisheries in Divisions 4VWX 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 prohibit persons under their juris­
diction from using bottom trawls with a mesh size of less than 130 mm or attaching any protective
device to pelagic fishing gear or employing any means which would enable a trawl with a mesh size of
less than 130 mm. to fish on the bottom in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area, except
when engaging in a directed fishery for redfish and except as provided below.

"2. That the Contracting Governments may permit persons under their jurisdiction to fish with bottom
trawls of a mesh size of less than 130 mm from 15 April to 15 November in the area south and east of
the line bounded by the following coordinates:

42°10'N, 65°30'W, with the western boundary of the area being a line extending south and east
(140° true) from this coordinate;

42°49'N, 64°ll'W;
43°QO'N, 63°30'Wi
43°04'N, 62D30'Wi

43°04'N, 62DOO'W;

43D22'N, 6l009'Wi

43D39'N, 60000'W, with the eastern boundary of the area being a line extending due south (180 0

true) from this coordinate.

"3. That the Contracting Governments having a national allocation of silver hake in Divisions 4VWX
of Subarea 4 will be permitted, in accordance with an agreed research program, to have a limited
number of vessels using small-mesh bottom trawls fish in any area in Divisions 4VWX, subject to other
regulations in effect in the area, in order to determine areas where small-mesh bottom-trawl fisheries
may be conducted without taking significant quantities of other regulated species, providing each such
vessel has a technical observer on board at all times while the vessel is fishing.

"4. That nothing in this proposal shall affect the trawl mesh-size requirements in force for silver
hake in Subarea 4. II

NOTE: The attached chart illustrates the area affected by this proposal.
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Chart illustrating the area affected by Proposal (3) for the International Regulation of

Small-Mesh Bottom-Trawl Fisheries in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area,

adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary

Session on 9 December 1976
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Report of Joint Meeting of Panels 3. 4, and 5

Friday. 3 December, 1130 hra

Proceedings No.7

1. Opening. The Meeting was called to order by the Chairman of the Commission. The Panels agreed that
Dr J.A. Storer (USA), the Chairman of Panel 5, would preside over the meeting. All Members of the Panels
were present, also Observers from the EEC.

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

3. Consideration of Conservation Measures for Mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, and 5. and Statistical Area 6.
The delegate of USA recalled that it had not been possible to reach a solution to the question of a mackerel
assessment at the June 1976 Annual Meeting. In keeping with a commitment recommended by the Commission at
that time, STACRES had used additional 1976 catch data to provide a refined assessment. However, minority
remarks included in the STACRES Report were disappointing. In keeping with its June 1976 position, the USA
was able to accept the reconanendations made in the STACRES Report, and proposed that the Joint Panels agree
to a TAC of 105,000 tons, because it allowed the greater probability for stock recovery. The delegate of
USSR could not agree with the approach taken at the recent meeting of STACRES. The range of TAe of 105,000
to 133,000 tons recommended by STACRES was greatly affected by combining Polish and USSR age/length key data.
This was not a satisfactory procedure to have used in the assessment. For example, if the age composition
for all of the other catches were re-calculated using USSR data alone, the TAe would have been in the range
of 200,000 tons; if solely Polish data were used, the TAC would have been less than 100,000 tons. there­
fore, the age/length key data from each country must be used to calculate the age composition for that coun­
try's catch. In addition, he contended that using bottom-trawl survey data for the assessment of pelagic
species was not adequate. He said that the USSR would stand by the TAC of 180,000 tons that its scientists
had reconanended in the STACRES Report. The delegate of Poland proposed that the TAe be set at 133,000 tons
in view of the new strategy of setting TACs at the level of Fopt and of the fact that TACs of both 105,000
tons and 133,000 tons would provide some increase in spawning stock size.

At the request of the delegate of USA, the Chairman of STACRES pointed out that the advice given by
STACRES had been agreed by a majority of the scientists, both in the Mackerel Working Group and STACRES
itself. There were problems due to the small sample size from the USSR mackerel fishery and, for this rea­
son, the age/length data from the USSR and Poland were pooled. In addition, the majority of the scientists
agreed that the best and sometimes the only information available to them on year-class size came from the
trawl survey results. The majority of the scientists had agreed that the advice contained in the STACRES
Report was based on the best scientific information available. The delegate of USSR pointed out that the
position taken by the USSR scientists in the STACRES Report was as follows:

" ••.•• , the areas fished by Polish and USSR fishing fleets, and consequently the sampling areas, were
considerably different. A possibility of existence of some differences in age-reading techniques
should not be completely excluded. In this particular case, the doubts can be eliminated only by the
joint work of experts of these countrrdee , The mechanical pooling of "keys" resulted in a 50% decrease
in the estimated 1973 year-class abtmdance at age 1 in comparison with the value obtained when using
separate age/length keys (Res. Doc. 76/XII/169). The mackerel stock size in 1977 to a great extent
depends on 1974 and 1975 year-class abundance. The estimation of these year-classes based on US bottom
trawling surveys in the opinion of the USSR scientists failed to be scientifically justified, because
its procedure does not allow reliable information to be obtained on mackerel, whose distribution is
extremely unequal and, to a great extent, depends on environmental factors. The US bottom-trawling
surveys, conducted in 1969, vividly showed to what extent the results could be distorted due to the
above-mentioned reaecne , Thus, the estimates of year-class strength run with abundance indices of
these surveys are subject to very substantial errors. The commercial data of all countries fishing
for mackerel evidently indicate a high abundance of 1974 year-class. The estimates of this year-class
used in calculations are apparently extremely underestimated in the opinion of the USSR scdentLat.a;"

Speaking at the request of the Chairman, the Chairman of the Mackerel Working Group pointed out that the
USSR data had been the subject of- long discussions. The key to the Working Group's efforts was to find the
proportion of fish of different ages at different lengths. In the range of 22-27-cm length, there were
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several gr.oups of data which showed the majority of fish to be 2-year-olds. USSR data showed the majority
of fish to be 3-year-olds. The Working Group had to make a decision based on the influences of the small
sample size used for the USSR estimates, of possible different age-reading techniques, and of different
geographic areas where the samples were taken. Considering these factors, the Working Group decided that
the best solution was to pool the age/length keys.

The delegate of Canada suggested that the Panels take the advice expressed in the STACRES Report:
"STACRES notes that, in view of the concern regarding any further reductions in spawning stock, the catch
of 105,000 tons would clearly be the more prudent choice since an increase in spawning stock size would be
more probabke;" He added that the mackerel discussions earlier in the year had produced one of the darker
moments in ICNAF history and that adopting the STACRES advice would thus now be the best solution. Although
Canada had a very small high seas fishery for mackerel, she did have a continuing interest in the most rapid
recovery possible of the stocks. Thus, Canada would prefer a 10S,00D-ton TAC rather than a l33,00D-ton TAC.
A lSO,OOo-ton TAC was unacceptable. The delegate of Poland pointed out that, in addition to the remarks
noted by Canada, STACRES had said: "However. in view of the uncertainty regarding factors controlling spawn­
ing success, and the fact that spawning stock is expected to increase under both options (given that the
assumptions for the adopted option are, in fact, true), members of STACRES were unable to make a clear cho:ice
between the two options." The delegate of USA stated that a laO,OOD-ton TAC was unacceptable. Further, USA
d:id not intend to make any request beyond 6,300 tons for herself. This request, in combination with the
lower TAC recommended by STACRES would accommodate the elements affecting international fishery deliberations
- first, the biological estimates, second, management of the fisheries for the future, and th:ird, the needs
of others brought to light in an international forum. The delesate of Cuba added that this ICNAF Meeting
was taking place under special circumstances which did not lend themselves to solutions by voting as in the
past. He suggested that three steps be taken - firet t divide the stocks between Subareas 3 and 4, and
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, second, satisfy the coastal state requests, and third, allocate the sur-
p t ue , He suggested that it would be appropriate for the coastal states to propose emceectce , The delegate
at Canada stated that 30,000 tons would be sufficient in Subareas 3 and 4, with the remainder to be allocated
in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.

4. The Joint Meeting of the Panels recessed at 1250 hrs , 3 December.

5 ~ The Joint Meeting of the Panels reconvened at 1520 hre , 3 December.

6. Further Consideration of Conservation Measures for Mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, and 5, and Statistical
Area 6. The delegate of USA pointed out that the USA had proposed a TAC of 105,000 tons for the mackerel
:in Subareas 3, 4, and 5, and Statistical Area 6. The proposal reflected 30,000 tons for Subareas 3 and 4.
In Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, a total of 11,300 tons was allocated for the coastal states (5,000 tons
for Canada and 6,300 tons for USA) and the surplus of 63,700 tons was pro-rated among distant-water states
based on 1976 allocations as follows: 4,000 tons for Bulgaria, 2,000 tons for Cuba, 1,100 tons for Fed.Rep.
Germany, 12,400 tons for German Dem.Rep •• 20.200 tons for Poland, 1.100 tons for Romania, 22,800 tons for
USSR, and 100 tons for "Others". The delesate of Canada estimated his country's catch as 25,000 tons of
the 30,000 tons proposed for Subareas 3 and 4, leaving 5,000 tons for "Others" to cover by-catch. The
delegate of GDR expressed regrets that GDR scientists were not able to participate in the deliberations of
STACRES. His delegation preferred the l33,00D-ton TAC for 1977. However, he expressed his country's
interest in a quick recovery of the stocks and the protection that would be afforded by the lower TAC.
Therefore. he supported the proposals made by USA and Canada for a TAC of 105,000 tons with 75,000 tons
for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 and 30,000 tons for Subareas 3 and 4.

The delegate of Poland recommended a compromise single TAe of 120.000 tons for Subareas 3, 4, and 4,
and Statistical Area 6 by removal of the coastal state requests and pro-rating the remainder among the
distant-water countries. The delegate of Italy said that the allocations proposed by USA were not equitable.
He noted that Italy had taken an average of 500 tons of mackerel each year. yet her needs had not been taken
into account in the us proposal. Other countries had been given amotmts of mackerel equivalent to their
catch in recent years. In light of the fact that countries which had no traditional squid fisheries were
given initial squid allocations at Italy's expense, it was not fair to exclude Italy from the mackerel
f:ishery. The delegate of USA, supported by Cuba and Canada. pointed out that two TACs, one for Subareas 3
and 4, and another for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, were needed for enforcement and the new Subarea 5
and Stat:istical Area 6 regulatory regime. In response to the delegate of Italy, it was noted that her
mackerel catch was a by-catch in the squid fishery; only those countries which had conducted viable directed
mackerel fisber:ies in the past had been given a specific allocation in the US proposal.

The delegate of Bulgaria noted that in no case in the past had the Commission, when presented with a
choice of two options for a TAC, chosen the lower number. The STACRES Report reflected scientific approaches
which advocated higher TACs. The suggested TAC of 105,000 tons represented only one-third of the TAC for
mackerel in 1976. This would cause great difficulties for those countries with long-term directed fisheries
for mackerel. Without objection to the principle of allocation presented by the USA, Bulgaria proposed that
the Joint Meeting of tihe Panels adopt a minimum TAC of 133,000 tons as proposed in one option by STACRES.
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The dele8~te of France advised the Panels that the coastal vessels of St. Pierre and Miquelon had a catch
of approximately 300 tons outside the Convention Area.

Following additional comments concerning the US and Canadian proposals, the Joint Panels, with the
exception of USSR and Bulgaria which continued to support a TAe of 180,000 tons and 133,000 tons, respect­
ively,

agreed to recommend

that 1977 TAcs and national allocations for the mackerel stocks in Subareas 3 and 4, and 1n Subarea 5
and Statistical Area 6, be set at the levels shown in Table 1.

7. The Joint Panels adjourned at 1600 hr-e , 3 December.

Table 1. Summary of TACs and allocations for stocks
overlapping in Subareas 3, 4, and 5 and Sta­
tical Area 6 for 1977.

Mackerel

3+4 5+6

TAe recommended by (105,000 to 133,000)3
Scientific Advisers

Bulgaria - 4,000

Canada 25,000 5,000

Cuba - 2,000

Denmark - -
France - -
Fed. Rep. Germany - 1,100

German Dem.Rep. - 12,400

Iceland - -
Italy - 3002

Japan - -
Norway - -
Poland - 20,200

Portugal - -
Romania - 1,100

Spain - -
USSR - 22,800

UK - -
USA - 6,0002

Others 5,0001 100

Total allocated catches 30,000 75,000

Reserved for by-catch (including 300 tons taken in
Subdiv. 3Ps outside the Convention Area by France).

2 USA agreed to give Italy 300 tons (Proc. No.8,
Appendix V).

3 USSR and Bulgarian scientists proposed 180,000 tons.
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Proceedings No.8

1. Opening. The meeting was opened by the Chairman, Dr J .A. Storer (USA). All Members of the Panel were
present, as well as Observers from the EEC and FAD.

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

3. Agenda. The proposed Agenda was adopted.

4. Consideration of. Conservation Measures in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of USA opened
the discussion by expressing her delegation's appreciation for the time allowed for the preparation of a
package of proposals for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 and for the cooperation of the other delegations.
She thought it only fair that the delegates should see all the proposals in their fullest form for consider­
ation together. When the US delegation announced at the June 1976 Annual Meeting that the US Government
would file its notice of intention to withdraw from I.CNAF, it was stated that, in view of the enactment of
the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, the USA could not remain in lCNAF, in its present form,
beyond 1977. It was stated in MOntreal, and was now being repeated, that the USA could not allow itself, as
a nation, to be confronted with a conflict between the international treaty obligations of lCNAF and the
requirements of its domestic law. The USA believed that its obligations under ICNAF did not need to be
inconsistent with the requirements of the Fishery Conservation and Management Act, which was now a part of
the body of its domestic law. But, if the USA should determine that those obligations, as they resolved
themselves at this Special Meeting of the Commission, would make it impossible for USA to continue to par­
ticipate in lCNAF beyond 31 December 1976, the notice of withdrawal would remain in effect. The four condi­
tions, the fulfillment of which were stated in June 1976 to be prerequisite to continued US participation
in lCNAF were:

a) That lCNAF nations understand that the USA will enforce its national fisheries jurisdiction within
200 miles and that within these limits of national fisheries jurisdiction the USA would enforce
ICN.AF regulations;

b) That the USA will establish, within the national limits of fisheries jurisdiction, a national
permit system determined by the USA and issued in a manner consistent with its domestic law;

c) That lCNAl regulations not intrude into the area of US rule-making with respect to the management
of fishery resources within the limits of US fishery jurisdiction; and,

d) The task that the Panel is about to consider here, that the quotas established by ICNAF for 1977,
with respect to that area within US fishery jurisdiction, take into account; the setting by the USA
of total allowable catch and US harvesting capacity before the allocation of any surplus.

The USA had not, at this time, reached any conclusions regarding continued participation in ICNAF in 1977.
The USA was, at this meeting, under ad refezoendwn instructions so that following this meeting, in light of
the outcome of these discussions on which the Panel is now embarking, USA will undertake to aSSess the situa­
tion taking into account all factors bearing upon continued US lCNAF membership. Enforcement, per ee , was
not a question here, although acceptance of the matter of issuance by the USA of registration permits had
not been received from all ICNAF nations. While some nations had stated they would accept the US registra­
tion permits, others had stated that they were not prepared to make a decision or had expressed the opinion
that this was a matter which must be solved within the framework of US law and thus within ICNAF to ensure
her continued participation.

On another matter, the USA announced in the Federal Register of 4 November 1976 the lateral limits in
certain areas off the coasts of the USA adjacent to areas off the coasts of Canada, within which the USA
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will exercise its fishery management authority. The limits of the maritime jurisdiction of the USA esta­
blished by· that announcement were intended to be without prejudice to any negotiations with Canada or to
any positions which might have been or might be adopted respecting the limits of maritime jurisdiction in
such areas. The USA and Canada were involved in a range of discussions related to the extension of their
national fisheries jurisdictions. There were at present unresolved issues which were the subject of on­
going negotiations. Consistent with established practice, pending the outcome of the discussions of the
jurisdictional questions which remain to be resolved, the USA proposed that fishing in the areas involved
in negotiations should be conducted only by vessels of the coastal states. Having brought this matter to
the attention of the Commission, the USA wished to underline that it had come to this meeting to participate
to the fullest extent possible in all efforts to develop rational schemes for the conservation and manage­
ment of the fisheries with which all Panel Members here were concerned.

The delegate of Canada advised the Panel that the Canadian Government published in the Canada Gazette
of 1 November 1976 the text of a proposed Order in Council extending the fishing zones of Canada to 200
miles. The limits of the fishing zones of Canada, as established in that Order, were intended to be without
prejudice to any negotiations or to any positions which might have been or might be adopted respecting the
limits of maritime jurisdiction in such areas. Canada and the USA were engaged in a range of discussions
related to their extensions of national fisheries jurisdiction. Consistent with international practice in
respect to interim measures, pending the conclusion of discussions on outstanding jurisdictional questions,
Canada proposed that fishing in an area involved in these negotiations shall be conducted only by vessels
of the coastal states.

5. The delegate of USA then proceeded with the introduction of the full package of US conservation propo­
sals for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1977, as shown in Comm.Docs. 76!XII!71 for herring, 76!XII!72
for squid, 76!XII!73 for mackerel, 76/XII!74 for silver and red hakes, and 76!XII/84 for first- and second­
tier TACs and allocations. First, USA proposed a 30D-ton mackerel allocation for Italy to account for by­
catch in Italy's squid fishery. Then the difficulties in arriving at a TAC and allocations for herring
were reviewed. The US commitment to rebuilding herring stocks and the June 1976 proposal of a 33,00o-ton
TAC, with no directed fishery for distant-water fisbing cccnurdes , was recalled. The USA had now reconsi­
dered it.s position. While remaining committed to the concept of no directed fisheries for herring, if the
stocks did not become more healthy, because some countries had to make extremely difficult decisions, a US
proposal for herring allocations (Comm.Doc. 76!XII!84) outlined a difficult compromise, but reflected a
balance of interests. Only Canada, France, Fed.Rep , Germany, GDR, Poland and the USA would be allowed
directed fisheries. Other countries would be permitted a by-catch of herring based on their decided or
proposed allocations of other species in Subarea 5. The delegate of USA pointed out that butterfish and
river herring had been removed from the "otber finfishll category. Individual national allocations of
these species reflected the by-catc~ anticipated in directed fisheries for other species.

With regard to the squids, Illex and Loligo, the delegate of USA recalled the suggestion at the June
1976 Annual Meeting that it would be appropriate for the USA to make any squid, which its fishery would
be unable to take" available to other ccuntrrdea at' the 1977 Annual Meeting. The USA had agreed with that
proposal only with regard to Loligo. The USA now recommended a proposal to be discussed at the June 1977
Annual Meeting for the reallocation of both Illex and Loligo (Comm.Doc. 76/XII/84). The US allocation
of 12,000 tons for herring and the lO,OOO-ton proposed reallocations for Illsx and Loligo squid" gave the
US fishermen realistic options as they, along with the distant-water fishermen, faced the effects of
depleted stocks. The proposed reallocations of squid were based on a US desire to reallocate squid to
countries which fished for their own markets. The proposed second-tier allocations acknowledged the pos­
sibilities for the reallocation of squid.

The delegate of USA then described the US proposal to fulfill the US commitment to the concept of
"windows" as a management measure. This new management concept fulfilled three criteria felt to be e,ssen­
tia1 to the USA: first, it eased enforcement, second, it helped ensure that by-catch limitations were not
exceeded, and third, it reduced the potential for gear conflicts. The sum effect of all the US proposals
was to ensure that foreign fisheries could take their allocations while protecting US fishing interests.
The USA had taken the results of all deliberations into account when preparing the proposals in order to
ensure fairness.

The delegate of USSR noted the seriousness of the proposals, and, although SODle were absolutely unac­
ceptable to his delegation, wished to have more time to study them fully before commenting further. The
delegate of Spain acknowledged an improvement in the "windoW· proposals over those proposed earlier, but
pointed out that the Area "D" in ccee.ucc , 76/XII172 for squid should take i~to account the steep slope of
the Continental Shelf and proposed that area be redrawn to include waters to 50 fathoms.

The delegate of Poland stated that the IIwi ndow" concept was not acceptable to Poland for a number of
reasons. First, heavy fishing in a very small area was not good for the stocks. Second, conflicts would
arise because of the great number of ships operating in the small area, for example, 85 ships might be
operating in the "windows" proposed for mackerel. Third, because the location of the stocks changed from
month to month, and year to year, it might happen that stocks of interest to a country would be outside
a IIwindow'J, -wi t h the result that the ships would have crossed the ocean only to have no opportunity to
fish. He understood the coastal state's concern for by-catch and conservation, but pointed out that the
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closed areas proposed by USA in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/50 (Revised) were more preferable than the "windows".

The delegate of Cuba stated that tl;L~· '.'window" proposals were not at all satisfactory to his delegation.
He was not against the concept as such; but the "wdndowa" had to be judged on whether they enabled countries
to take their allocations, or were too restrictive of fishing activity. Bis delegation was fi-rally against
the latter. He noted that the "wfndcw" concept had been discussed very seriously and with complete honesty
by delegations for a long time. The US proposal did not .appear to have taken adequate consideration of
those discussions, nor did the proposals take into consideration the sound reasons for the Cuban position.
Although the coastal state was preoccupied with by-catch. the Commission had to consider how much weight
to give that interest in establishing its regulations. One of the factors in making this decision was that
the reductions in the TACs had reduced the amount of by-catch, not proportionally. but in absolute teree ,
Choosing his words carefully, he stated that Cuba was prepared to accept a serious proposal, a proposal
that would stand up to the spirit of a just compromise. He promised that his delegation would study the
matter further.. He proposed that the issues in Panel 5 were so important that they should be addressed at
the earliest opportunity, otherwise the future of the Commission could not be discussed realistically 1n
the Plenary Session.

The delegate of Fed.Rep. Germany expressed bis gratitude that the "windows" were not meant to prevent
any country from taking its quota. but wondered if they fulfilled that purpose. Two questions arose. first.
there was no scientific advice on the second-tier quota proposed by the USA in Comm.Doc. 76/XII/84. his best
recollection from the June 1976 Annual Meeting was that the level of the second-tier quota depended on the
TACs for herring and mackerel. Second, the allocations of the second-tier TAC proposed by the USA gave
each cowtry approximately 85% of the sum of the individual species allocations. The Fed. Rep. Germany fared
somewhat better than the other countries having 88% of the sum of its individual species allocations included
in its second-tier quota. This restriction was not justified in light of the Fed.Rep. Germany's record of
fishing for herring and mackerel. as recorded scientific reports demonstrated that there was no by-catch in
those fisheries. He argued that. because of constraints on the type of gear used in the fishery. the second­
tier restrictions should not be applied to the Fed.Rep , Germany. Additionally. the small herring "window"
proposed was noc in the location of the main concentrations of herring. tts size would cause large numbers
of vessels to congregate in a small area. Unless the area were redrawn to the west. the Fed;Rep. Germany
would not be able to take its herring allocation. He repeated that. if the "wdndows" were meant to solve
by-catch problems, the Fed.Rep. Germany fisheries did not have this kind of a problem. It, therefore. did
not seem necessary to have limited "windows", nor to lim! t the time to one month and thereby concentrate
the vessels in a small area. In sum, he stated the "window" was not needed but if adopted the proposed
herring "window" should be larger and open longer.

The delegate of USA pointed out, in partial response to the remarks of the delegate of Fed.Rep, Germany,
that Panel 5 had agreed at the .Iune 1976 Annual Meeting to abide by the advice given by the Scientific
Advisers to the Panel (page 190 of Redbook 1976). The level of the second-tier TAC would be set based on
the level of the mackerel TAC adjusted for by-catch ratios. assuming a 50% increase in by-catch ratios.

The delegate of Spain described what the "windows" meant to Spain's squid fishery in actual terms.
If squid Areas "D" and "C" shown in Comm. Doc. 76/XII/72 were opened in the swmner months. it would assist
Spain in conducting a viable Ille:& fishery. Additionally. some other adjustments in time would be valuable.
The delegate of Japan agreed with the delegate of Fed.Rep , Germany. If the "windows" were adopted to reduce
by-catch. the concept of the second-tier quota had to be reassessed. He recalled his remarks at the June
1976 Annual Meeting that, if the "wdndowe" were adopted. the second tier would lose its present level of
importance. He stated that his delegation would have to look very closely at the "wfndowe" and how they
related to the second-tier quota.

6. Panel 5 recessed at 1850 hrs, 7 December.

7. Panel 5 reconvened at 1050 hra , 8 December.

8. Further Consideration of Conservation Measures in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of
Bulgaria opened the discussion by referring to Comm.Doc. 76/XII/84 and asking the delegate of USA to clarify
which species remained in the category of "Other finfish" after the butterfish and river herring were
removed. He also asked how the by-catch allocations of the remaining 122.000 tons was determined. The
delegate of USA replied that TACs for butterfish and river herring were removed from the lSO.OOO-ton TAC
for "Other finfish" in quantities recommended by the Scientific Advisers to the PaneL The remaining
122.000 tons were allocated to account for by-catch and on the basis of second-tier allocations. He
reminded the Panel that USA had proposed that "oebee finfish" be reserved for by-catch at the June 1976
Annual Meeting.

The delegate of USSR understood the coastal state's concern for the conservation of the fish stocks
and the need to reduce by-catch. but questioned whether the problem of by-catch had not been artificially
expanded. For example. by-catch in mackerel and herring fisheries conducted with midwater trawls was not
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greater than 1%. and the by-catch of cod and flounders in those fisheries was non-existent. The regulation
of by-catch depended on the fishery in question. At the present time, there was not a great deal of data
on by-catch of species whose stocks need recovery. He stated that the USSR delegation was prepared to par­
ticipate in the development of regulations to protect groundfish fisheries. With regard to "windows" I he
felt that the concept was not well grounded scientifically, and presented several other problems. It did
not meet the need for conservation nor did it give countries the opportunity to catch their allocations.
Immense concentrations of vessels would fish in limited areas, making it difficult for them to observe the
rules of navigation. Their mobility would be reduced and the chances of unnecessary conflicts could possibly
increase. In addition, the concentration of vessels in small areas would have an adverse impact on the
living resources of these areas. Finally, his main concern was that the proposals did not provide any addi­
tiona~ protection for the many species which were already under regulation and have been allocated among the
Member Countries. It appeared that, beyond the stated reason for the "windows", the reduction of by-catch,
there might really be intended a further reduction of fisheries generally. He reminded the Panel of the
existing regulatory structure, including mesh regulations, gear restrictions, closed areas, and catch quotas.
Now, with the "wdndow" concept in place, countries would be unable to take their allocations. Regulations
in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 had already caused USSR to fall 38% short of its silver hake quota and
62% short of its red hake allocation. As pointed out in materials given to the Working Group (Appendix I),
the new regulations would make it impossible for the USSR to take any of its allocations. All of these
factors shaped the USSR delegation's attitude toward the US proposal. He offered his delegation's assistance
in preparing new proposals. He reserved the option to speak further on the individual proposals.

The delegate of USA, in reply, noted that the delegate of USSR had focused on two issues. USA had
asked herself some of the same questions while preparing the proposals. First, regarding the question of
navf.ga tdonaf conflicts arising from concentrations of large numbers of vessels in small areas, there were
two influences: the size of the "wdndow" and the size of the TAC for the species. Because of the reduced
TACs, there should be reduced numbers of vessels trying to catch the allocations. At the same time, the
"windows" were drawn according to the existing fishing patterns reported by Member Countries to the ad hoc
Working Group (Appendix I). With smaller numbers of vessels, the skippers should be able to handle th1s prob­
lem. Secondly, with regard to fishing in small areas so as to wipe out the living resources, this reflected
practice today but without the consequences. The USA considered it better to permit fishing in areas where
fish concentrate rather than to have vessels wandering all over the ocean looking for small schools of fish
which they could easily decimate, while harming other species at the same time. Further, the "windows" were
not immutable in the face of changes in the status of the stocks, or as allocations change; they must be
treated as part of an entire regulatory structure. The delegate of Japan recalled that at first the squid
fishery had not been profitable for Japanese fishermen; now it appeared to be very important for all. In
fact, the Japanese squid fishery no longer had a by-catch. Butterfish had been a "by-cacch", but it was
really caught in a directed fishery conducted when the butterfish were available, or the squid were not
being fished. As butterfisb were not discarded, they are more like an "intentional by-cat.ch" today, there­
fore, the Japanese squid fishery needs no "windows". It was necessary to recognize the concerns of both
the coastal state and distant-water fisheries in developing management for the future. He suggested that
it might be beneficial from the point of view of multilateral relationships to examine some modifications
to the US proposal. The delegate of Spain repeated his suggestion that the shoreward boundary of Area "D"
in the US squid proposal be moved shoreward, because, at present, there were only limited possibilities to
fish in that area. Area "B" was large optically, but presented only limited opportunities in its eastern
areas. The problem was not so much one of geography, but one of time. He proposed, as a modification to
the US proposal, that all the proposed areas be opened 1 January to 15 April for the LoZigo fishery, 15 June
to 15 September for the Ittex fishery, and 15 October to 31 December for the Lotigo fishery again. The
delegate of Japan expressed his support for the substance and philosophy of the Spanish proposal.

The delegate of GDR stated that. his delegation was better prepared to discuss the previous U~clo8ed

area proposals than the " windows", and felt that the regulatory problems could be solved by the closed area
approach. Although his delegation could accept the "window" principle for regulations, they had great
concern over the locations and seasons in the US proposal. Although he disagreed with the US assessment
that the "windows" could meet both conservation requirements and allow countries to catch their quotas, he
was optimistic that other solutions could be found which met the biological, enforcement, and gear conflict
problems the "wdndcwe" were designed to reduce. With specific reference to the mackerel fishery, he stated
that the US proposal did not reflect the data from the GDR fishery. Although Area lIBIT in Comm..Doc. 76/XII/73
was large, it would not be of great use unless it was more to the north. It would be helpful if USA would
reconsider the data presented by the countries which fished for these stocks and redrew the "wdndowa" so
that countries could take their quotas. The delegate of Italy reiterated the position taken by the delegate
of Spain that the "windows" did not present so much of a problem geographically, but did from the point of
view of t1me. He proposed, in addition to the Spanish proposal, that squid Areas "C" and IIE" remain open
from January through June. This would fill in an interval in the squid fishery. The delegate of Romania
agreed with many of the comments put forth by other delegations. But, in light of the small Romanian fishery
in the area, his delegation would find it possible to support the US proposal and accept the "window" concept.
He stated that his delegation would comment on specific allocations at a later time in the Meeting.

The delegate of Cuba began a comprehensive review of the US proposals by stating that his delegation
was not opposed to the "wdndcwa" in principle, and would be prepared to accept them, if they were important
for controlling the by-catches. But the "windows" must be large enough to permit distant-water fisheries
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to take their allocations. The proposed "windows" must be reviewed, therefore, to meet problems which
exist now. He questioned, for example, whether scientists were able to predict with enough certainty what
the hydrological conditions would be in an area far enough in advance so as to be sure where the stocks of
fish would be. The "windows" would be more acceptable if there were a mechanism established in conjunction
with the "wdndowe" which would allow changes to be made in the specific regulations as conditions changed
during the year. The Panel could define the kinds of information which would be necessary to change any of
the regulations. but if the factors so often mentioned such as a cOlDltry's inability to take its quota, or
if serious by-catch. gear conflict or enforcement problems arose) representatives could meet to discuss the
problems and seek to alter the regulations to solve them. More specifically) with regard to the silver and
red hake "wdndcwe'", he stated that there were serious differences between the US proposal and the data sub­
mitted by the hake fishing countries. For example, in the western part of the area proposed by the USA)
fishing was restricted to pelagic gear only, a complicating factor, because he understood that the bakes
were in gullies during that period of the year and thus would be difficult to catch with pelagic gear. He
felt that it would be appropriate to move the southern boundary of the area northward and add some addi­
tional areas north of those proposed. Further, the small size of Area "Cll in Comm.Doc. 76/XII/74 would lead
to dangerous concentrations of vessels in an area where no one can be sure there would be hake. For Area
liB" there might not be much fish left in the shallow areas included in the "window". The "window" does not
reach into deep water where there are concentrations of fish, nor does it reach major concentrations to the
east in June and July. He understood the position taken by the coastal states with regard to their unset­
tled bOlmdary in the Gulf of Maine and their desire not to have fishing in the disputed area while the talks
were going on) but the "windows" should. be drawn in that area for the time when the boundary issues were
settled. Cuba had a developing fishery and honestly felt that it could take no more than one-third of its
silver hake allocation under the US proposal. He noted· that the proposed mackerel "window" only provided
a narrow overlap with the areas proposed by the mackerel fishing countries. He suggested that both of the
areas proposed in Comm.Doca 76/XII/73 be moved to the north to provide access to large concentrations of
fish. Additionally, he suggested March, April, and May should be added to more accurately reflect the sea­
sonal distribution of the mackerel. He noted that the proposed June re-allocation of Lotigo squid had
reduced the US allocation from 25,000 to 6,000 tons. He surmised that the re-allocation of the 19)00o-ton
difference from the US point of view would have taken several factors into consideration, for example,
special bilateral interests, traditional fisheries, and the fact that some of the countries which had
received large shares of the re-allocated squid had small or no quotas for other species. Even though Cuba
was not a country which traditionally fished for squid, it was interested in the stock. He reported that
Cuba took 3,000 tons in Subarea 4 and needed more squid because of the rising demand for domestic consump­
tion. Additionally, future negotiations would depend on the allocation Cuba was able to obtain at this
meeting when squid is allocated in the future. He requested that the coastal state reconsider the proposed
re-allocations, taking into account Cuba's special needs. Additionally, the second-tier quota raised some
serious problems for Cuba. Many restrictions had been placed on fisheries already, such as the reduction
in individual species TACs, "vtndove", and a large decrease in the by-catch allowances. The second tier
might no longer be needed. If it was necessary, however, the delegate of Cuba pointed out that the reduc­
tion be~een the 1976 and 1977 second-tier quotas was 138)000 tons) a burden borne entirely by the distant­
water fishing states. It should be possible for the coastal states to share some of this burden to permit
the distant-water states to catch a higher percentage of their allocations. In addition, the proportion
of Cuba's second-tier allocation compared with the SlDD of the individual species allocations was 75.8%,
compared with an average of 79.8% for all distant-water fishing countries. Cuba also had calculated that
there would be 1)600 tons of by-catch in its directed fisheries. Cuba's second-tier allocation was 4,995
tons less than the sum of its individual species allocations; this number should be only 1)600 tons if
the second tier was really meant to control by-catches. He concluded by seeking the cooperation of other
delegations to find solutions to the problems he had outlined.

The delegate of Poland promised to distribute a proposal which would address the question of an accept­
able "window" for mackerel. The delegate of Bulgaria recalled some of the arguments made by other delega­
tions in the Panel meeting. He stated that Bulgaria would stand by the position it had taken in the Working
Group with regard to "windows" (Appendix I). Bulgarian by-catch is only about 1% due to the extensive use
of pelagic trawls in its fisheries. The issue of the "windows ll should be addressed again. It was difficult
to see how all of the proposals could be sUIDIIlarized. He repeated the statement made by others that it was
difficult to ascertain the method used to allocate the second-tier quotas. Using the principle of pro-rating
after the deduction of the coastal state allocations, he calculated that the Bulgarian second-tier allocation
should be 9)630 tons, rather than the 6,750 tons as proposed by the USA. Additionally, because there were
deviations in the percentages of the ratio of second tier to the sum of the individual species allocations,
the common pr(rrating principle should be applied. With regard to "Otber finfish") the level of 122,000 tons
was too high even after the deduction of river herring and butterfish, and represented a level that could
not be reached by vessels fishing with pelagic gear.

9. PanelS recessed at 1310 hrs, 8 December.

10. Panel 5 reconvened at 2115 hrs, 8 December.
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11. Further Consideration of Conservation Requirements for Mackerel in Subarea .5 and Statistical Area 6
(see also Proceedings No.7). The delegate of USSR introduced Comm.Doe. 76/XII/77 in reopening the question
of allocations of mackerel in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. Be said his proposal allocated the TAC of
75~OOO tons based on the national shares principle as applied in ICNAF in the past. His proposal deducted
the coastal state request for 5,000 tons for canada and 6,000 tons for USA and applied a pro-rated reduction
to the individual allocations to other countries from the remainder, giving 4,260 tons for Bulgaria, 1,830
tons for Cuba, 310 tons for Fed.Rep. Germany, 12,780 tons for CDR, 20,460 tons for Poland, 840 tons for
Romania, 23,000 tons for USSR, and 520 tons for "Others". This provided for equal sacrifice when all of the
TACs were reduced so drastically. The delegate of Italy noted that his country disappeared from the allo­
cations proposed by the USSR, although his country had an average of 500 tons of by-catches annually going
back to 1972. The delegate of USSR maintained that the fairest way to make allocations was to deduct the
coastal state share, then pro-rate the other countries' allocations equally. The delegate of USA said that
the USA had used this procedure in preparing its proposal for allocations of mackerel in Subarea 5 and Sta­
tistical Area 6 (Comm.Doc. 76/XII!84), but then had made adjustments necessary to ensure viable fisheries
for those countries receiving allocations. The delegate of Bulgaria believed that a common principle should
be used to establish allocations, otherwise the Panels could make no decision. He supported the USSR propo­
sal to pro-rate the surplus.

The delegate of Romania reiterated his agreement with the principle of "windows". He pointed to
Romania I s catches of mackerel from 1964 to the present time and, although Romania could agree to her mackerel
allocation for 1977, it was too low for the future. He noted that, because the USSR proposal reduced the
Romanian allocation by approximately 25%, it was unacceptable to his delegation. The delegate of USSR
stated that the USSR had suffered tremendous losses in its allocations from 1975 to 1976. The delegate of
Cuba noted that a number of principles could be applied to the allocation of catches - pro-rating had most
cc;mmonly been used in ICNAF. He was not against pro-rating, but it did not take into consideration the
special circumstances of developing fishing countries. Cuba had quotas in ICNAF today because of these
special circumstances. The special circlDDstances of developing countries should be given consi.deration in
making allocations either in bilateral or multilateral forums.

The Panel agreed that the mackerel allocations for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 as decided by the
Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 (Proceedings No.7, Table 1) should stand.

12. Consideration of Conservation Measures for Herrin in Div. 5Z of Subarea 5 and in Statistical Area 6.
The delegate of USA introduced the proposed allocations shown in Comm..Doc. 16 nI/7l by noting that, as in
the case of mackerel, a number of different formulae could be used for allocation of the TAC. The USA had
taken the STACRES recommendations into account and sought a 10% annual recovery of the stock by proposing
a TAe of 33,000 tons. After deduction of allocations of 1,000 tons for Canada and 12,000 tons for USA,
the remainder was allocated by pro-rating, then adjusitng the allocations to ensure that clear directed
fisheries remained viable, while a by-catch allowance remained for countries with other fisheries. The USA
remained committed to the principle of no directed fishery for herring if the recovery of the stock did not
progress in a satisfactory manner. The delegate of Fed.Rep. Germany recognized that the USA had taken into
account the different fishing patterns of countries in the area when making its proposal and supported the
US proposal. But, noting the US continued commitment to no directed fisheries in case the stocks failed
to recover, he stated that his delegation had not, did not and would not accept the principle that, in the
case of the failure of the stocks to recover, clear directed fisheries would be excluded. The delegates
of France and GDR expressed their support for the US proposal. The delegate of USSR introduced Comm.Doc.
76/XIIf78 which contained his delegation's proposal for allocation of the herring TAC arrived at by deducting
the coastal state share and pro-rating the surplus among the other countries. The US proposal, he said,
contradicted the principles of justice and fairness of the Commission, and because the USSR allocation was
3,400 tons in the US proposal instead of 5,210 tons in the pro-rating system, posed practical problems for
the USSR. If the USSR was restricted to by-catch, it would be unable to take its allocation as by-catches
had been reduced to 5% of directed fisheries. Improvements in USSR fishing methods showed that his country
had taken action on the by-catch problem.

The delegate of USA replied that paragraph 3 of the US proposal addressed some of the definition pro­
blems which had arisen ~th regard to directed fisheries and by-catch. The US position was that, because
of special circumstances relating to the nature of their fisheries, only four non-coastal states, France,
Fed. Rep. Germany, GDR, and Poland, would be allowed to conduct directed fisheries for herring in Subarea 5.

The delegate of Romania stated that, although he could accept the allocations proposed by the USA, he
wished to have the record show his request for a directed fishery for herring in Subarea 5 for Romania in
the future after the stock was rebuilt. The delegate of Canada believed it was reasonable for the USA to
apply an allocation system which took into account by-catches and directed fisheries. He noted further
that the US and Canadian allocations proposed by USA were unchanged from 1976, although both coastal states
had had the option at the Annual Meeting to double their requests by asking for the same allocations in the
second half of 1976 as they had in the first. There should be no doubts about Canada's ability to take a
larger allocation. Both coastal states had exercised restraint and had reluctantly acquiesced in the 1976
allocations. The US proposal represented a good combination of a number of reasonable principles, including
historic fishing and the purity of the catch. Continued controversy over the size of allocations could lead
to a departure from the coastal state unselfishness at the Annual Meeting; in a dog fight, only the coastal
states might gain.
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The delegate of Bulgaria pointed out that, because the principle of pro-rating surpluses had not been
applied to herring and mackerel, his country had lost a total of 550 tons, 260 tons of mackerel and 290
tons of herring. This was approximately 20% of the Bulgarian allocations for those species. Because she
had no other directed fisheries in Subarea 5. this was a severe lOBS. The Bulgarian delegation could not
agree to the US approach. Subsequently. PanelS

agreed to recommend

that the TAe, as recommended by STACRES, and the national allocations for herring in Div. 5Z and
Statistical Area 6 for 1977 be set at the levels shown in Table L

13. Consideration of Conservation Measures for "Other Finfishll in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The
delegate of USA introduced the proposed TAC and national allocations contained in Comm.Doc. 76/XII/84. The
USA had removed river herring and butterfish from the TAC for "Other finfish" and reserved their allocations
for by-catch only. The allocations were based on US estimates of by-catch. PanelS

agreed to recommend

that the TACs and the national allocations for other finfish, river herring, and butterfish in Subarea
5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1977 be set at the levels shown in Table 1.

14. Consideration of Re-allocation of the Expected Unused Portion of the Squid (LoUgo) Catch Quota in
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1977. The delegate of USA noted that the allocations proposed in Comm.
Doc. 76/XII/84 and set out in Table 1 were intended to provide guidance to those countries which might
benefit from a re-allocation at the June 1977 Annual Meeting, provided coastal states did not appear to be
able to take their allocations adopted for 1977 at the June 1976 Annual Meeting. The delegates of Spain
and Japan expressed their support for the re-allocations suggested by USA.

15. Consideration of Conservation Measures for All Finfish and Squid in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.
The delegate of USA, in introducing the allocations proposed 10 Comm.Doc. 76/XII/84, noted first that it
was not strictly pro-rated. Consideration had been given to pelagic fisheries with the result that countries
which depended on these fisheries had received for their second-tier quota a higher percentage of the sum
of their individual species TACs. Also, the proposed allocations took into consideration the suggested
re-allocations of squid. After a brief discussion by the beneficiaries of the squid re-a11ocation of the
influences on the second-tier allocations, the Panel decided that it would be inappropriate to re-allocate
the second tier at the next Annual Meeting. The delegate of Poland noted that, because of the exclusive
use of pelagic trawls by his country in Subarea 5 and the resulting low by-catch, the allocation for Poland
was unjustifiably low. PanelS, then

agreed to recommend

that the TAC, as recommended by STACRES, and the national allocations for all finfish and squid in
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1977 be set at the levels shown in Table 1.

16. Consideration of a Regulatory Regime for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Repme introduced the Working Group I s Report (Appendix I). In
summary, he noted that the practice of fishery management included a multitude of elements that cover con­
servation, gear and fishery conflicts, and enforcement. Regulatory measures used to control fisheries
operations included area, season, and gear specifications. The main issue was to (1) minimize factors
which adversely affect conservation, create fishery conflicts (including ad hac allocations) and increase
enforcement problems, and (2) maximize the taking of TACs and efficiency of fishing operations. By-catch
was certainly one of the primary factors which prevent achievement of these objectives. Panel 5 accepted
the Report.

With regard to the regulatory measures themselves, the delegate of Fed.Rep. Germany requested that,
because of the two-week difference between the 30 September closure of the herring fishery and the 15 October
opening of the mackerel "window", the opening of the mackerel season be moved forward two weeks to avoid
having his country's vessels idle. The delegate of GDR said that the historical performance of the mackerel
fishery did not indicate that this proposal would be of benefit.

The delegate of Bulgaria pointed out that the mackerel quota allocation in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6 (Proceedings No.7, Table 1) had not been executed on the principle of pro-rating. As a result of
that, the Bulgarian mackerel allocation had been reduced by 242 tons (6%). herring allocation by 288 tons
(75%), second-tier quota by 2,980 tons (30%), while some countries had been favoured at the expense of
Bulgaria and other nations. For that reason, Bulgaria was not prepared to accept the allocations given to
her.

17. PanelS recessed at 0045 hra, 8 December.
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18. Panel 5 reconvened at 1055 hrs , 9 December.

19. Further Consideration of a Re ulstor Re!me for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delesate of USA
introduced Comm..Doc. 76 nr 74 (Revised) which proposed "windows I for the silver and red hake fisheries and
noted that it included changes which were based on the c01IIIllents of countries which fished for hake. The
delegate of USSR proposed an amendment to the US proposed "windows" which took into account the migration
of the fish and the fleet operations. PanelS

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (4) for regulation of the fishery for silver hake and red hake in Div. 5Z of Subarea 5
of the Convention Area and adjacent waters to the west and south Within Statistical Area 6 (Appendix II).

20. Paned 5 recessed at 1200 brs, 9 December.

21. Panel 5 reconvened at 1735 hrs, 9 December.

22. Further Consideration of a Regulatory Regime for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6.

(a) The delegate of USA, in introducing the herring proposal contained in Comm.Doc. 76/XII/7l (Revised),
pointed out that the proposal reflected the results of extensive consultations with other delegations.
Although not all distant-water nations' concerns had been met, the progress had to be measured against the
change from the position against directed fisheries for herring that the USA had taken at the last Annual
Meeting. The delegate from Fed.Rep. Germany stated that he was grateful for the change in the US position.
Be feLt that, within the newly proposed "window", fishermen might just possibly be able to take their allo­
cations. He pointed out that, in any case, their fishermen would not wander allover Georges Bank looking
for only 5,000 tons of herring. Because of the low by-catch in the directed fishery for herring conducted
by their fish"ermen, he saw no need for the llwindow" at all, and, therefore, had to state his delegation's
disapproval of the proposal. He reiterated the suggestion made by the delegate of Cuba in an earlier session
of the Panel 5 meeting, that some arrangements be made to adjust the "windows" if it appeared during the
fishing season that fishermen would be unable to take their allocations. Panel 5

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 of the fishery for herring in Div .. 5Z of Subarea
5 of the Convention Area and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 (Appendix
III).

(b) The delegate of USA offered some thoughts on the suggestion made by the delegate of Cuba that some
mechanism be established to evaluate "windows" during the course of a fishing season if problems in fisheries
management occurred. The proposal for hwindowsu had taken into account the need to provide distant-water
fleets an honest opporttmity to catch their alloations - the USA could provide no guarantee that they would
do so. The USA had explored the potential" for some mechanism to make mid-season adJustments in the " windows".
There were provisions in the US extended jurisdiction legislation which required an assessment of the envi­
ronmental impact of actions taken in managing "the fisheries which would have to be met, should adjustment be
made in the management measures approved in ICNAF. At the present time, the US delegation could not under­
take to describe how to hear concerns expressed at the mid-point of a fishing season, make adj ustments in
the "windows", and comply with the requirements of the legislation. Bec.ause some of the "windows" are open
for long seasons, it would be more possible to make adjustments. Changes in international fishery relation­
ships could provide opportunity for such review. However, for the herring fishery, which has a short season,
this would not be administratively possible.

(c) With regard to the proposed squid "windows" contained in Comm.Doc. 76/nt/72 (2nd Revision), the
USA had attempted to make the proposals more realistic. in fishery terms. It was noted that the outer limits
of the "windowsll had been drawn along the 1,OO~fm. contour. The delegates of Spain, Italy, and Japan
expressed their approval of the proposal. Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (6) for the international regulation of the fishery for squid (Lo"Ligo and Ittez) in
Div. 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statis­
tical Area 6 (Appendix IV).

(d) The delegate of USA next introduced the proposal for the regulation of the mackerel fishery
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contained in Comm.Doc. 76/XII/73 (Revised). She noted that the seaward limits of the "windows" in the
previous proposal had been moved shoreward to remove the optical effects of a large area which could not
be fished, and that the date of the opening of the fishery had been moved forward two weeks to coincide
wi th the termination of the herring fishery. Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (7) for the international regulation of the fishery for mackerel in Div. 5Z of Subarea
5 of the Convention Area and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 (Appendix
V).

(e) To terminate existing regulations in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 which had been replaced by
the "windows", Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (8) for the repeal of fishing gear regulations in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6
(Appendix VI).

23. Further Consideration of Be-allocation of the Expected Unused Portion of the Squid Catch Quotas in
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1977 (see Section 14). The delegate of USA presented Comm.Doc.
76/XII/82 which set forth language concerning the immediate implementation of any changes in the squid
allocations for 1977 which might be decided at the 1977 Annual Meeting. Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, proposal (9) for the international quota regulation of the fishery for squid (Illex and Loligo)
in Div. SZ of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and adjacent waters to the west and south within Sta­
tistical Area 6 (Appendix VII).

24. Panel 5, having completed its work, adjourned at 1915 hrs, 9 December.
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Serial No. 4078
(B. g.46)

NOT TO BE CITED WITHODT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION'

Proceedings No.8
Appendix I

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Report of the Ad Boa Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime

Tuesday, 30 November, 0930 hra
Sunday, 5 December, 1015 bra
MOnday, 6 December, 1530 hra

1. Opening. The Meet,ing was opened at 0930 hra by the Chairman, Mr R. C. Hennemuth (USA). Countries
represented were Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Fed. Rep. Germany, Italy, Japan, Poland, Spain, USSR, and USA.

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

3. Agenda. The Chairman read the terms of reference (Circular Letter 76/66) for the Working Group: "An
ad hoe Working Group will meet on 30 November to further evaluate the efficiency of geographic-area control
of fisheries in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (see Comm..Doc. 76/VI/50 Revised; also Item. 5 in Circular
Letter 76/46 dated 26 July 1976, Circular Letter 76/49 dated 11 August 1976, and Proceedings No.9, Append­
ices V and VII of the 1976 Annual Meeting). In addition, there will be general discussion on methods by
reducing by-catch and controlling harvest of directed fisheries." The Chairman suggested that the Group
should work on the basis of the STACRES analysis of the status of the stocks in order to avoid discussion
of conservation requirements. He considered that the Group should seek ways to maximize the possibilities
for and efficiency of, fulfilling TACs while minimizing gear and fishery conflicts; deleterious effects
of one fishery on other stocks; and the problems of enforcement. He noted that there appeared to be three
variables to consider: area, season, and gear.

4. Review of Papers. Research Documents 76/XII/14l (USA), 158 (USSR), 167 (USSR), 173 (USA/Spain), and
working papers from USSR, Cuba, Poland, and Japan provided information on the areal and seasonal distribu­
tion of fisheries, and on by-catches, for the various national fisheries in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area
6. The documents were summarized and reviewed in turn. The data were presented in varying ways, ranging
from very detailed tables with the species composition of the catches according to each main species sought,
to rather rough compilations of total catch without species breakdown. The by-catches reported varied con­
siderably between national fisheries, areas, seasons, species sought, and gear, the overall range being 1%
to over 50%. All the papers submitted indicated that pelagic fishing gear took a minimum by-catch. The
by-catch of those species (cod, haddock, and flounders) which were regulated was small. Discussion of the
papers resulted in a number of comments, many common to several of the documents. In particular, it was
felt that the term "by-catch" should be defined (e.g. relative to predominant species caught or to species
sought); that the source of the data should be identified (biologist, captain, or inspection agent);
that the relative importance of avoiding by-catches of certain species should be determined; that the sig­
nificance of research data compared to cceeerctat catches should be examined especially where regulations
affect the latter; and that allowance for the effects of variation in environmental conditions, both
physical and geographical should be incorporated into any regulation.

The Chairman suggested that the Working Group could examine the problem in terms of the effects of
season and area on the magnitude of the by-catches and consider the establishment of more stringent by­
catch regulations for areas and seasons with greater possibilities of high levels of by-catch. It would
also be necessary, he added, to take into account the effects of changes in fishint patterns that might
result from changes in regulations.

The delegate of USA drew attention to the difference between fishing effort JUBtified by the level of
catch rate and fishing effort justified by other considerations such as employment of a vessel in the
interim period between different seasonal fisheries. He felt that the present closed area regulations
resulted in a complex "pa t ch work qufLt;" of areas that would be greatly simplified and more readily under­
stood if the philosophy was changed to a system of open areas.

5. Constraints on a Management Regime. The Working Group considered the various factors that might
influence decisions with regard to various management options. These factors appeared to fall into four
categories, although with considerable overlap: the biological, enforcement, gear and fishery conflict,
and economic factors.

(a) Biological factors. Such constraints include the necessity of protecting hard-pressed stocks,
e.g. haddock, flounders; the effects of geographical movement of a stock, e.g. from offshore to inshore
areas; the degree of mixing of individuals of different size within a stock; and the adverse effects of
concentrating effort in rigidly defined areas.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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(b) Enforcement factors. Under this category the Group included factors such as the simplicity or
complexity not only of individual regulations but also of the aggregate of regulations. Measures should
be readily interpreted in order to avoid confusion among fishermen and different enforcement agencies.
Area and time blocks should be as few as possible, and should minimize gear mixtures.

(c) Gear/fishery conflicts. In addition to direct conflict between different fishing gears and
me~odsJ e.g. fixed and moving gear, there were also geographically or temporally separated conflicts,
resll1ting from multiple use of the same stock. Safety of fishing operations should be considered. Any
regulations needed to be adjustable to allow for changes in availability.

(d) Economic factors. Constraints of °this kind included the :l..m.plications to industry of any proposed
regulation for conservation purposes which affects fishing strategy and fleet operations.

6. IIWindow" Concept. Discussion of the concept of defined areas in which fishing would be permitted, in
contrast to closed areas where no fishing was allowed, indicated a number of criticisms of the "window"
concept, particularly by the delegates of Japan! USSR, Spain. and Poland. These criticisms stemmed from
the severe effects that the scheme of "Windows", as proposed by the USA at the June 1976 Annual Meeting,
would have on present fishing practices; the adverse effects of a stock of fishing intensively in a res­
tricted area, particularly if there was any limitation on the amount of mixing of individuals within the
stock or any change in the distribution of the stock; and the navigational hazards of confining all vessels
within a small area. The delegates of Japan, USSR, and Spain all stated that the "wdndcw" concept was unac­
ceptable to them, particularly in its present form,

The Chairman noted that any "window" regulation should be flexible with regard to the actual defined
area in order to allow for variation in environmental or other factors that might affect the distribution
of the stocks. He also observed that fishing fleets often tended, in practice, to concentrate in very res­
tricted areas according to fishing success.

The delegates of Cuba and USSR considered that it was necessary to examine fully the efficiency of
the present regulations and the implications of the proposed "window" regulations, before making any deci­
sions, while the delegate of Spain proposed a multinational program under US coordination, to provide better
data for a study of the implications of "windows".

7. Fishing Effort Distribution. The Working Group then recessed for two hours, while a smaller group of
experts plotted, on charts, the areas of commercial fishing activity for the hakes (Fig. 1), squids (Fig. 2),
and mackerel (Fig. 3). On reconvening, the Working Group agreed that the Secretariat should copy and dis­
tribute the charts prior to further discussion of changes in the existing regulations. such discussion to
include consideration of the various constraints developed earlier in the present Meeting. A suggestion
by Canada that each country should present written proposals for changes in the regulations gained no support.
A suggestion by Spain that the USA should provide written proposals was adopted. The delegates of Japan and
USSR noted that, while they had participated in charting the distribution of fishing effort, they reserved
their position with regard to the "window" concept.

B. The Working Group recessed at 1815 hns , 30 November.

9. The Working Group reconvened at 1015 hrs , 5 December.

10. The Chairman noted the submission of two further working papers by Italy and GDR, describing fisheries
and by-catch in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of GDR summarized his working paper and the
Chairman noted another example of the need to define by-catch, in this case referring to fishing directed
on -an _opportunistic basis at schools of other species encountered when searching for a different species.
The delegate of Spain noted that a document providing data from Spanish fishing vessels was in preparation.

The Chairman reiterated his views of the terms of reference of the ad hoe Working Group, as specific­
ally including definition of the areas of distribution of fish stocks and the fisheries on them, and the
examination of such distributions with regard to by-catches, gear conflicts, and similar prcbkems , The
terms did not require putting forward proposals.

The Working Group reviewed the draft report of its 30 November Meeting and several amendments were
adopted. The delegate of Bulgaria stated his association with statements at this Meeting with regard to
the unacceptability of the "window" concept. With regard to the maps of fishing effort distribution (Fig.
1-3), the Working Group agreed that a smaller group of experts would examine these and make any changes
deemed necessary.

11. Illustration of the "Window" Concept. The Working Group examined charts showing possible application
of the "window" concept for hekee , squids, and mackerel prepared by the USA. It was noted that such a
presentation had been requested by the Group at the previous meeting and was offered reluctantly by the USA.
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The delegate of USA 8U1lUDarized the suggested "windows" which included seasonal as well as geographical
aspects, and explained the relevance of the suggested "windows" to by-catch and gear conflict problems. He
also noted that the mackerel "window" was based on earlier discussions of a lower rAe for that species than
had been adopted recently by a Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 (Proceedings No.7).

The delegate of Japan expressed his difficulty in addressing the "window" concept as he understood
that the idea had been withdrawn during the Commission Meeting in June 1976 and a decision taken to examine
a different concept. He offered some specific comments on the present illustrated suggestions, while empha­
sizing his continuing reservation on the "window" concept. Specifically, he noted that the suggestions
would eliminate fishing in the shallower parts of the areas of fishing shown on the charts developed by the
Working Group and thus exclude the major squid grounds. Similarly, the seasonal restrictions would also
exclude important fishing in October-December.

The delegate of Italy agreed with these comments and added that the proposed seasonal restrictions with
a break between seasons would create problems for specialized fishing vessels which would not be able to
take a full load ~n anyone proposed season.

The delegate of USSR agreed with the remarks of Japan, and contended that some of the proposed restric­
tions had little biological justification, particularly those on the mackerel fisheries which were conducted
with pelagic gear and took little by-catch. He felt that such fisheries should be unrestricted in terms of
area or season, so that fishing tactics were not affected adversely.

The delegate of Spain expressed his opinion that the proposals were based on enforcement, rather than
biological considerations and that they would prevent most cotmtries from taking their allocations. He
illustrated this latter aspect by reference to the experience of Spanish squid fisheries relevant to the
proposed areas and seasons for fishing. He noted that some of the proposal would result in dangerously
heavy concentrations of vessels.

The delegate of Cuba supported the comments of USSR and Spain and stated that there was a need to take
all factors into account, including the concerns of both the coastal states and other nations fishing :in
the area. He felt that further discussions on these concerns should be carried out :in different form.

The delegate of Poland also concurred with earlier critical comments and stated that the existing regu­
lations of allowable by-catches, the second-tier quota scheme, and the severe reduction in TACs all were
effective in achieving the objectives sought by the new proposals. He drew attention to the problems created
by the "wdudow" concept if any change occurred in stock distribution.

The delegate of Canada suggested that the fact that there were by-catch and gear conflict problems
indicated that there was a need for change and that some dislocation of effort was necessary to achieve this.
A primary objective was to reduce by-catch in the small-mesh fisheries. The essential element was to develop
new proposals and examine whether these would impede harvesting quotas in an economically acceptable manner.
With regard to any enforcement aspects of the present proposals, he noted that the existing complex of regu­
lations could confuse fishermen and inspection officers alike.

The Chairman sunmarized the discussions by noting that many delegates felt that there was no need for
further by-catch regulations; that the present "window" proposals would gravely handicap existing fisheries,
or even make them impossible; that short, separated open seasons would create difficulties for vessels
operating at considerable distance from their ports; and that the variable distribution of stocks implied
a need for flexible regulations capable of being modified rapidly.

The delegate of USA noted that the discussions revealed differences in national preferences for area
and season which might require separate ecccraacdatdon in any regulations. He felt, however, that the Working
Group had concentrated on the ".window" concept and not considered other means of dealing with the by-catch
and gear conflict problems. He suggested that the Group examine alternative measures such as the closed
areas, and consider modifications of these.

The Chairman expressed his concern that the Group had not been able to reach any conclusions, parti­
cularly since discussions at the June 1976 Annual Meeting had been postponed pending collection of the
additional. data which was now available. He noted that the strong reaction to the proposed "windows" for
squid was based on fisheries in narrow bands just outside the "windows" and indicated a major dependence
by the fleets on a very small part of the total area of the fishery, and hence that heavy fleet concentration
was a reality under present conditions. He hoped that delegates were not avoiding making any positive com­
ments on the "wfndcw" concept because of fears that they might be interpreted as a comndtment to such a
concept.

12. The Working Group recessed at 1235 hra, 5 December.

13. The Working Group reconvened at 1530 hrs, 6 December.
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14. The delegate of Spain reviewed his working paper which provided information on Spanish squid catches
by unit area in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. He reported that limited information was available on
by-catches which were comprised of mackerel and hakes but not in substantial quantities. He added that
the working paper, which referred to one cruise of a Spanish squid vessel, described by-catches that were
not representative of the normal situation since Loligo had not entered the fishery at that particular
time.

The delegate of Italy reviewed his working paper which provided monthly catch and by-catch data in
the squid fishery.

15. Review of Closed Areas and Other By-Catch Management Options. The Chairman suggested that the -Working
Group should examine other options for minimizing by-catches and gear conflicts while yet allowing orderly
fisheries. He referred to Camm.Doc. 76!VI!50 (Revised) as a possible basis for discussion of closed areas.

The delegate of USA reviewed this Comm.Doc. and recalled the history of efforts to reduce by-catches.
He noted that a number of regulations had been adopted but inspection of catches under the Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement indicated that significant by-catches were still being made on occasion for a
number of possible reasons.

The Chairman expressed the opinion that the Commissioners would appreciate advice on changes in the
existing closed areas, and particularly why these might be preferable to the "window" concept.

The delesate of Japan expressed a willingness to discuss modifications of the closed area proposals
in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/50 (Revised). The delegate of Spa:ln noted that 50% of the Spanish fleet would be
affected by proposals with regard to l3Q-ft vessels and that 25% of the fleet would be affected by the
ISS-ft vessel provisions.

The delegate of USA stated that closed area regulations increased the enforcement tasks, particularly
with regard to midwater trawls being operated near bottom and to boarding of all vessels fishing in areas
closed to only one type of gear. Multiple boardings were required to ascertain compliance. and the existing
areas were extremely large. He suggested that, at some time in the future, fees might reflect the propor­
tional costs of enforcement, and that this could significantly increase the cost of fishing.

The delegate of Canada inquired whether there was a feeling in the Working Group that it was impossible
to deal with the by-catch problem. He noted studies on one cod stock that showed that incidental catches
of small fish amotmting to 4,000 tons would account for observed but unexplained declines in the stock. He
added that coastal fisheries often suffered from stock depletion to a greater extent than did the more
mobile distant-water fisheries.

The delegate of Cuba felt that the by-catch question was very important but that there was a reluctance
to agree on regulations without very complete data on the problem in case the results were unexpectedly
severe for distant-water fisheries. He stated that rigid by-catch regulations for an entire year might
prevent attainment of national quotas in years of atyPical' hydrological conditions. so that any regulation
should be sufficiently flexible to allow rapid adjustment, a concept requiring a regular flow of appropriate
data. He advocated informal discussion of the problems before further formal consideration.

The delegate of Japan BOUght clarification of the extent of by-catch reduction that was deemed necessary
and also on the extent of gear conflict, while the delegate of USSR inquired about information on by-catches
by fisheries not subjected to by-catch regulations.

The Chairman summarized some of the elements of the by-catch problem including the different value
placed on different species by different fisheries; the market value of mixed or pure landings; the signi­
ficance of even limited by-catches in management of certain stocks; the unavoidability of by-catches in
certain fisheries; and the concept that allowable catches of some stocks might be reserved entirely for
by-catches.

The delegate of Canada observed that there were inadequate data to predict properly the effects of
by-catch management although models did exist to predict by-catches resulting from varying catches of other
species. Such prediction would be easier for fisheries confined to restricted areas rather than those con­
ducted over a much wider area.

The delegate of Spain sought clarification of the basis for restricting by-catches to a certain level
and, wben the Chairman suggested trial regulations that might be altered after an ;lnitial period, stated
that commercial fisheries should not be used as an experimental tool.

The delegate of Cuba observed that the prolonged discussions continued to expose new elements of the
problems. The aim was to minimize by-catch, but the significance of by-catches at the present time should
be determined before taking further action. He noted that recent regulations and the sharp declines in
TACs and allocations would result in greatly decreased total by-catches. He stated that distant-water
fleets were experiencing increased difficulties as a result of the various management actions. He reviewed
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the three main fisheries (squids, hakes, and mackerel) under consideration with respect to the various
factors discussed at the previous meetings of the Group, e.g. area of operation, by-catch levels, and vari­
able stock distribution. He commented that the fleets tend to operate in a confined area at any given
moment and that enforcement was, therefore, not as difficult as might be expected. He felt that there was
no obvious remedy for the gear conflict problem involving offshore lobster traps. It might be possible, he
said, to consider modifications to the by-catch regulations around the middle of the following year if
adequate data were collected in the interim, particularly as a result of stringent coastal state reporting
requirements.

The Chairman commented on the different perception of the problem as seen from the coastal state or
distant-water viewpoint. He felt that this resulted from the lack of good data that were satisfactory to
both elements.

The delegate of Cuba advocated the collection and processing of by-catch data in a standard format in
order to facilitate examination of the problems.

The delegate of GDR recalled the analysis presented earlier with regard to his countryt s fisheries
and stated that it was relatively easy to run updated analyses of the data, but that computers could not
examine fully such elements as distributional variation. The GDR recognized the importance attached by
coastal states to minimizing by-catches and a working group had been established to analyze the problems.
Such analyses had shown that restrictions on the areas open to fishing might result in increased by-catches
should the restrictions prevent fleets locating and fishing the densest distribution of the target species.
He stated that the GDR could accept by-catch regulations based on percentages taken in specific fisheries
as long as it was recognized that some by-catch of any species was unavoidable. He added that any zero
allowance for a by-catch species could result in greatly increased by-catches of other species.

The Working Group agreed that, in general, by-catch dropped as the density of target species increased.
while the delegate of Spain noted that this effect was magnified by considering the proportion of the by­
catch rather than the absolute amount. This~ he added. was one reason for his reluctance to accept further
regulation of by-catch without examination of the rationale and modalities of application.

The Chairman gave two criteria for an acceptable level of by-catch. These were that the TAC for the
by-catch species would not be exceeded. and that the ad hoe allocation of the TAC represented as by-catches
was minimized.

The delegate of Spain noted that by-catch limitations were already in place. but there was a need for
better reporting of by-catches and for better knowledge on the status of the stocks of by-catch species,
and that a review of regulations after only a few months would be difficult in view of the marked seasonal
variations in the fisheries.

The delegate of USA commented on the number of years it had taken to solicit even the present data
reports~ some of which served to indicate that substantial improvement in data collection was still neces­
sary. He noted, as an example, that many delegates had expressed their views that the data were inadequate
for assessment of the effects of the proposed "window" concept. In fact, he added, such data inadequacies
were a significant element from the viewpoint of coastal states' fishermen in the perception of by-catch
problems. He expressed his gratitude to the participants in the Working Group for what he felt were valuable
contributions to discussions.

The delegate of Poland said that there was insufficient data to show whether a system of "wtndcwa"
would reduce by catches and noted that new and more detailed logbooks would provide a better data base in
1977.

The delegate of Canada referred to recent declines in the stocks of many fish that had not been arrested
because the data available at the time were inadequate to justify the action needed. Inadequate data should
not. therefore~ be used as an excuse to delay action on the by-catch problem.

The delegate of Spain noted that by-catches were not the main reason for the observed stock declines
but the overfishing of target species themselves and that by-catches only became a problem once stocks had
been cverf'Lshed, He could not accept the suggestion that no action had been taken, but rather that many
measures had been introduced~ e.g. second-tier TACs and closed area regulations, the effects of which had
not yet been fully realized. It was, therefore, important to assess these effects before introducing new
regulations.

16. The Chairman, in closing the meetdng, summarized the elements, pro and con , of the various management
options considered by the Working Group with regard to by-catches and gear conflicts as follows:

"In SUlTUTlOY!/.t the practice of fishery management includes a multitude of elements that coVer ccaeervc­
trion, gear and fishery aonjlicts, and enfopcement. Regu"'latozay measures used to cowirol: fisheries
operations -inalude area and season and gear specifioations. The main issue is to (1) minimize
faatore which adversely affect conservation, oreate fishery aonfl.iatie (including ad hoc allocations)
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enforcement problems, and (2) """"",,,,'Be the taking of PACs and the effieiency of fishing
By-ootch is cezotainly one of the pztima:rry faetors whi-oh prevent aahievement of these

"The Working Group considered at length the pro's and con's of the us approach of using "toindous",
i.e." pe:rmitting fishing for eel'tain epeaiee only in specified time-area blocks with speeified gear.

"Most countries thought that the approach as illustrated by the USA uoutd have an adverse effeet on
the long-distance fisheries" and that attempting a nel£) approaeh at this time, lIYithout adequate data,
would not be justifiable and would not aacomp"tish the objective. The lack of data is a serious prob­
lem, somebJhat improved by submissions at this meeting, but the aountx-iee which have not been able to
supply the requisite data, in fact, create a problem beaa:use it is not poeeible to demonstrate the
effiaiency of the CUlTent l'egu latoPy measu1"es.

"The USA and Canada maintained that it lJas necessary to fu,rthe1" reduce by-catch and con[l.icts so as
to imp1"ove the oonduct of coastal fisheries~ and the USA maintained t;hat; the "windolJJ" oonoepc is the
best; approach.

"In the lazoger sense, it seems that the issue of "open" or> "closed" aT'ea-SeaBon blocks is not as
imponant as the actuaL degree and kind of a7.oSUI'eS and openings.

"The Group aoul-d not develop muoh advcoe that would be useful in helping the Cormrission to resolve
the issue. Bcnuever, the new data provided for better definition of fishing operatdons and~ hence.
better definition of the effects of proposed regulato~ measuro6S. Some members of the Group felt
that it might be possible to deteet and correct: errors in the initial measures in adequate time to
pezomit fisheries to continue 8uooessfully., and othel'S feU that the necessary measures could be
developed d:u:ring the ne.:r:t year based on esperieroe and better data.

"AU members agreed that the provision of data requested for this meeting on a continuing basis lUaS

necessary and desirable. It is fair to say as well. that mutual understanding and perception of the
problems lJere inox-eaeed."

17. The Working Group adjourned at 1820 hra J 6 December.
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Serial No. 4078
(A.a.4)

NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION!

Proceedings No.8
Appendix II

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEIlBER 1976

(4) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Silver Hake and Red Hake in Division 5Z of
Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and 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:

"1. That tihe Contracting Governments take appropriate action to restrict fishing for bakes (silver
hake and red hake) by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Division SZ of Subarea 5 of the
Conventian Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 to the periods
and areas (coordinates connected by straight lines) specified below. Hake Area A is effective 1
January to 31 March; Hake Area B is effective 1 January to 30 April; Hake Area C is effective 1
April to 31 August.

Hake Area A Hake Area B Hake Area C

39°20'N, 72°30'W 400ll

'N, 71°05'W 40005'N, 69°25'W
39°34'N, 72°30'W 40 020'N, 70 030'W 40020'N, 69°00'W
39°56'N, 72°0Q'W 40 005'N, 69°25 1W 40 050'N, 67°00'W
40 011'N, 71 005 1W 39°50'N, 69°25'W 40 030'N, 6rOO'W
39°50'N, 7l00S

'W 39°50'N, 7l005'W 39° 50 IN, 69°25'W

"2. That, to minimize the incidental catch of other species in the fisheries for hakes, Contracting
Governments shall permit persons under their jurisdiction to have in possession on board a vessel
fishing for bakes (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) species, other than those for which
specific national allocations have been approved by the Commission, caught in Division 5Z of Subarea
5 or in the area adjacent to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 to which paragraph 1 above
applies, in an aggregate amount; not exceeding 5,510 pounds or 2,500 kilograms or 10 percent by weight,
of all other fish on board, whichever is greater.

"3. That, to minimize the risk of exceeding the agreed national allocations of bakes , and in order
to avoid impairment of fisheries conducted for other species which take hakes incidentally, the Con­
tracting Governments shall limit persons under their jurisdiction fishing for otber species to having
in their possession on board (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) bakes other than those for
which a specific national allocation has been approved by the Commission, caught in Division 5Z of
Subarea 5 and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 in amounts not exceed­
ing 1 percent by weight of all fish on board. Should it be observed during an inspection that during
the first seventy-two hours of fishing after entering the fishery a vessel is taking hakes in amounts
greater than that permitted, 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.

"4. That the provisions of this proposal shall not apply to vessels of the coastal states."

NOTE: The attached chart illustrates the periods and areas affected by this proposal.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Chart illustrating Areas A, B, and C affected by Proposal (4) for International Regulation

of the Fishery for Silver Hake and Red Hake in Division SZ of Subarea 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

9 December 1976

40· 50' N
67° 00' W

39" SO' N
69" 25' W

B
39° SO' N
71" OS' W

40· 20' N
70· 30' W

3g- 20' It
ze- 30' W

HAKES
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Serial No. 4078
(A.a.4)

NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMIIISSIONI

Proceedings No.8
Appendix III

NINTH SPECIAl COMIIISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(5) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the :Fishery for Herring in _Division 5Z of Subarea 5
of the Convention Area and 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 Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring, Clupea
harenque 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 south within Statistical Area 6 so that the aggregate
catch of herring by persons taking such herring shall not exceed 33,000 metric tons in 1977.

"2. That Competent Authorities frOlIleach Contract:lng Government listed below shall limit, in 1977,
the catch of herring frOlIl Division 5Z of Subarea 5 and adjacent waters to the west and south within
Statistical Area 6, taken by persons under their jurisdiction, to the following amounts:

Bulgaria 100 metric tons
Canada 1,000 " "
Cuba 700 " "
France 1,000 " "
Federal Republic of Germany 4,725 " "
German Democratic Republic 4,825 " "
Poland 5,100 " "
Romania 100 " "
USSR 3,400 " "
USA 12,000 " "
Others 50 metric tons.

"3. Each Contracting Govermnent mentioned by name in paragraph 2 above shall take appropriate action
to prohibit the taking of herring during 1977 by persons under its jurisdiction fishing for stocks or
species in Division 5Z of Subarea. 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and
south within Statistical Area 6 on the date which

accumulated reported catch,
the quantity estimated to be taken before closure could be introduced, and
the likely :lncidental catch of herring in all other fisheries,

equal 100 percent of the allowable catch indicated for it in paragraph 2 above.

"4. That the herring fisheries in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent
waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 be restricted to the period 15 August to
30 September 1977 and to an area bounded by straight lines joining the following coordinates:

42°l0'N,
42°l0'N,
4lo30'N,

4rlO'N,

69°00'W
68°35~W

68°35'W
69°00'W.

"5. That the Contracting Governments prohibit the taking of herring 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), and prohibit the attachment of 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 area described in paragraph 4 above.

"6. That, 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 which take herring incidentally, the
Contracting Governments shall limit persons under their jurisdiction fishing for other species to
having in their possession on board (either at sea or at the time of off-load:llng) herring other than
that for which a national allocation has been approved by the Commission, caught in Division 5Z of
Subarea 5 and 10 adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 in amounts not exceed­
ing 5 percent by weight of all fish on board. Should it be observed during an inspection that during

Executive Secretary, ICNAl, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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the first seventy-two hours of fishing after entering the fishery a vessel is taking herring in amounts
greater than that permitted, 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.

"7. That, to minimize the incidental catch in the fisheries for herring, Contracting Governments shall
permit persons under their jurisdiction to have on board a vessel fishing for herring (either at sea
or at the time of off-loading) species, other than those for which specific national allocations have
been approved by the Commission. caught in Division sz of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area or in the
area adjacent to the west and south in Statistical Area 6 to which paragraph 1 applies, in an aggregate
amount not exceeding 1 percent by weight of all other fish on board.

"8. That the provisions of paragraphs 4, 5, 6, and 7 above shall not apply to vessels of the coastal
eeeree."

NOTE: The attached chart illustrates the period and area affected by this proposal.
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Chart illustrating the area affected by Proposal (5) for International quota Regulation

of the Fishery for Herring in Division 5Z of Subarea 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

9 December 1976
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Proceedings No.8
Appendix IV

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(6) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Squid (Lotigo and Ille:x;) 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:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action during calendar year 1977 to restrict
fishing for squid (Lotigo and IZle:c) by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Division 5Z of
Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical
Area 6 to the periods and within the areas specified below which are bounded by straight lines:

Area A - No gear restriction

37°0Q'N. 74°40'W
35°30'N, 75°00'W
35°30'N, 74°30'W
37°00'N, 74°10'W

~ - No gear restriction

37°QO'N, 74°30'W
37°00'N, 74°l0'W
38°00'N, 73°20'W
39°40'N, 71°20'W
39°40'N. 69°0Q'W
40002'N, 69°00'W
39°55'N, 69°25'W
40004'N, 70058'W

39°55'N, 71°20'W
39°50 'N, 71°20'W
39°20 'N, 72°20'W
39°25'N, 72°25'W
38°DO'N, 73°53'W

~ - No gear restriction

37°OQ'N, 74°30'W
38°00'N, 73°53'W
39°25'N, 72°25'W
39°30'N, 72°30'W
38°00'N, 74°10'W
37°00'N, 74°40'W

Area D - No gear restriction

39°20'N, 72°20'W
39°50'N, 71°20'W
39°59'N, 71°20'W
39°30'N, 72°30'W

Area E - No gear restriction

39°55'N, 7lo20'W
40004'N, 70058'W

39°55'N, 69°25'W
40oD2'N, 69°DO'W
40020'N, 69°00'W
40020'N, 70030'W

39°59'N, 71°20'W
39°55'N, 71°20'W

JanuarYi November-December

January-February-March;
15 June-15 Septemberi
November-December

January-Marchi
15 June-lS September;
November-December

January; November-December

January-March; November-December

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9
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~ - No gear restriction

40°IS tN, 69°Qa'W
39°40'N, 69°QQ'W
40020'N, 67°QQ'W
40045'N, 67°QQ'W.

- 2 -

January-February;
15 June-IS September;
November-December

ss

"2. That, to minimize the incidental catch in the fisheries for squid, Contracting Governments shall
permit persons under their jurisdiction to have in possession on board a vessel fishing for squid
(either at sea or at the time of off-loading) species, other than those for which specific national
allocations have he-en approved by the Commission, caught in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention
Area or in the area adjacent to the west and south in Statistical Area 6 to which paragraph 1 applies,
in an aggxegace alOOunt not exceeding 5,510 pounds or 2,500 kilograms or 10 percent by weight, of all
other fish on board, whichever is greater.

"3. That. to minimize the risk of exceeding national allocations of aqudd, and in order to avoid
impairment of fisheries conducted for other species which take squid incidentally. the Contracting
Governments shall limit persons under their jurisdiction fishing for other species to having in their
possession on hoard (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) squid. other than that for which a
specific national allocation has been approved by the Commission. caught in Division 5Z of Subarea 5
of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 in
amounts not exceeding 1 percent by weight of all fish on bcard , Should it be observed during an ins­
pection that during the first seventy-two hours of fishing after entering the fishery a vessel is
ta1d.ng squid in amounts greater than that permitted. 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.

"4. That the provisions of paragraphs 1. 2. and 3 above shall not apply to vessels of the coastal
s eecee,"

NOTE: The attached chart illustrates the periods ,and areas affected by this proposal.
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Chart illustrating Areas A, B, C, D, E, and F and seaSOns affected by Proposal (6) for

International Regulation of the Fishery for Squid (£Oligo and rzze::) in Division 5Z of

Subarea 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 9 December 1976

A

Squid
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(7) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Mackerel in Subarea 5 of the Convention
Area and 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:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of mackerel. soom­
her 800mbrus L., by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in 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
mackerel by persons taking such mackerel shall not exceed 75.000 metric tons in 1977.

"2. That Competent Authorities of each Contracting Government listed below shall limit, in 1977. the
catch of mackerel from Subarea 5 and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6,
taken by persons under their jurisdiction, to the following amounts:

Bulgaria 4,000 metric tons
Canada 5,000 " "
Cuba 2,000 " "
Federal Republic of Germany 1,100 " "
German Democratic Republic 12,400 " "
Italy 300 " "
Poland 20,200 " "
Romania 1,100 " "
DSSR 22,800 " "
USA 6.000 " "
Others 100 metric tons.

"3. That the mackerel fisheries in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the
west and south within Statistical Area 6 be restricted to the periods and area bounded by straight
lines joining the coordinates specified below:

38°05'N,
37°30'N,
38°S0'N,
39°l2'N.
39°40'N•
4Qo05'N.
39°30'N
40020'N:

40oSQ'N,

40030'N,

40030'N.

39°52'N,
38°0S'N.

74°20'W
7r4S'W
72°20'W
72°49'W
.72°30'tv
7lo38'W
7l<;l20'W
67°·00'W
67°0Q'.W
69°0Q'W
7lo50'W
72°42'W
74°20'W.

January and Februaryj
October, November and
December

"4. That the Contracting Governments prohibit the taking of mackerel with fishing gear other than
pelagic gear (purse seines or true midwater trawls. using midwater trawl doors incapable of being
fished on the bottom). and prohibit the attachment of 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
area described in paragraph 3 above.

"5. That. 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 which take mackerel incidentally, the Con­
tracting Governments shall limit persons under their jurisdiction fishing for other species to having
in their possession on board (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) mackerel, other than that
for which specific national allocations have been approved by the Commission. caught in Subarea 5 or
in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 in amounts not exceeding 5 percent
by weight of all fish on board. Should it be observed during an inspection that during the first
seventy-two hours of fishing after entering the fishery a vessel is taking mackerel in amounts greater
than that ~ermitted. the inspector shall note this fact on the report of inspection and bring it to

Executive Secretary, ICNAF. P.O. Box 638. Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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the attention of the master. Such observation in itself shall not be considered an infringement.

"6. That, to minimize the incidental catch in the fisheries for mackerel, Contracting Governments
shall permit persons under their jurisdiction to have on board a vessel fishing for mackerel (either
at sea or at the time of off-loading) species, other than those for which specific national allocations
have been approved by the Commission, caught in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area or in the area adja­
cent to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 to which paragraph 1 above applies, in an aggre­
gate amount; not exceeding 5 percent by weight of all other fish on board.

117. That the provisions of paragraphs 3, 4, 5, and 6 above shall not apply to vessels of the coastal
states. 1I

NOTE: The attached chart illustrates the periods and area affected by this proposal.
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Chart illustrating the area and periods affected by Proposal (7) for International Quota

RegUlation of the Fishery for Mackerel in Subarea 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 9 December 1976
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(8) Proposal for Repeal of Fishing Gear Regulations for 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 follaw1ng proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"L, That proposal (2) for international regulation of fishing gear employed in the fisheries .in
Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical
Area 6, adopted at the September 1975 Seventh Special Commission Meeting (September 1975 Meeting
Proceedings, pages 39-40) and entered into force on 14 April 1976, be repealed effective 1 January
1977."

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia. Canada BlY 3Y9
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(9) Proposal for Intemational Quota Regulation ·0£ -the Fishery for Squid (LoZigo and IUez) in Subarea 5
of the Convention Area and 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:

Taking into Account that the coastal states may not be able to take their 1977 national quota allo­
cations for squid (LoZ,igo and Inez) in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in Statistical Area 6
adopted at the Annual Meeting in June 1976; and

Noting that indicative revised allocations were provided by the USA as guidance to nations which might
benefit from a re-allocation and were reflected in second-tier allocations recommended by the Com­
mission at its Ninth Special Meeting:

"That Competent Authorties from each Contracting Government shall limit in 1977 the catch of
squid (Lotigo and IHea:) taken by persons under their jurisdiction from the stock in Subarea 5
of the Convention Area and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 to
the amount decided for each Contracting Government at the 1977 Annual Meeting by unanimous vote
of the Contracting Governments present and voting, and if a decision to revise the catch taken
by persons under theit jurisdiction is taken, such amounts would become effective for each Con­
tracting Government upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Government of the amounts
decided by the Commission."

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Report of the Joint Meetings of Panels 1-5

Thursday, 2 December, 1715 hra
Sunday, 5 December, 1520 hra

Wednesday, 8 December, 0925 hra

Proceedings No.9

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman of the Commission, Dr D. Booss (Fed. Rep.
Germany). Representatives of all Member Countries of the Panels, except Iceland, were present.

2. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Joint Meeting of the Panels was called to consider a Spanish proposal for the allocation
of surplus cod stocks (Comm.Doc. 76/XII/66).

4. Consideration of Procedure for Allocation of Sur Ius Cod Stocks. The delegate of Spain introduced
Comm.Doc. 76/XII 66 in which the procedure for allocation of the surplus cod stocks, on the basis of the
species as a whole rather than stock by stock was expanded. The procedure was proposed by the delegate
of Spain at the 1976 Annual Meeting (June 1976 Meeting Proceedings Nos. 11 and 13), because of dissatis­
faction with the cod stock allocations. The main arguments, he said, for the new principle of distribution
were included in Comm.Doc , 76/UI/66. The principle stressed continued cooperation with the coastal states
by allocating what was surplus to the needs of the coastal states and recognized that the economic signifi­
cance of participation in a fishery is determined by the total quota allocated. He acknowledged the argu­
ments at the 1976 Annual Meeting discussions that the new principle may have been introduced too early or
too late in view of the pending extension of national fishing limits of the coastal states. Having applied
the new principle to all areas and countries, except Subarea 1, he found that there was some doubt concern­
ing the argument that the principle, if adopted, might result in allotments being received by countries in
areas in which they did not want them, or at least in the amounts or seasons desired. He found that, in
Subareas 2 and 3, the majority of countries, except Denmark, had substantial past historical performance
in the cod fisheries. He proposed the adoption of the STACREM formula of 45:45:10 which would provide per­
centage participation in the surplus stock and, therefore. equal sacrifice. The delegate of Portugal
expressed sympathy for the Spanish need for cod, but since Portugal had a similar problem, he could not
offer any concrete help. He noted that the 1977 allocations had been set at the 1976 Annual Meeting,
except for cod in Subarea 1, and that the Commission's objection procedure was available for use by the
Spanish Government. He objected to allocating cod under the new principle and other species under the
stock-by-stock procedure. He noted that the possibilities for adopting a new allocation procedure for 1978
were in doubt because of the extension of management jurisdiction by the coastal states to 200 miles off­
shore. It was, in his opinion, impractical for the Commission to adopt new principles and revise the 1977
allocations. The delegate of Spain noted that Spain had had her quota reduced by 60%, the greatest reduc­
tion any country had suffered. This was discriminatory. He said his Government would use the objection
procedure only as a last resort and that the new procedure would be acceptable for all species and not just
cod. Following a question by the delegate of Canada, the delegate of Spain explained that the amounts
recorded by Spain, using the new procedure at the 1976 Annual Meeting (ccea.ncc, 76/XII/52 Addendum), were
only based on 1976 quotas and were used for illustration only. The delegate of Poland saw no reason to
adopt the new principle which, when applied, showed that Poland would suffer a reduction in allocation.
The Chairman, supported by the delegate of Canada and fully agreed by the Panel Members, declared the
meeting recessed in order to give the item every chance for resolution outside the Commission Meetings.

5. The Joint Meeting of Panels 1-5 recessed at 1800 hrs, 2 December.

6. The Joint Meeting of Panels 1-5 reconvened at 1520 hrs. 5 December, to continue consideration of the
Spanish proposal for a new procedure for allocation of the surplus cod stocks. The Chairman took the oppor­
tunity to express the sincere thanks of the meeting participants and their families for a memorable day on
the Teide MOuntain and at lunch at the Parador. The delegate of Spain thanked the Chairman for his kind

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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words of appreciation. Regarding the new procedure, he reported that applying the 45:45:10 concept gave
results so different from actual allocations that they would not provide any solution to the problem in
practical terms. He felt it would be more realistic to attempt a solution such as was proposed for the
Bulgarian request for a silver hake quota in tuv. 4vwx: and suggested that each Member Country, except the
coastal states, transfer 1% of its allocation, thus giving Spain a total of 1,500 tons: Spain would then
ask the coastal state, Canada, for bilateral compensation to help meet the grave Spanish need for a greater
cod allocation.

With the agreement of the Members of the Panels, the delegate of Spain provided, as information, the
following allocations of the surplus, as a result of his application of the new procedure and use of the
45:45:10 concept:

Bulgaria
Canada
Cuba
Denmark
France
Federal Republic
of Germany

- 0 tons
- not calculated
- 21 tons
- 3,220 tons
- 7,544 tons

- 11,877 tons

German Democratic
Republic

Iceland
Italy
Japan
Norway
Poland

- 6,437 tons
- 39 tons
- 0 tons
- 7 tons
- 4,800 tons
- 4,779 tons

Portugal - 26,596 tons
Romania - 230 tons
Spain - 37,150 tons
USSR - 34,517 tons
UK - 2,348 tons
USA - 543 tons

There was no "Others" category and the 10% for special needs (15,480 tons) was not allocated.

The delegate of Portugal reminded the delegates that Portugal had taken the biggest losses in alloca­
tion since 1974 and that, if the Portuguese cod allocations as set at the 1976 Annual Meeting were changed,
the Government of Portugal would deposit an objection. He had no objection to Spain attempting to solve
her cod problem on a bilateral basis with the coastal states. The delegate of Spain pointed out that the
proposal for a 1% contribution from each Member Country with an allocation would not affect the amounts
set aside for "Ocbera",

The delegate of Canada, in recognizing the great Spanish cod losses in allocations between 1976 and
1977, stated that Canada was prepared to contribute more than 1% if those Member Countries with allocations
would each contribute 1%. The delegate of Cuba suggested that the 1% be given on a voluntary basis by
those Member Countries that felt they could give, while Canada could give as much as she felt possible.

In response to the Chairman's question, the delegate of Canada replied that it would be easier for
h~ to obtain the support of his delegation and Government if all countries with allocations would contri­
bute, but that he would like to see how many countries with allocations could give 1% voluntarily in recog­
nizing the seriousness of the Spanish problem.

7. Panels 1-5, in joint session. having agreed to defer a decision until later in the week, recessed at
1630 hrs, 5 December.

8. Panels 1-5 reconvened at 0925 hrs, 8 December, to continue consideration of the Spanish proposal for
a 1% contribution of cod to Spain from each Member Country with an allocation for 1977 in Subareas 2 and 3.
The Chairman asked the delegate of Spain to express the warm thanks of the delegates and their families
to the local authorities of Tenerife and the Mayor of Puerto de la Cruz for the banquet tendered the ICNAF
meeting participants the previous evening. The delegate of Spain acknowledged the thanks of the Chairman
and assured the meeting that the expression would be conveyed to the local authorities and the Mayor.
Regarding the Spanish proposal, he noted that the 1% formula seemed the best approach for providing much
needed cod to Spain. Bilateral discussions with the Canadian delegation had been encouraging and he felt
that the 1% formula. applied on a voluntary basis. might get considerable support. At the request of the
delegate of Portugal. he detailed the actual amounts of a 1% contribution from each Member Country with
an allocation in the stocks of cod in Ddv, 2GH, Div. 2J-3KL, Div. 3M, and Ddv, 3NO as follows: Cuba - 42
tons; Denmark - 58 tons; ~ - 103 tons; Fed.Rep. Germany - 125 tons; German Dem.Rep. - 59 tons;
Norway - 32 tons; ~ - 122 tons; Portugal - 318 tons; Romania - 4 tons; USSR - 305 tons; and UK ­
32 tons.

The delegate of Portugal was prepared to negotiate a bilateral agreement with Spain to contribute, in
order to relieve the grave Spanish situation, but on the condition that the tables of allocations as agreed
at the Annual Meeting in June 1976 for the cod stocks concerned would remain as set and that Div. 3M be
excluded from the agreement, which would result in a transfer of 256 tons by bilateral agreement if success­
ful. The delegate of USSR understood the Spanish situation as USSR had lost about 100,000 tons of cod since
1975. Because the proposal of a 1% contribution had not been on the agenda for previous study and because
the USSR allocations agreed at the 1976 Annual Meeting had already been legally agreed and re-allocated to
the Soviet fishing enterprises, some of which already had vessels in tbe ICNAF Area ready to operated under
the 1977 regulations. his delegation was unable to reconsider the USSR allocations but be would be ready
to consider other possibilities for Spain.
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The delegate of Poland also found himself in an embarrassing sdtuatdon , He had no instructions to
agree to any part of the Polish quota being allocated but felt his Government could, like Portugal, consider
negotiating a bilateral agreement with Spain. The delegate of Denmark stated he was in the same legal posi­
tion as USSR. He could agree to contribute from mv. 2J-3KL but not from Div. 3M. At his request, the
delegate of Canada said that Canada would agree to contribute 1,250 tons from Div. 2GB and 2,250 tons from
Div. 2J-3KL toward the solution of the Spanish problem. Canada had no objection to amending the allocations
set at the 1976 Annual Meeting but he suggested that. if the transfers were to be made on a bilateral basis,
there should be a resolution adopted saying that the Panels recommended, as a special case for 1977, the
treenefer" of cod to Spain, to a maximum of 1% from. Member Countries with cod allocations in the stocks con­
cerned for approval by the Commission without prejudice to the allocations set at the 1976 Annual Meeting
and to future cases. The Chairman, in supporting this resolution, suggested that the Member Countries
should report the exact amounts of their transfers before the end of the year. The delegates of Cuba, UK.
Norway, and France agreed to transfer 1% to Spain from all areas except Div. 3M. The delegate of Fed. Rep.
Germany was prepared to transfer 116 tons on a voluntary basis to Spain from Div. 2GH. Panels 2 and 3, in
joint session with Panels I, 4, and 5, agreed to recommend to the Commission for adoption the proposed
resolution regarding approval of the transfers to Spain as at Appendix 1. The delegate of Spain expressed
his sincere thanks to the Panel Members for their courtesies and understanding of the Spanish problem.
Although the amounts were small, they meant much to Spain from the point of view of sympathy for the Spanish
needs. He extended warm thanks to Canada for contributing substantially.

9. Panels 1-5. in joint session, having completed their work, adjourned at 1005 hra, 8 December.
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(2) Resolution Relating to the Transfer to Spain of Quota Allocations for the Year 1977 on Certain Cod
Stocks in Subareas 2 and 3 of the Convention Area

Panels 2 and 3, in joint session with Panels 1, 4. and 5, recommend the following resolution for
adoption by the Commission:

The Commission

Having Considered the request of the Spanish Commissioner for re-allocation of cod stocks in Subareas
2 and 3;

Desiring not to jeopardize the decisions taken in respect to these stocks at the 26th Annual Meeting;

Having Noted that Member Countries concerned are willing to contribute to a solution of the pzobLems
explained by the Spanish Commissioner;

Agrees that, in this particular situation, without any prejudice to present and future quota alloca­
tions, transfers from the quota allocations for the year 1977 on the cod stocks in Divisions 2GB,
2J-3KL, and 3NO from other Member Countries to Spain would be permitted, provided that these transfers
will be submitted to the Executive Secretary of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries not later than 24 December 1976;

Having Noted that these transfers have already been submitted by the Commissioners of the following
Contracting Governments:

Canada - Div. 2GH - 1,250 tons
- Div. 2J-3KL - 2,250 "

Cuba - Div. 2J-3KL - 18 "
- Div. 3N0 12 "

Denmark - Div. 2J-3KL - 17 "
France - Div. 2J-3KL - 56 "

- Div. 3NO 3 "
Federal Republic of Germany - Div. 2GB 116 "
Norway - Div. 2J-3KL - 16 "
UK - Div. 2J-3KL - 13 tons;

Affirms that, for the cod stocks mentioned above, the transfers would be communicated to all Contract­
ing Governments not later than 31 December 1976 by the Executive Secretary of the Commission in respect
of all transfers submitted to hDn, and such transfers would come into effect on 1 January 1977 for all
Contracting Governments.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Report of the Joint Meetings of Panels 2 snd 3

Thursday, 2 December, 1800 hra
Sunday, 5 December, 1700 bra

Wednesday, 8 December, 0920 hra

Proceedings No. 10

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman of Panel 3, Mr RaR. Letaconnoux (France),
who was elected Chairman of the Joint Meeting of the Panels. Representatives of all Member Countries were
present (Iceland was not represented at the 2 December meeting). Observers were present from EEC, FAD,
ICES, and ICCAT (from. 5 December).

2. Rapporteur. The Executive aecret.ary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Joint Meeting of the Panels was convened to consider the Romanian request for an alloca-
tion of cod in Div. 2J and 3KLM of Subareas 2 and 3 (Comm.Doc. 76!XII!69).

4. Consideration of the Romanian Request for an Allocation of Cod in Div. 2J and 3KLM. At the request of
the Chairman, the delegate of Romania reviewed the Romanian catch and quota allocations from 1969. He noted
a drastic reduction in the cod quota for Romania since 1975. Until now Romania only had a single quota for
cod of 400 tons in Div. 2GH of Subarea 2. He stated the Romanian request for 1,000 tons of cod from mv.
2J-3KL, 200 tons from Div. 3M, and 400 tons in Div. 2GH which gave a grand total of 2,000 tons as Romanian
needs from. Subareas 2 and 3. The Panel Members noted that the amounts reserved for "Others" was 1,200 tons
in Div. 2J-3KL, 400 tons in DIv. 3M, and 1,000 tons in DIv. 3NO, enough to allow Romania to take her require­
ments from the "Others" category and leave token amounts. The delegate of Spain thought that the Romanian
situation could be accommodated in the results given by the Spanish proposal (see Proceedings No.9). He
stated that agreement to the Romanian request would force Spain to use the objection procedure unless con­
sideration could be given also to the Spanish p'rcbLem,

5. Panels 2 and 3. in joint session, agreed to recess at 1820 hrs. 2 December, to allow Romania to consult
informally with other delegations regarding her request.

6. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 reconvened at 1700 hrs , 5 December, to continue consideration of
the Romanian request for a cod quota in Div. 2J and 3KLM of Subareas 2 and 3. Following a review of the
2 December meeting proceedings by the Chairman, the delegate of Romania pointed out that Romania after 10
years as a Member of the Commission now had no cod quota for 1977 in Subareas 2 and 3, except in Div. 2GB.
Romanian vessels had participated in the fishery respecting all regulations and making catches which were
not very great but which were very important for Romania. In considering Romania's needs for further quotas,
totalling 1,600 tons of cod, he hoped the Panels would find it possible to allow Romania to take this amount
from the allocations for "Others" in Div. 2J-3KL, Div. 3M, and Div. 3NO.

The delegate of Spain pointed out that the Spanish proposal for cod before the Joint Meeting of Panels
1-5 (Proceedings No.9), out of fairness to others, did not touch the allocations for "Others" but only
asked 1% of the allocation of each country with an allocation. He noted that the Romanian fishery was small
and had been given consideration in past years, and again explained that, with a substantial "0thers" quota,
adequate consideration could be given not only to Romania's request but also to those of other cotmtries not
having specific allocations.

The delegate of Cuba thought that serious consideration should be given to making the Romanian operation
for cod a worthwhile venture from an economic point of view. The delegate of Spain pointed out that, to make
the Romanian fishery economically viable. it was proposed to affect the viability of these countries who were
intending to fish in the present allocation for "Others" in 1977. When reference was made to the fishing
effort limitation scheme in effect in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in relation to the size of catch quotas, the
delegate of Canada pointed out that no fishing effort limitation scheme had been proposed for 1977 as all

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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vessels fishing within the coastal state's extended jurisdiction would be licensed by Canada.

The delegate of UK considered it would be difficult to meet the request of Romania from the "Others"
allocations. Following suggestions for postponement, as in the consideration of the Spanish proposal in
Panels 1-5, from both the delegates of Cuba and Canada, and having noted that in past years RomaniA had
fished the major share of the total allocation for "oehera", the Panels agreed to postpone further dis­
cussion to a later meeting.

7. Panels 2 and 3, in joint session, recessed at 1730 hra, 5 December.

8. Panels 2 and 3 reconvened at 0920 hra, 8 December, to continue consideration of the Romanian request
for an allocation of cod in Div. 2J and 3KLM. The delegate of Canada reported that discussions had been
held between the Romanian and Canadian delegations and a satisfactory arrangement for accommodating the
Romanian needs had been agreed.

The delegate of Romania affirmed the satisfactory conclusion of discussions with the Canadian delega­
tion. He noted that, in accordance with these discussions, Romania would have the possibility to fish from
the alloations for "Others" in the cod stocks in Subareas 2 and 3.

9. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 adjourned at 0923 hrs, 8 December.
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Proceedings No. 11

1. The Chairman, Dr D. Booss (Fed. Rep. Germany). opened the meeting. Representatives of all Member
Countries were present. Observers were present from the European Economic Community (EEC). Food and Agri­
culture Organization of the United Nations (FAD), International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic
Tunas (ICCAT). International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), and International Transport
Workers' Federation (ITF).

2. The Report of STACRES (Redbook 1977, Part A) was adopted with the Plenary noting that STACRES, as at
the June 1976 Annual Meeting, strongly endorsed the view that there be continued international cooperation
in research and that STACRES and its Subcommittees can continue to be an effective forum for the formula­
tion and conduct of research in the Northwest Atlantic. The Chairman, on behalf of the Plenary, expressed
their appreciation for the continued conscientious and valuable efforts.

3. The Report of the Ceremonial Opening (Proceedings No.2) was accepted.

4. The Report of the First Plenary Session (Proceedings No.3) was adopted, with the Plenary noting that
the Proposal for Amendment to Articles I and VI of the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries (Proceedings No.3, Appendix III) and Resolution (1) regarding development of a framework for
future multilateral cooperation (Proceedings No.3, Appendix IV) were adopted at a meeting of the First
Plenary Session on 8 December.

5. The Report of Panel A (Seals) (Proceedings No.4), with Proposal (1) regarding conservation measures
for harp and hooded seals in the Convention Area (Pr.oceedings No.4, Appendix III), were adopted. The
Plenary took note of a statement by the USA regarding the Report of Panel A (Seals) and requested that it
be recorded at Appendix 1. The delegate of Denmark, speaking on behalf of the Chairman of Panel A, Mr E.
Lemche (Denmark) and the Danish delegation, pointed out that the Members of Panel A and the Scientific
Advisers had recognized the various values in the management of seals and, although the catch quotas had
increased, the proposed conservation measures for 1977 were based on extensive and serious scientific and
economic considerations. He pointed out that the conservation programs apply to more than the harp and
hooded species of seals alone. The delegate of Canada wished to associate Canada, which held the same point
of view, with the remarks made by the delegate of Denmark.

6. The Report of Panel 1 (Proceedings No.5), with Proposal (2) for mesh-size regulation of the fishery
for northern deepwater prawn (shrimp) in Subarea 1 (Proceedings No.5, Appendix I), were adopted with the
delegate of Norway repeating his objection, stated in the Panel 1 meeting, to the TAC and allocation for
shrimp in Subarea 1.

7. The Report of Panel 4 (Proceedings No.6), with Proposal (3) for regulation of the small-mesh bottom­
trawl fisheries in Div. 4VWX of Subarea 4 (Proceedings No: 6, Appendix I), were adopted.

8. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 3, 4, and 5 (Proceedings No.7) was adopted.

9. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 1-5 (Proceedings No.9), with Resolution (2) relating to the
transfer to Spain from the quota allocations for other countries in 1977 (Proceedings No.9, Appendix I).
were adopted.

10. The Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2 and 3 (Proceedings No. 10) was adopted.

11. The Plenary recessed at 1645 hrs to allow Panel 5 to complete its work, then reconvened at 1950 brs.

12. The Report of Panel 5 (Proceedings No.8) was adopted, including the Report of the ad hoc Working Group
on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime (Proceedings No.8, Appendix I), and Proposals (4) regarding periods and

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dart~uth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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areas for silver and red hake fisheries in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings No.8, Appendix II).
(5) regarding quota, period, and area regulations for herring in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings
No.8, Appendix III) with the Fed.Rep, Germany objecting, (6) regarding period and area regulations for
squid (LoZigo and IZZex) in Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings No.8, Appendix IV), (7) regarding
quota, period, and area regulations for mackerel in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings No.8,
Appendix V), (8) regarding the repeal of gear regulations in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings
No.8, Appendix VI), and (9) regarding quota revisions for squid (LoZigo and IZlex) in Subarea 5 and Statis­
tical Area 6 (Proceedings No.8, Appendix VII).

13. The Chairman drew attention to the Table at Appendix II which contained the TACs and allocations for
12 stocks or species recommended by the Panels and adopted by the Plenary for 1977. These TACs and national
allocations also constituted a proposal for the international quota regulation of the fisheries in the Con­
vention Area and Statistical Area 6 with the June 1974 Proposal (14) as amended providing the management
procedure. The Plenary

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern­
ments, Proposal (10) for 1nte~tional quota regulation of the fisheries in the Convention Area and
Statistical Area 6 (Appendix II).

14. The attention of the Plenary was drawn to Resolution (3) from the June 1976 Annual Meeting (June 1976
Meeting Proceedings No. 14, Appendix III) regarding early implementation for 1977 of the decisions from the
December 1976 Special Meeting.

15. The Chairman acknowledged the Observer from the International Transport Workers' Federation (ITF) who
thanked the Commission for the opportunity to attend its meetings, and explained the Federation and its
objectives to the delegates. The Observer from the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea
(ICES) pointed to the special interest of ICES in this meeting and to the similarity of ICES and STACRES
in their responsibilities for providing advice for management. He was happy to be able to report back to
ICES that cooperative multilateral scientific effort will continue in the Northwest Atlantic area and between
ICES and ICNAF. The Observer from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) shared
the sentiments of the ICES Observer, and pointed to the numerous occasions and ways in which ICNAF and FAD
had collaborated in the past. He looked forward to continuing collaboration with either ICNAF or its suc­
cessor.

16. Date and Location of Future Meetings. In the absence of an invitation from a Member Country and since
meeting accommodation in the ICNAl Headquarters area was not available, the Plenary was informed that the
Executive Secretary with the help of the Canadian Government would try to find accommodation for a 1977
Annual Meeting, perhaps in the Ottawa area. The Plenary noted that NEAFC had meetings of the Group of
Experts on the Future of NEAFC in January 1977, a Plenipotentiary Conference in March-April 1977 and the
Annual Meeting in July, and that these would not conflict with ICNAF Annual Meeting dates if set to include
the first week in June 1977. The Plenary agreed that the 1977 Annual Meeting would be held from 31 May to
10 June 1977 with STACRES meeting during the preceding week at a location to be determined.

17. Adiourrunent. The delegate of Spain, speaking on behalf of his delegation and his Government, thanked
the delegates of the Member Countries for their constructive approach to the Spanish problem. He felt that
the Commission had accomplished much at this meeting and he was less skeptical about a continuing multi­
lateral cooperative mechanism. He hoped all had enjoyed their stay in Tenerife and looked forward to the
possibility of other productive meetings in similar surroundings. The delegate of UK addressed the Com­
mission on behalf of the ICNAF Member Countries who were members of the EEC. The statement is recorded at
Appendix III. The Chairman noted that ICNAF had survived another meeting and that all should recall the
warm words of praise from Dr Needler in speaking of the past work and accomplishments of the Commission.
He hoped that, although steps had already been taken to change the institutional framework, the spirit of
cooperation that has prevailed in ICNAF for many years and had made it successful, would prevail. He had
warm thanks for the host Government for their hospitality, for the scientists, and for the staff of the
Secretariat for their excellent work, and for the delegates who, although the deliberations and decisions
were not easy, for their understanding and cooperative spirit. The delegate of Canada expressed apprecia­
tion of the efficient and effective way in which the Chairman had conducted the meeting.

18. There being no other business, the Chairman declared the Ninth Special Commission Meeting adjourned
at 2010 hrs, 9 December 1976. A press notice summarizing the Proceedings is at Appendix IV.
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Statement by the Observer from the USA

regarding the Report of Panel A - harp and hooded seals

The United States is seriously concerned with Panel A recommendations for an increased TAe for harp
seals in 1977 and, in the absence of a detailed, comprehensive scientific assessment for hooded seals,
with the continuation of the previous TAe level for hooded seals. We urge a cautious. conservative a.pproach
to the management of these unique resources.

As the Commission moves to adopt specific seal management programs for 1977. the United States requests
that the Commission continue to take into account the broader criteria of aesthetic, scientific, cultural,
and recreational values of the harp and hooded seal resource, and that these programs not be based solely
on economic utility.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth. Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(10) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries in the Convention Area and in Statis­
tical Area 6, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary
Session on 9 December 1976

That (a) the national quota allocations for 1977 of nine stocks deferred from the 1976 Annual
Meeting (Proposal (8», and

(b) the national quota allocations for 1977 of the whole group of stocks or species (collect­
ively) in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and south
within Statistical Area 6 (excluding menhaden, tunas, billfishes, and large sharks other
than dogfish),

shall be in accordance with the following table:

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Statement for the European Economic Community

by

the delegate of UK

I would like at this concluding state of the proceedings to make a statement on behalf of the Member
States of the European Economic Community.

Yesterday, the Commission adopted an interim solution, in the form of amendments to the Convention,
and also recommended expedient action for future multilateral cooperation in relation to fisheries in the
Northwes.t Atlantic.

As was said at the beginning of this Special Meeting, the Community 1s interested in such multilateral
cooperation and expects to participate in it. I may add that the Community intends to determine its posi­
tion on this matter as soon as possible and that it will take its decisions in particular in the light of
the outcome of the present meeting of the Commission and of subsequent action for the development of the
future multilateral cooperation.

Today, Mr Chairman, the Commission has finalized all TACs, quota allocations, and other conservation
measures to be applied for the year 1977. As was already announced in our statement at the Annual Meeting
in Montreal in June, and elaborated in the statement made at the opening session of the present meeting,
these agreements, which meet with the concurrence of Comnunity Member States, will be implemented pursuant
to the rules and regulations applicable to waters under the jurisdiction of Community Member States, as
from the beginning of 1977.

These rules and regulations under the new regime have not yet been finalized. However, they will be
based on the existing principle, which means that the new fisheries regime is a CODDDOD policy reflecting
the common interests of all Member States of the Community.

As stated earlier, the acceptance of the ICNAF quotas for 1977 is a temporary solution, which is no
substitute for the conclusion of bilateral agreements between the ColllDUIlity and third states, the conditions
of which will govern their right to fish accepted quotas in 1977.

I believe, Mr Chairman, that this approach is in line with the approach adopted by other coastal states
in the ICNAF Area.

1 Executive Secretary. ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Press Notice

1. The Ninth Spec.ial Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF)
was held at Puerto de la Cruz, Tenerife, Canary Islands, Spain, during 1-9 December 1976. About 155 repre­
sentatives attended from all Member Countries as 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 United States of America. Observers were present
from the European Economic Community (EEe), Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAD),
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), International Commission for the Conservation
of Atlantic Tunas (lCCAT), and International Transport Workers Federation (ITF). With the resignation of
the Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK), following the June 1976 Annual Meeting, the Vice-Chairman, Dr D. Booss
(Federal Republic of Germany) became Chairman of the Commission and presided over the Meeting.

2. Purpose of the Meeting

The main purpose of the Meeting was to consider a number of matters deferred from the June 1976 Annual
Meeting: (a) establish total a.Ll.owahLe- catches (TACs) and national quotas for 1977 in respect of cod and
shrimp stocks in Subarea I, mackerel stocks in Subareas 3 to 5 and Statistical Area 6, herring stocks in
Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6, silver hake and flotmder stocks in Subarea 4, and "other finfish"
and "all finfish and squids" in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6; (b) consider a regulatory regime in
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 relating to means of reducing by-catch and controlling catches of protected
species; and (c) further consideration of the future of the Commission and its potential role under
extended coastal state jurisdiction'. In addition, the Commission considered a Spanish proposal for alloca­
tion of surplus cod stocks, a Romanian request for an allocation of cod, and a Japanese request for prelim­
inary consideration of the reallocation of any expected unused portion of squid quotas.

3. Scientific and Technical Advice

The Commission's Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) met during 24 November to
1 December 1976 to review the state of the shrimp stocks in Subarea 1) silver hake stocks in Subarea 4 and
mackerel stocks in Subareas 3 to 5 and Statistical Area 6) and a submitted a comprehensive report on these
subjects. In addition) meetings of the ad hoc Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime were held
during 30 November to 6 December to review the fishing patterns and practices of the various Member Countries
with a view to reducing by-catches by such means as open areas and seasons and gear restrictions.

4. Catch Quotas

The Commission agreed to total allowance catches (TACe) for 1977 in respect of several stocks in Sub­
areas 1) 3, 4, 5, and Statistical Area 6, for which decisions were deferred to this Special Meeting (Table 1)
and also agreed to the national allocations for 1977 in respect to these stocks (Table 2). The Commission
further agreed on TACs and allocations for harp and hooded seals in the northern part of the Convention Area
for 1977 (Table 3). The agreed catch levels, combined with new regulations limiting the take of adult harp
seals and breeding female hooded seals, allow an increase in the catch of each species compared with the
1976 quotas.

The Commission favourably considered the Spanish request for an additional allocation of cod in Subareas
2 and 3 for 1977, and agreed to the possible reallocation of the 1977 squid quotas at the next Annual Meeting.

5. Management Regfme in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

The Commission further considered the US proposals from the June 1976 Annual Meeting on a regulatory
regime for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 that would reduce by-catches and control the catches of protected
species. The Commission agreed to a regtme of open areas and seasons in respect of fisheries for herring,
mackerel, silver and red hakes, and squids, together with restrictions on the use of bottom trawls in certain
areas and periods.

6. Future of the Commission

In the light of the decisions taken by the coastal states in the Northwest Atlantic to extend their
jurisdiction over fisheries to 200 miles in 1977, the Commission agreed to amendments of the Convention that

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638) Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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provide for the continued functioning of the Commission, pending further consideration of future multi­
lateral cooperation with regard to the fishery resources of the Northwest Atlantic, and resolved that action
be taken early in 1977 to develop a framework for such future cooperation, including institutional arrange­
ments.

7. Next Annual Meeting

The Twenty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the Commission will be held during the latter part of May and
early June 1977 in Canada. The Meeting will be preceded by meetings of the Commission' s Standing Committee
on Research and Statistics.

22 December 1976
Office of the Secretariat
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Table 1. Nominal catches for 1973-75 and total allowable catches (TACs) for 1975-77
for several stocks deferred from the 1976 Annual Meeting.

Species Stock area
Catches (000 tons)

1973 1974 1975
TACs (000 tons)

1975 1976 1977

Cod

Shrimp

Silver hake

Flounders l

Herring

Mackerel

Other finfish"

River herring

Butterfish

All finfish 3
and squids

1

1 (offshore)

4VWX

4VWX

4XW(b)
(sdu1ts)

52 + 6

3 + 4

5 + 6

5 + 6

5 + 6

5 + 6

5 + 6

63

5

299

28

91

202

38

381

121

17

19

1,159

48

12

96

25

97

150

45

295

103

16

13

942

48

28

116

22

95

150

36

251

95

14

11

852

60

120

32

90

150

70

285

850

45

100

28

89

60

56

254

150'

650

31

36

70

28

84

33

30

75

122

10

18

520

American plaice, witch, and yellowtail.

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

3 All finfish except menhaden, bl11fishes, tunas, and large sharks other than
dogfish.

4 Includes river herring and butterfish.
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Table 3. TAcs and national allocations for harp and hooded seals in the
Northwest Atlantic.

Estimated catch in West Greenland and
the Canadian Arctic

Norwegian vessels

Canadian vessels and landsmen

Unallocated amount to be taken after
29 March by Canada and Norway

Others

TOTAL

Harp seals

10,000

35,000

125,000'

100

170,100

Hooded seals

6,000

6,000

3,000

100

15,100

114

Includes an estimate of 63,000 seals to be caught by small vessels and
landsmen.
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NOT TO BE CITED WITBOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO mE COMMISSION"

International Commission for g the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5109
(B.a.27)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Ceremonial Opening

Tuesday, 31 May, 1020 hra

Proceedings No.2

1. The Opening Session of the Twenty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the COlIDDission was convened in the Adam
Room. of the Chateau Laurier Hotel in Ottawa, Canada, at 1020 hra on 31 May 1977.

The Chairman of the Commission, Dr D. Booss (Federal Republic of Germany). opened the Meeting. He
welcomed the CODIDissioners. Advisers, Observers, and Guests and introduced Dr A.W.R. Needler, Head of the
Canadian delegation, who addressed the Meeting on behalf of the Honourable Romeo LeBlanc, Minister of
Fisheries for Canada, as follows:

"On behalf of the Minister of Fisheries for canada, who unfortu:nateZ,y is not able to be here
today.. I have the honour and pleasure to weZoome you here to oeeaua for the 27th Annual Meeting of
ICNAF.

"We meet in oiroumeianoee different fr'om previous YeaI's~ as this is the fizost meeting of the
Commission !Jhen E:ctensWn of Fishevies Jurisdiction is a zoeal-ity for all- the Coastal States bordering
the NorthLJest Atl,antic.

"In announcing Canada's intention to extend its fisheries jUPisdiction at last year's Annual,
Meeting~ the Minister of Fisheries made cl-ear that 1977 uould be a "year of tPan8ition"~ during 1JJhich
TAcs and allocations agzoeed tJithin ICNAF IJith Cnaadian oonaurl'ence would be adopted by canada. Booeve»,
this appl'Oaoh wouZd not be appropriate for 1978, and this means that the format for this ICNAP Meeting
will be somewhat different.

"In this new situation you are here in Ottt:xlJJa attending not only the ICNAF Meeting itself, but
also inter-goverrunental consultations zoegazadi71lJ TACs and allocations of certain stocks 'of the Canadian
200-mile aeaa, As a result of the jU:t'isdictional chanqee, many of you !Jilt also be invol-ved in the
preparatoru meeting to develop a ne1JJ Convention r-ega:rding futu2'e mul-td-latieral- coopemtion in the
Northwest Atlantie fiskevies.

"This ICNAF meeting and the aseooiaied intex-gouernmental: eonsultations then 1JJill be the fir-st
!Jhel'e 1JJe will be adlJpting international regulations for- stocks beyond coastal- state jUPisdiction and
embazoking on consultations regarding total atlowable oasohee and alloaations for stocks of the Canadian
zoo-mete Bone. Canada attaches a great deal. of importanoe to using the oooaeion of the ICNAF Meeting
to hold the rel.ated inte:rgol'errunental aonsul.tarione, as this gives us the opportunity to consider the
total pioture of the fisheries in the NorthbJest Atlantic. It witl be a chal'Lenge to us all to test
this approach and make it 1JJol'k.

"In these meetingsJ the Canadian approach: witZ be to estabUsh TACs~ on the basis of scientific
information, !Jhiah 1JJill permit recovery of severely depleted stocks as rapidly as possib'Le - such an
approaoh: 1JJitl benefit not only Canadian fi8~ermen but fishe:rmen of other countries fishing in the
canadian sons as 1JJelZJ beoauee the eiee of futW'e s1a"pluses is direetly dependent on the abundanee of
the stock. Bowevero~ in estabtishing the TACs J we wiZl keep in mind the ha:rodships that severe reduction
would impose on over-seas fishennen and temper our approach acaordingly. The Canadian delegation witl
be setting forth Canadian requirements for these etooke, consistent 1JJith as precise an assessment of
Canadian ha:rvesting capacity and plans as possible. We aPe mindful. of OUf' obUgations to make avail­
able thB suPplus over Canadian l'equirements to other oounir-iee, and We tJitl seek the vie1JJS of OUf'

partmere on how such surpluses should be allocated.

"I am pl-eased to note, however~ that eVen under- these changed [ur-iediatrional: oiroumetanoee the
scientific wrk of IeNAF is aontinued~ with a Ftemish cap Workshop being hetd in May in Mu:l"mansk~ and
with the Assessments Subconrnittee and STACRES aontinuing to provide advice to the Corrvnission and to
the Coastal States.

* Executive Secretary. ICNAF. P.O. Box 638. Dartmouth. Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9 .•117
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"I weZcome you then not onZy to the ICNAF Me.sting but for all three sets of deLiberations. I
wish you a eaccess in these dieoueeione and trust that you ?JiZZ have a pl-easant: stay in Canada's
Capita~. "

2. The Chairman noted, with regret, that the Minister had not been able· to attend and open this Meeting
which was one of the many ICNAF sessions held in Canada over the years. He asked Dr Needler to express
the Meeting's gratitude to the Minister for his warm welcome and the good wishes for success in the forth­
coming discussions.

3. The Chairman then declared the Twenty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the Commission recessed at 1040 bra
to prepare for the beginning of the work of the Commission in its First Plenary Session.
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1. The First Plenary Session of the Twenty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the Ccmanission was called to order
by the Chairman, Dr D. Booss (Federal Republic of Germany), after the Ceremonial Opening (Proceedings No.
2). The Chairman welcomed the delegates present from all Member Countries, except Romania, and the Observers
from the European Economic Community (EKC), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAD),
the International Commission for the Southeast Atlantic Fisheries (ICSEAF), and USA (Appendix I).

2. The provisional Plenary Agenda (Appendix II), as circulated by the Executive Secretary, was considered.
The Chairman drew attention to Items 16-28, Conservation, and noted that, with the extension of jurisdiction
over fisheries to 200 miles by Canada and USA and the withdrawal of USA from membership in the Commission,
Canada had submitted a request for advice on the scientific basis for management of certain fisheries within
their new national fisheries limits (Comm.. Doc. 77/Vr/4). The Commission's SUCRES had provided this advice
in its report (Redbook 1977, Part B). The Chairman raised the question of the need for Panel meetings. The
delegate of Canada noted that, since there had been no response from Member Countries regarding the decisions
at the Ninth Special Commission Meeting to amend Articles I and VI of the Convention (Summ.Doc. 77/VI/2),
there would seem. to be a need for a meeting of Panel 3 only, to consider conservation measures for those
stocks in Subarea 3 which were outside the 20D-mile limit and those stocks which overlapped the ZOD-mile line.
He noted that there were three levels of meetings to be conducted, the ICNAF meetin&s, the informal inter­
governmental consultations, and the second preparatory meeting on future multilateral cooperation in the
Northwest Atlantic fisheries, the latter two to be convened by Canada. The Chairman noted that Subarea 1
stocks would be dealt with by the two coastal states, Canada and Denmark. The delegate of Denmark noted
that, under Agenda Item 28 on Atlantic salmon, he was prepared to discuss informally any questions which
might arise. The Pj.enecy agreed that the meeting would proceed as 1£ the December- 1976 amendments to
Articles I and VI of the Convention (Tenerife amendments) were in effect and that there would be a meeting
of Panel 3 only.

3. Under Plenary Item 3, ~~ity. the Plenary agreed that a committee consirlt:f.ng of the Chairman of the
Commission, the Chairman of STACFAD, and the Executive Secretary should ):Ie responsible for publicity.

4. Under Plenary Item 4, Report of the Ninth Special Commission Meeting. Tenerife. 1-9 December 1976, the
Plenary approved the Report.

5. Under Plenary Item 5, Panel Memberships, the Plenary agreed that the Federal Republic of Germany and
Italy might transfer memberships in PanelS to Panel 3, effective inmediately upon the concurrence of Panel
3.

6. Plenary Items 5. Panel Memberships, 6. Administrative Report, 7. Auditor's Report, 1975/76, 8.
Financial Statement. 1976/77, 9. Budget Estfmate, 1977/78, 10. Budget Forecast. 1978/79, were referred to
the Commission's Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD).

7. Under Plenary Item II, Status of Commission Proposals, the Plenary noted that the Protocols relating
to basic payment by the Contracting Governments and to continued functioning of the Commission (ccea.ncc,
77/vI/7) were still not in effect.

8. Plenary Items 12. Annual Returns of Infringements, 13. Scheme of Joint International Enforcement,
14. Research Vessel Notification and Fishing Vessel Registration, were referred to the Commission's Standing
Committee on International Control (STACTIC).

9. Under Plenary Item 15, Future of the Commission, the Plenary agre~ to consider this item later in the
meeting.

10. Under Plenary Item 30, Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD), the Plenary agreed
that Portugal would replace USA as a member of STACFAD.
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11. Under Plenary Item 31, Standing Committee on International Control (STACTle), the Plenary noted that,
as a consequence of the US withdrawal of membership in the Commission, the chairmanship of STACTIC held by
Mr W.G. Gordon (USA) became vacant on 31 December 1976. The Plenary expressed its appreciation of Mr
Gordon's excellent services. Mr D.R. Bol1ivar (Canada) agreed to accept the chairmanship of STACTle.

12. Under Plenary Item 29, Report of the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES), the
Chairman of STACRES, Mr Sv.Aa. Horsted (Denmark), presented a summary of the provisional Report of STACRES.
The Chairman of the Commission thanked the Chairmen of STACRES and its Subcommittees and their colleagues,
on behalf of the meeting participants, for their continued excellent efforts and drew attention to the items
raised for later consideration by STACTIC, STACFAD, and the Plenary. The delegate of Canada expressed the
warm appreciation of his delegation for the advice provided by the scientists in response to the Canadian
request.

13. The Plenary recessed at 1220 hrs, 31 May.

14. The Plenary reconvened at 1515 hrs, 31 May, to consider Plenary Item 15, Future of the Commission and
its Potential Role under Extended Coastal State Jurisdiction. The Chairman drew attention to the Report of
the International Preparatory Conference on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fish­
eries, Ottawa, March 1977 (Comm.Doc. 77/Vl/ll). The Chairman of the Preparatory Conference, Dr A.W.H.
Needler (Canada), reported that throughout the Conference be was consistently aware of the strong desire
of the participants to reach agreement on future multilateral cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic fisheries.
He emphasized the value of continuing the excellent performance and cooperation established by the STACRES
scientists. The delegate of Portugal explained that the lack of a Portuguese statement in the Report of the
Preparatory Conference was not due to the lack of concern for the matters considered but due to the late
arrival of the Portuguese delegation.

The Chairman of the Commission, in referring to the concern expressed by STACRES about the significant
decline in the amount; of information presented to various STACRES meetings this year, pointed out that the

. Commission must continue to encourage the provision of scientific data during the transition period from
ICNAF to its successor organization. The delegate of Canada stated that the transition should proceed as
uninterruptedly as possible. He hoped that the present membership of lCNAF would remain unchanged until
the new organization comes into existence, and he suggested that STACFAD should be asked to consider the
usefulness of their examining some of the transitional arrangements, including personnel and financial
matters. The lEC Observer noted that the recent extension of fisheries jurisdiction by the BEC to 200 miles
involves certain areas in the Northwest Atlantic and, because it was difficult for the BEC members who were
also Members of ICNAF to take part in the meeting, he requested that lCNAF develop a procedure whereby EEC
could act as a coastal state during the transitional period.

The Chairman pointed out that the CODDDission should proceed with its work as if the amendments to
Articles I and VI of the Convention proposed at the Ninth Special Commission Meeting in Tenerife had been
adopted, that consideration would have to be given to the EEC's request for quota arrangements during the
transition period, and that the present structure of ICNAF must be stabilized in order to facilitate budget­
ing during the next two or three years. He asked Canada for clarification on how conservation measures for
the various stocks, which are inside, overlapping and outside its 20~mile fishing zone should be considered
at this meeting. The delegate of Canada indicated (a) that stocks completely outside the 20o-mile zone
shoulP be considered in Panel 3, (b) that overlapping stocks should be considered during informal inter­
governmental consultations and the results presented to the Commission for approval, and (c) stocks com­
pletely inside the 20o-mile zone would be considered during informal intergovernmental consultations and
the results presented to the Commission for information.

15. The Plenary recessed at 1630 hrs, 31 May, noting that informal intergovernmental consultations would
be convened by Canada on Thursday and Friday, 2-3 June.

16. The Plenary reconvened at 1530 hra, 8 June, to continue discussion on Plenary Item 15, Future of the
Commission and its Potential Role under Extended Coastal State Jurisdiction. In particular, the Plenary
agreed that this session should concentrate on two problems: (a) the technical problem of dealing with
quota regulations for overlapping stocks, and (b) the problem of EEC's request presented in the Meeting
of Panel 3 (Proceedings No.6) for a global quota consisting of the combined quotas for EEC Member States
who are also Members of ICNAF.

17. The Chairman suggested that the EEC's request for a global quota should be considered first and invited
the EEC Observer to elaborate on the matter. The EEe Observer, after taking into account some of the com­
ments previously expressed by delegates, presented a revised suggestion to the effect that the quotas allo­
cated by ICNAF to the EEC Member States be listed as a combined quota for EEC, which would be subject to
subsequent re-allocation among the five EEe Member States involved (Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany,
France, Italy, and UK). This would be explained in a footnote to the "Table of TACs and Quota Allocations

120



- 3 -

for 1978" as follows: "This total is derived from the individual allocations, mentioned in Table 1, to
the five Contracting Parties concerned, Member States of the DC. The allocation of this total among these
Contracting Parties shall be notified to the Commission, and, where applicable. shall be subject to the
concurrence of the coastal state in respect of its 20D-mile fishing zone, without prejudice to the exercise
of its discretionary licensing authority. If anyone of these Contracting Parties has no initial allocation,
tts rights under the allocation "eehers" are in no way prejudiced by the establishment of a total allocation. 1I

The delegate of Portugal noted that the national allocations adopted by ICNAF apply to individual Member
Countries who are Contracting Parties to the Convention, and he wondered how the EEC suggestion would affect
the enforcement of fishery regulations through the Scheme of International Joint Enforcement. The delegate
of USSR indicated that the ICNAF allocations are assigned to Contracting Governments and that the table of
national allocations serves as the basis for enforcement. Therefore, the table must contain the allocations
for each EEC country and not just a combined quota for the EEC as a whole. However, he suggested that pro­
vision could be made so that the allocations applicable to the EEC States could be re-allocated by the REC
and ICNAF notified of the revised allocations before the start of the year to which the allocations apply.
The Chairman pointed out that within ICNAF there are several precedents for the transfer of portions of
national .allocations between Member Countries, citing examples of such transfers made at various times
between 1972 and 1976. The delegate of Portugal indicated that the present allocations for the five EEC
Member States could be labelled as provisional, subject to re-allocation by the EEC, provided that ICNAF
be notified prior to a special meeting proposed for October 1977 when the amended allocations could be
adopted. He questioned if the re-allocation by the EEC would include the EEC States who are not Members
of ICNAF. The EEC Observer clarified that the re-allocation of the combined quota would only apply to the
five Member Countries of ICNAF mentioned above and further noted that the assignment of a global (combined)
quota to a group of Member Countries is not inconsistent with Article VIII of the Convention. He indicated
that, for control purposes, ICNAF could be notified of the re-allocations before the end of 1977, and ques­
tioned whether it was necessary for ICNAF to formally approve the revised allocations.

The delegate of Cuba indicated that he could not agree to a global quota for the ERC, but that the EEC
request for re-allocation of the combined quota of the EEC States would be acceptable, provided that the
EEC re-allocations of the combined quota are submitted to ICNAF for approval before the end of the year.
The delegate of USSR reiterated his proposal that the EEe be allowed to re-allocate the quotas agreed to by
IeNAF, and that these re-allocations must be approved by the Commission in order for its "obj ection procedure"
to be operative. The delegate of Spain concurred with the views already expressed that BEC be permitted to
re-allocate quotas for the five EEe States, subject to approval by ICNAF. The delegate of Canada elaborated
on Canada's cODllDitments to Member Countries, as worked out in various ways during the past few days, with
regard to the allocations for stocks within the 20Q-mile fishing zone and to Canada's sole right to manage
the fisheries within this zone. He indicated, however, that it should be possible to make some arrangement
within the Commission relating to the BEe request, and suggested some further informal discussions might be
useful in an attempt to find a solution to the problem. The delegate of Japan suggested that the informal
discussions should include the question of fishing from the "Others" quota under any arrangement with the
BEe.

The EEC Observer presented a revision of his previous suggestion, indicating that, while the main table
of TACs and quotas would list the combined EEe quotas, the quotas of the individual EEC States could be
listed in an annex table, which would be cross-referenced to the main table by an appropriate footnote.
The delegate of Portugal could see no need for a second table, and expressed his concern about the EEC
countries fishing from the "cejere" quota. In the first place, no country could be allowed to fish both a
nominal quota and an "Others" quota. Secondly, the Portuguese delegation would not favour "Others" quotas
being distributed to a larger number of countries than originally intended. The delegate of Spain agreed
that any arrangement with the BEC must protect the rights of ICNAF Member Countries, who are not Members
of the EEC and who do not have specific quotas, to obtain their fair share from the "Others" quota. The
delegate of USSR again pointed out that the BEC's request for re-allocatioD of its Member States' quotas
could be dealt with by simply adding a footnote to the main table (with appropriate reference to quotas of
the EEC countries) to the effect that the EEe is permitted to re-allocate among its five Member States and
to submit the revised allocations to ICNAF within a reasonable period of time for approval. The delegates
of Poland and the German Democratic Republic concurred with the views expressed earlier by various delegates
and agreed with the USSR proposal relating to the listing of the allocations in the table of TACs and quotas,
and with the delegate of Portugal about the necessity of having specific arrangements regarding fishing from
"Others". The delegate of USSR noted that the ERC is not a Contracting Party to the ICNAF Convention, and
he regretted that the EEC does not understand the USSR proposal (stated above), which takes into account the
views expressed by all delegates who have now commented on the EEC request. The Chairman reviewed briefly
the discussion, pointing out three problems to be resolved: (a) the organization of KEC Member States'
quotas in the quota table, (b) the notification of the EEC re-allocations to the Commission, and (c)
clarification of the EEC countries' participation in fishing the "Others" quota. The plenary agreed that a
Working Group on Quota Implementation be established to consider these points and to prepare a compromise
text and an example of how the quota table should be arranged. The Chairman designated the delegations of
Canada, Portugal, and USSR, and the Observers from the EEC as constituting the Working Group, which would
meet at 1000 hrs, Thursday, 9 June.

18. The Plenary session recessed at 1930 hrs, 8 June.
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19. The Plenary reconvened at 1530 brs, 9 June, to cOntinue consideration of the problem of catch quota
implementation. Mr L. Legault (Canada) I Chairman of the Working Group on Quota Implementation, reported
that the members had reached a reluctant consensus to group the five REe Member Countries (Denmark, Federal
Republic of Germany, France, Italy, and UK) together in the table of quotas with an asterisk after each one
and a footnote to the asterisk. FollOWing discussion, the Plenary agreed that the five EEe countries should
be grouped in the table and the footnote should read "The allocation among these Contracting Governments of
the sum of the quantities attributed to them in this table may be changed by them, subject to notification
to the Commission not later than 1 October 1977, and. where applicable. subject to the concurrence, of the
coastal state in respect of the area in which it exercises national fisheries jurisdiction, without prejudice
to the exercise of its licensing authority. The quantities attributed to Denmark in respect of cod in
Divisions 2J, 3K, and 3L. and Division 3M are not included in the aforementioned sum. and are not subject
to change. II The EEC Observer said he could accept the footnote with reluctance but that it did not, in a
formal sense, fulfill the legal requirements of the EKC. However, the Working Group had worked hard to
achieve a compromise solution which he would take to the EEC in the hope it could be accepted. The Chairman
of the Commission thanked the Working Group for its good efforts.

20. The Plenary. after considerable discussion, agreed that the June 1974 ICNAF proposal, as amended June
1975 and January 1976. for management of international quota regulations (C01IDD.Doc. 77/VI/l. pages 11-13)
should apply to all the Subarea 2, 3, and 4 stocks for which 1978 catch quotas were set in Panels 2, 3,
and 4 (see Proceedings No.5 and 6). The REC Observer expressed surprise that all the Subarea 2, 3, and 4
stocks, including the stocks inside the Canadian fisheries zone, should be included. However, he would not
oppose the action. He noted that the December 1976 amendments to Convention Articles I and VI, when adopted,
would provide a new legal situation and allow the EEC to take a firm position. The Chairman noted the con­
flict of the ICNAF and Canadian laws and that the Plenary had tried to remove the conflict pragmatically by
assuming that the December 1976 amendments to the Convention apply in order to make decisions. The delegate
of USSR. in following up on an issue raised by the delegate of Portugal, asked why the Commission did not
discuss the Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0 Canada-Denmark overlapping stocks or the Subdiv. 3Ps stocks
and asked when these other issues and stocks would be discussed. The Chairman reviewed the confused legal
situation and noted that the consensus in the Plenary was that the action taken in the Joint Panels and
which resulted in a mixture of coastal state and ICNAF management seemed the best and only approach which
would provide suitable arrangements for all.

21. The Chairman then drew attention to Annex X of the Report of the Second Preparatory Meeting on Future
Multilateral Coo eration in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Ottawa June 1977, entitled "Report of the
Working Group on Transitional Arrangements" (ccem.noc , 77 VI 14). The Plenary agreed that, with regard to
paragraph 2 of the Working Group I s Report (see Appendix III) concerning the transfer of ICN'AF assets and
the financial discharge of its obligations prior to its termination. no action need be taken by ICNAF until
new multilateral arrangements were adopted. The Plenary then gave careful consideration to an amendment
to the ICNAF Convention drafted by the Working Group (see Appendix II of the Working Group Report) which
would provide for termination of the ICNAF Convention on 31 December of the year the new multilateral
arrangements came into force. The Plenary noted that, because of the Commission's requirement for amendment
proposals to be presented to the Member Countries 90 days before a Commission meeting, the draft amendment
could not be agreed to at this meeting. The delegate of Japan questioned if an amendment to the Convention
was really necessary. He noted that, if the Member Countries of ICNAF withdrew at the same time, it would
remove the need for an amendment to the Convention with its lengthy ratification procedure. The Chairman
noteq that such a procedure had been discussed at both the First and Second Preparatory Conferences, and
the amendment procedure had been adopted as a safety measure because Member Countries could not be forced
to withdraw. Following suggestions for change in the Working Groupls Report which the Plenary agreed would
go forward to the final session of the Second Preparatory Conference on 10 June 1977 for its approval, the
Plenary agreed that the following draft amendment to the Convention in the form of a Resolution should be
considered for adoption, pursuant to Article XV!I of the Convention, at a Special Commission Meeting in
October 1977:

"The Commission

"Noting the results of the recently concluded (Diplomatic Conference on Future Multilateral Cooperation
in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, held in Ottawa, October to October 1977);

"Desirous of effecting an orderly transition from. ICNAl to the proposed (NAFCO);

"Adopts the following amendment to the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
pursuant to Article XVII of that Convention, as amended:

1111Article XVIII is renumbered Article XIX, and a new Article XVIII is inserted to read as follows:

Article XVIII

1. This Convention shall terminate 31 December of the year the (name of NAFCO Convention)
entered into force.
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2. Following the entry into force of the (name of NAFea Convention), the Commission shall
not adopt any proposal under Article VIII. 1111

22. The Chairman declared the First Plenary Session adjourned at 1630 hrs, 9 June.
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gaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
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126



- 4 -

NORWAY

Commissioners:

Mr E. Kvammeu, Ministry of Fisheries, Oslo
Mr'H. Rasmussen, Directorate of Fisheries, P.O. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Report of the Working Group on Transitional Arrangements

1. The Working Group met under the chairmanship of the Chairman of ICNAF with repreeentacdvee in their
personal capacity from Canada, Denmark, the EEC, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal,
USSR, and ICNAF, to give further consideration to the matter of the succession from ICNAF to the new
fisheries organization (NAFCO) as a legal personality (see Annex XVI of the Report of the International
Preparatory Conference on Future MUltilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, Ottawa,
14-25 March 1977 (Comm.Doc. 77/VI/11)).

2. The representative of Canada presented the results of studies on the legal status of ICNAF. The GTOUp
noted that no legal personality existed under Canadian law. There was, however, a legal personality under
international law which the Group agreed gave ICNAF the right to dispose of its own assets and liabilities.
The Group considered the need for an amendment to the ICNAF Convention regarding the transfer of assets and
the financial discharge of its obligations prior to its termination, and agreed that such a procedure was
not necessary as these needs could be accommodated within the internal framework of ICNAF. The Group wished
to point out that ICNAF could include in its financial regulations, when NAFCO had already come into exist­
ence, some instruction for the discharge of its financial obligations and the transfer of assets to NAFca.

3. The Group discussed the transfer of the Executive Secretary and staff from ICNAF to NAFCa. No legal
difficulty was envisaged. TheTe were no long-term contracts with the Executive Secretary and staff so that
appointments could be terminated quickly and easily. The Group noted that, when NAFCO would come into force,
for example in 1979 (see suggested timetable for transition from ICNAF to NAFeO at Annex 1), and rCNAF was
still in force, at the fiTst NAFCO meeting, the Executive Secretary and staff of ICNAF could be appointed
to serve NAFCO. thereby serving ICNAF and NAFCO at the same time without pay from. NAFCa until it is funded.
The staff would then serve only NAFCO upon the termination of ICNAF at the end of 1979. The Group noted
that paragTaph 5 of Article XX of the proposed new Convention required that the first meeting of NAFCO
should be convened 90 days after the new Convention came into force and suggested that consideration be
given to amending the time to six months. There would then be parallel meetings and shared staff by ICNAF
and NAFCO at the normal June meeting time.

4. The Group considered a draft amendment to the ICNAF Convention which would p'rcvdde fOT termination of
the ICNAF Convention on 31 December of the year NAFCD entered into force. The suggested amendment is pre­
sented at Annex 2 for consideration in rCNAF.

10 June 1977

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Proceed:Lngs No.3
Appendix III

Annex 2
(also Appendix II of Annex X
of Report of Second Preparatory
Meeting On Future Multilateral
Cooperation in the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF
Comm.Doc. 77/V!/14»

Resolution to ~nd the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

The COllDI1ission

Noting the results of the recently concluded (Diplomatic Conference on Future Multilateral Cooperation in
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, held in Ottawa, October to October );

Desirous of effecting an orderly transition from ICNAF to the proposed (NAFCO);

Adopts the following amendment to the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
pursuant to Article XVII of that Convention, as amended:

"Article XVIII is reneabered Article nx, and a new Article XVIII is inserted to read as follows:

Article XVIII

1. This Convention shall terminate 31 December of the year the (name of NAFCO Convention) entered
into force.

2. Following the entry into force of the (name of NAPCO Convention), the CoumLission shall not adopt
any proposal under Article VIII. II

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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International Commission for U the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5111
(B.f.4)

Note by the Secretariat:

ANNOAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Proceedings No.4

Proceedings No. 4 was originally intended to be the Report of Meetings of Panel 1. During the First
Plenary Session (Proceedings No.3), it was agreed that there would be no need for a meeting of Panel 1 as
the extension of fisheries jurisdictions by Canada and Denmark gave these two countries responsibility for
management of the stocks inside their 20~mile limit. Any decisions regarding overlapping stocks would be
considered jointly by these two coastal states.

Results of a Meeting of Scientific Advisers to Panel 1 held on Saturday, 28 May 1977, will be found
published in Redbook 1977, Part C.

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF. P.O. Box 638. Dartmouth. Nova Scotia. Canada B2Y 3Y9
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International Commission for CI the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5112
(B.e.77)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

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

Tuesday, 7 June, 1530 bra

Proceedings No.5

1. Opening, The Chairman of the COUUlission opened the meeting with delegates of all Member Countries
present. He explained that, after consultation with the Chairman of the Informal Intergovernmental Con­
sultations, it was considered necessary to have a Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4. The reasons for
that were as follows. First, the Commission had been requested to provide advice on stocks in all three
Subareas. Second, even though it had been informally agreed that the Commission should proceed as though
the December 1976 amendments to the Convention were in effect, it might be appropriate that all stocks for
which advice had been requested should be considered by the Commission and proposals adopted for trans­
mittal to the Depositary Government to avoid legal difficulties in Member Countries which had not yet
approved that amendment. Third, ICNAF would have to decide on the stocks overlapping within and outside
Canadian fisheries jurisdiction. It would be very difficult, if not impossible, at this meeting to sort
out all overlapping stocks from those entirely within Canadian fisheries jurisdiction.

The Panels unanimously agreed that Mr R. Letaconnoux (France) should chair the joint meeting.

2. Appointment of Rapporteur. Mr L.S. Parsons (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Adoption of Agenda. The Panels agreed to consider all stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 which had been
discussed in the Informal Intergovernmental Consultations convened by Canada, i.e •• all stocks listed in
Comm.Doe. 77/vr/4 with the exception of silver hake.

4. Conservation Requirements. The Chairman, Mr R. Letaconnoux (France), requested the Chairman of the
Informal Intergovernmental Consultations, Dr A.W.H. Needler (Canada), to report on the results of those
consultations. The Chairman of the Informal Intergovernmental Consultations presented a table of TACs and
national allocations (Table 1) which embodied the results of the consultations. He indicated that those
TACs and allocations adopted by the Joint Meeting of the Panels, with Canadian concurrence. would be adopted
in Canadian regulations and that Canada would assure the countries involved of an opportunity to fish for
those allocations by providing licensing and access where required within her fishery limits. Adoption of
the proposed TACs and national allocations by the Joint Meeting of the Panels would avoid certain legal
technicalities.

The delegate of Portugal indicated that he was not yet ready to accept the proposals for the cod stocks
in Div. 2J+3KL and Div. 3NO. The delegate of Spain also indicated that his comments on proposals for cod
stocks in Div. 2J+3KL and Div. 3NO had been left for the Joint Meeting of the ICNAF Panels and he sought
further clarification regarding the presentation of the Canadian tables to the Commission or to the informal
meetings. The delegate of Canada said that the tables concerning the referred cod stocks had, in fact. been
presented to the Informal Intergovernmental Consultations and that they should now be adopted by the Joint
Panels. He proposed. and the Panels unanimously agreed, that the Addendum to the STACRES Report containing
the further projections of catch and biomass for the cod stock in Div. 2J+3KL, as requested by the Informal
Intergovernmental Consultations from. STACRES on 3 June (Redbook 1977, Part B. pages 37-40). be adopted by
the Joint Meeting of the Panels. The Acting Chairman of STACRES. Dr F. Nagasaki (Japan), was thanked for
the thorough and explicit projections presented therein.

(a) Cod in Div. 2J+3KL. The delegate of Portugal stated that, with respect to stock conservation.
it would be better to set a constant catch of 160.000 metric tons for three years rather than fix F at
0.1645. which corresponded to the catch of 135.000 tons in 1978. He noted that, if a constant catch were
established for three years only, there would be no danger of stock depletion. There would be quite a wide
margin of safety to compensate for fluctuations in recruitment. Such an approach would increase the catch
in 1978 but would involve a sacrifice in 1979 and 1980. For socio-economic reasons, he would prefer the
constant catch approach. This would alleviate problems of finding alternate employment for vessel crews.
He noted that countries other than Canada were suffering severe unemployment problems which would be
increased if the proposed TACs for cod in Div. 2J+3KL and Div. 3NO were adopted. The delegate of Spain
expressed support for the Portuguese proposal. He noted that the annual assessment process provided a

* Executive Secretary. ICNAF. P.O. Box 638. Dartmouth. Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y )Y9 •• 137
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built-in safety mechanism to take account of recruitment fluctuations, so that any dangerous situation could
be detected in due time and the TAe adjusted. It would be preferable socio-economically to set a fixed TAe
for the short term (three years) to provide some stability for the industry. The delegate of Canada indi­
cated that Canada had reviewed the STACRES Report, considered the Portuguese suggestion, and concluded that
a TAe of 135,000 tons in 1978 provides the best balance of the different interests involved. The highest
priority for canada was to accelerate the rebuilding of the stock so that the catches and catch rates in
the inshore fishery could be improved as rapidly as possible. Canada was awal;'e of the difficulties this
would create for countries fishing in the Canadian zone. He drew attention to the fact that Canada had
f~rst proposed a TAC of 125,000 tons for this stock after considering the possibility of 85,000 tons as an
option which would rebuild the stock more rapidly. Taking into account the comments of other countries,
Canada had modified its proposal to 135,000 tons. The combined objectives of all countries would be met
most effectively by this level of TAC. Although a TAC of 160,000 tons as suggested by the delegate of
Portugal would provide a greater surplus in 1978, the Canadian approach would provide a greater possibility
of a surplus in 1979 and beyond. In adjusting the proposed TAC from. 125,000 to 135,000 tons, Canada had
done its best to take the interests of other countries into account. The delegate of Portugal noted that
the target spawning biomass of 1. 5 million metric tons would not be fully achieved by 1985 by fishing at
F 1:0 0.1645. Under a constant catch of 160,000 tons from 1979 onward, the fisMng mortality rate would be
less than under the constant F option corresponding to a 1978 TAC of 135,000 tons. Be expressed the view
that the safety margin was so large that there was no risk associated with a TAC of 160,000 tons in 1978.
However, if Canada could not accept thatTAC, he inquired whether it would be possible for Canada to reduce
her requirements from 100,000 to 90,000 tons. The delegate of Spain pointed out that the Canadian approach
h~nged on a target spawning biomass of 1.5 million metric tons. He questioned whether this was the one and
only reference point possible, noting that the STACRES Report cited a range from 1.2 to 1.8 million metric
tons, with 1.5 million metric tons as a reference point. He expressed the view that a spawning; biomass
well within the target could be achieved with a fixed TAC of 160,000 tons for a relatively short period
(three years), which, in any case, could be corrected in time if a failure in recruitment were detected by
the Assessments Subcommittee at its Annual Meetings. The delegate of canada indicated that Canadian require­
ments from this stock will undoubtedly increase over the next several years. Processing plants on the
northeast coast of Newfoundland were now operating at only 25% of capacity. The Canadian Government is
taking steps to develop the inshore fishery. If a constant catch of 160,000 metric tons were set for three
years, within two years there would likely be no surplus. He noted again that regulation of this stock to
rebuild the inshore fishery was an extremely important issue in Canada and that the Canadian Government had
taken a middle-of-the-road approach to the 1978 TAC. The delegates of USSR and Poland noted that they had
earlier proposed a 1978 TAC of 160,000 metric tons. The delegate of canada noted that two factors determine
the magnitude of the Canadian requirement: (1) abundance of fish, and. (2) capacity to catch and process.
As the stock 'reccver'a, the availability of fish (CPUE) is likely to increase quite rapidly. It is possible
that the 1978 proposed requirement of 100,000 metric tons might not be large enough. Under the fixed catch
proposal, there would be no surplus in 1980 and possibly not in 1979. He noted that it would be impossible
socially to limit the inshore fishery. The delegate of Portugal noted that, although he did not agree with
the proposed TAC ~f 135,000 tons, it would not be appropriate for the Commission to adopt a proposal for
this stock without the consent of the coastal state since this stock, for all intents and purposes, lies
entirely within the Canadian 200-mile fisheries limit. He expressed the view that, with the increasing
coastal state requirement, there was no future for the foreign fishery for this stock. This would happen
whether the Canadian or Portuguese proposals were to be adopted. With the Canadian proposal, in order to
reach a biomass of 1.5 million metric tons, catches would soon have to be reduced. But even without reduc­
tion, there was no surplus available. In 1978, according to the Canadian proposal, the surplus would be
35,000 tons. In 1980, the increase of CPUE would bring the Canadian catch without increase in effort to
141,000 tons, but as they were obviously planning increases of around 50% per year, the Canadian catch
would come to 225,000 tons, while the catch at F = 0.1645 would be only 204,000 tons. It was obvious that
this fishery would be closed to foreigners within the next two to three years. The delegate of USSR noted
that Canada had considered the views of other countries and that the Canadian proposal must be accepted.
He proposed that the table of TACs and national allocations be adopted as presented. The delegate of
Portugal requested that the Joint Panels first consider the cod in Div. 3NO.

(b) Cod in Div. 3NO. The delegate of Spain noted that Spain had suggested an increase from the
original proposal of "by-catch only" to some level of TAC since Spain would be in a desperate situation
with respect to cod. The Canadian proposal of a TAC of 15,000 metric tons would result in a 50% reduction
of the Spanish allocation for this stock, superimposed on a two-thirds reduction between 1976 and 1977.
These reductions indicated no future for the Spanish fishery in this area, and that he could not accept
the consequences of such a reduced TACt and would be obliged to vote against the proposal. The delegate
of Canada acknowledged the serious situation confronting Spain. Canada had adjusted on this stock as much
as possible. Because of the depressed condition of the stock, it was necessary to take extreme conservation
measures. He noted that the long-term MSY is estimated to be greater than 100,000 metric tons. Most coun­
tries including Spain had been experienc,ing difficulties in achieving their allocations. Canada is prepared
to pay particular attention to this stock in 1978 and re-allocate if necessary. In reply, the delegate of
Spain explained that the fact that most countries had not achieved their quotas in earlier years was not
really significant, because prior to 1977 they had access to other more attractive parts of the Convention
Area which were now closed. The delegate of Portugal noted that the catch by Portugal, both in Div. 3NO
and Div. 2J+3KL, would be reduced to one tenth of what it had been in 1974. Therefore, Portugal should be
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considered as well as Spain. He questioned the Canadian requirement of 4, 000 tons in view of the fact
that canadian catches in recent years had been less than that. The delegate of Canada explained that the
Canadian fishery for other species in this area would be increased to about 70,000 tons in 1978, with an
associated increase in the cod catch above 2,000 tons.

(e) After considerable discussion of appropriate procedures, in the light of the December 1976 amend­
ment and the extension of fisheries jurisdiction by Canada to 200 miles, the Chairman explained that, 88

far as the Div. 2J+3KL cod stock was concerned, there were only two alternatives: (a) exclude it from the
Table, or (b) include it in the Table and treat it like any other ICNAF cod stock. The delegates of
Portugal, USSR, and Spain were of the opinion that the alternative to be chosen should be that preferable
to Canada. The delegate of canada chose the second alternative. Therefore, Panels 2, 3, and 4, in joint
session,

agreed to recommend

that the TACs and national allocations set forth in Table 1 be adopted for 1978.

The delegate of Portugal explained that he could not accept the TAC and national allocations for the
Div. 2J+3KL cod stock as if Portugal had been a free party of ICNAF to discuss the TAC and its allocation.
The proceedings did make that abundantly clear. Portugal had stated that it would accept what Canada had
laid down within its 2OG-mile zone, because 8S the coastal state it was within its exclusive right to do
so. So, when the Panels were deciding to adopt Table I, Portugal would have to reserve its position in
relation to the Div. 2J+3KL cod stock. The delegate of Spain explained that his country's position was
exactly the same. Given the reservations of the two countries and their reasons, the Joint Panels could
do nothing more than accept 8S part of the Table the column dealing with the Div. 2J+3lCL cod stock, without
taking a vote on it and recording the reservations of the two countries.

The question of the Div. 3NO cod stock was different since the Chairman, without going into the problem
of which stocks were both within and without the 20D-mile fisheries zone, ruled that the Div. 3N0 cod stock
was certainly, at least partly, within the jurisdiction of ICNAl and, therefore. a decision should be taken
by the Joint Panels. All delegations were in favour of the TAC and allocation in Div. 3NO. except the
delegate of Spain who voted against the proposed TAC and allocations and the delegate of Portugal who
abstained. The delegate of Portugal explained that he had abstained because he was not convinced that a
TAC of 15.000 tons was the most appropriate for this stock. but at the same time. he felt it desirable that
regulations inside and outside 200 miles be consistent.

5. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3. and 4 adjourned at 1800 brs.
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NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION"

International Commission for a the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5116
(B.e.77)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Report of Meetings of Panel 3

Wednesday, 1 June, 1030 hrs aud 1430 hrs
Wednesday, 8 June, 1015 hrs

1. Opening. The meeting was opened by the Chairman, Mr R. Letaconnoux (France).

2. Appointment of Rapporteur. Dr G.H. Winters (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

Proceedings No.6

3. Adoption of Agenda. In accordance with the Canadian request and discussion in the Plenary Session of
31 May 1977 (Proceedings No.3), the Plenary agreed that only stocks outside the canadian fishery limits
would require immediate consideration by Panel 3. Stocks overlapping in waters within and outside Canadian
fishery limits would be discussed during Informal Intergovernmental Consultations convened by Canada, prior
to their consideration by Panel 3.

4. Review of Panel Memberships. In the Plenary Session of 31 May 1977 (Proceedings No.3), it was agreed
to accept Federal Republic of Germany and Italy as Panel 3 Members, subject to consultation with the PaneL
The delegate of Portugal noted that a country must have substantial fisheries in an area in order to qualify
for Panel membership and that this was certainly not the case for one of the countries involved (Italy).
The Executive Secretary of the Commission noted that the concurrence of the Panel would be sufficient to
allow Federal Republic of Germany and Italy to become Members. The Chairman of the Commission noted prece­
dence in the case of Cuba which entered several Panels withOut having substantial fisheries in these parti­
cular areas. After some further discussion, it was agreed to accept Federal Republic of Germany and Italy
as Members of Panel 3.

The EEC Observer read the following statement to Panel Members:

"M!' Chairman:

"The delegation of the Buxopean Boonomia Cormrunity would like to make a etatemenc, outlining the
Cemmunity's approaah to t'he work of this meeting in the light of its aormton fisheries poZiay.

"As the spokesman for the Community pointed out at the Bpeeial- Meeting of the coimieeion in
December 1976~ the Member States of the European Economic Community have delegated to the Corrmunity
powez's in respect of eeiema; relations in fisheries matters.

"In exercising these eompeienaee the Corrmunity wiahes to take an active paPt in mul-td-lateral­
cooperation for the eoneeruatdon of fishery resouroes in waters outside the 20O-mi~e acaee,

"The Corrrrrunity intends in this context to participate in regiona~ fishery orqanisaeions, aating
as a single coastal state.

"It foZZ01JJS that the present situation in UJhiah the Community as Bueh is not a Contracting Party
to ICNAF is unsatisfaotory and the Corrmunity~ thezaefore~ wishes that the successor organiaation to
ICNAF becomes a reality as soon as possible.

"Booeve», we realize that the new Convention cannot enter into force from 1 Januaxy 1978 and that
it -ie, tbereiore, desirable that transitional arrangements be adopted. Such aPl'angements should take
into acoount the exceeenoe of the common fisheries poHcy of the Community.

"If the problems of transition are to be solved by the eetabl-iehment: now of quatae, within the
frconefJol'k of ICNAF~ for the entire year 1978~ the Cormrunity is prepared to accept this solution on
the condition thati, 1.JJhere appl.ieab'le, one einqle quota is Bet for the Cormrunity.

"The Community wouZd reserve the right to determine the allocation of this overazz. quota betl.Jeen
its Member States."

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth. Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y )Y9
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With regard to the global quota request of the EEC. the delegate of Portugal noted that EEe countries
would have to fish in the "Others" category or not all Members of the EEC could participate in the global
quota in relation to their status as lCNAl Member Countries. The delegate of USSR stated that a global
quota could not be set for the EEC because the EEC is not a Member of ICNAF. It would be impossible to
enforce such a quota in accordance with the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement. There would also
be financial and other complications. Pursuant to the Convention in fo'rce , allocations for 1978 may be
given only to individual Member Countries of ICNAF. After considerable ddacuaedou , it was agreed to defer
consideration of the EEC request to the end of Panel 3 discussions on conservation requirements and catch
allocatdons ,

5. Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel 3. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to Joint Panels 2,
3, and 4, Dr G.B. Winters (Canada), presented the Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1977, Part C)
as it related to Div. 3M. The delegate of Canada noted and endorsed the proposed Flemish Cap groundfish
study as being very important to the general understanding of fish population dynamics.

6. Conservation Requirements

(a) Div. 3M cod. Panel 3

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 40,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for Div. 3M cod in 1978.

The Panel further

agreed to recommend

that the national allocations of the TAC of 40,000 tons for Div. 3M cod be set at the levels shown
in Table 1.

(b) Div. 3M redfish. The delegate of Poland noted that, during the past several years,
caught quantities of redfish from Div. 3M and requested an allocation for 1978 of 1,000 tons.
decided that an increase in the "0thers" category to 500 tons would provide a possibility for
in this area. Panel 3

agreed to recommend

Polish vessels
The Panel

Polish activity

that a TAC of 16,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for Div. 3M redfish in 1978.

After considerable discussion, the Panel further

agreed to recommend

that the national allocations of the TAC of 16,000 tons for Div. 3M redfish be set at the levels shown
in Table 1.

(c) Div. 3M American plaice. Panel 3

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 4,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for ntv. 3M American plaice.

After some discussion, the Panel further

agreed to recommend

that the national allocations of the TAC of 4,000 tons for Div. 3M American plaice be set at the levels
shown in Table 1.

7. Panel 3 recessed at 1730 hrs, I June.

8. Panel 3 reconvened at 1015 hrs, 8 June.

9. The Chairman noted that stocks on the Agenda
in the Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4. TACs
Report of the Joint Meeting (Proceedings No.5).
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of Panel 3 other than Div. 3M stocks
and allocations for these stocks are
The Panel noted that the delegate of

had been dealt with
contained in the
Portugal had abstained
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and the delegate of Spain had voted against the proposed TAC and allocations for cod in Div. 3NO.

10. Future Research Requirements. The Panel endorsed the recommendations on future research requirements
in the Report of Scientific Advisers to Panels 2, 3, and 4 (Redbook 1977, Part C).

11. nate and Place of Next Meeting. The Panel agreed that the next meeting of Panel 3 should be held in
conjunction with the next Annual Meeting.

12. Approval of Panel Report. The Panel agreed that the Report would be circulated to the Head of each
Delegation for approval.

13. Other Business. The Chairman noted that the request by the EEe Observer for a global quota for the
EEe would be discussed further in a later Plenary Session.

14. Election of Chairman. The Chairman noted that his two-year term of office was complete. Capt A.S.
Gaspar (Portugal) was unanimously elected Chairman of Panel 3 for 1977/78 and 1978/79.

15. Adjournment. Panel 3 adjourned at 1045 hre , 8 June.

Table 1. Summary of TACs and allocations for stocks
in Subarea 3 in 1978.

COD REDFISH
AllERICAN

PLAICE

3M 3M 3M

TAC recommended
by Scientific 40,000 16,000 4,000
Advisers

Bulgaria - - -
Canada 2,100 4,400 500

Cuba 1,900 1,400 -
Demnark 6,840 - -
France 6,650 - -
Federal Republic 500 - -of Germany

German Democratic - -RepUblic -

Iceland - - -
Italy - - -
Japan - - -
Norway 1,330 - -
Poland 1,460 - -
Portugal 10,000 500 500

Romania - - -
Spain 2,090 - -
USSR 4,940 9,200 2,000

UK 2,090 - -
Others 100 500 1,000

Total 40,000 16,000 4,000
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NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION.

International Commission for II the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5118
(B. e. 77)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Proceedings No.7

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

Wednesday, 8 June, 1100 hra

1. Opening. The meeting was opened by the Chairman elect, Mr D.R. Bollivar (Canada) (see Proceedings
No.3, Section 11).

2. Participants. Delegates of all Member Countries, except Iceland, were present.

3. Rapporteur. Mr M. Hunter (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

4. Agenda. The Agenda, as circulated in advance by the Secretariat, was adopted (Appendix I).

S. Consideration of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement

(a) The Chairman invited attention to Agenda Item 5(a), Present status of implementation. noting that
Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Portugal, and Romania had not yet indicated their readiness to carry out inspections
under the Scheme, but that all Member Countries had indicated their willingness to be inspected (CODDD.Doc.
77/VI/8). The delegate of Demnark indicated that Denmark was not able to carry out inspections outside 200­
mile zones, and provided the name and address of the Flag State authorities designated to receive immediate
notice of and respond to apparent infringements under the Scheme (Appendix II). The delegate of USSR pro­
vided a change in the name of the Soviet authority designated to receive immediate notice of and respond to
apparent infringements under the Scheme (Appendix II). The delegate of Romania indicated that Romania was
withdrawing its reservation to the Scheme. The delegate of Spain noted the addition to the list of desig­
nated authorities (Appendix II).

(b) The Chairman drew attention to Agenda Item S(b), Status of withdrawal of reservations to the
Scheme, noting that with withdrawal of the Romanian reservation there would be no longer any reservations
~Scheme.

(c) The Chairman then drew attention to Agenda Item S(c), Reports of cooperative enforcement, and
Item Sed), Plans for participation in the Scheme, inc1udins nationally designated authorities to receive
and respond to notices of infringements. No comments were received on Item S(c), and the Chairman noted
that Item Sed) had already been dealt with under Item Sea).

(d) The Chairman drew atten~ion to Agenda Item S(e), Improvements to the Scheme, noting that there
were no proposals before the Commission or STACTIC. The delegate of Canada reported that Canada expects
to begin the transfer of inspectors by helicopter hoist within six months, and requested Member Countries
to ensure that all vessel masters were informed of this intention. The Chairman noted that the procedure
to be used for inspections carried out by the helicopter hoist method had been incorporated into the Scheme
at the 1976 Annual Meeting, and that this procedure was defined in detail in Coam.Doc. 77/vt/1, pages 45­
47. The Chairman asked that all countries ensure that the procedures to be followed be brought to the
attention of all vessel masters to ensure that they are fully conversant with them. The delegate of the
Federal Republic of Germany suggested that the Committee should consider at a later meeting possible changes
to the Scheme for ICNAF, in light of the fact that its application is now limited to the area outside the
limits of national fisheries jurisdiction. He noted that some post amendments to the Scheme had been made
to meet the concerns of coastal states regarding interference to the operation of vessels of the coastal
states by the vessels of distant~ater nations, and wondered whether the complex procedures that had been
developed might be simplified, while recognizing the need to maintain strict international control in areas
outside 200 miles. He further noted that some of the provisions of the Scheme were very difficult to
incorporate into domestic law in the Federal Republic of Germany, and concluded by suggesting that, at its
next meeting, the Committee take into account the more limited scope of the Scheme that might make possible
the withdrawal of some previous amendments.

The delegate of Canada agreed that it was appropriate to review the Scheme to determine whether it
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might be suitable for adoption by the new North Atlantic fisheries body. He agreed that maintenance of
strict enforcement was essential and said that any adaptation of the Scheme must be considered with that
fact in mind. The Chairman said he understood that the present draft of the new Convention provided for
the adoption of the present Scheme as an Annex. The delegate of Canada stated that, while such a sugges­
tion had been made. there was some disagreement on this point and no decision had been made. He reported
that, while the delegates to the Preparatory Conference on Future Multilateral Cooperation had expressed
no doubts that an effective enforcement scheme was required, there was no majority opinion that the present
Scheme become an Annex to the new Convention. The delegate of Portugal noted that the draft of a new Con­
vention recognized the need for an enforcement scheme and, while all delegates were in agreement on this
point, they felt that the present Scheme should not be "f'rcaen" in an Annex to the new Convention which,
as an integral part thereto, would be bureaucratically difficult to amend. The Chairman suggested that,
if the present Scheme were not to be annexed to the new Convention, consideration of possible changes to
the Scheme could be undertaken at the next Annual Meeting. He suggested that a procedure to look at possible
changes be established, following those previously used by STACTle in which the Chairman wrote to Members
inviting submission of proposals for improvements. In addition, he proposed the establishment of a working
group to meet in advance of the 1978 Annual Meeting to consider any submissions. The deleaate of Denmark
agreed that a working group be established but did not wish to extend the period of the next Annual Meeting.
The delegates of Portugal and the Federal Republic of Germany agreed to the establishment of a working group
to meet one day in advance of the 1978 Annual Meeting. The Working Group was established with membership
consisting of Canada, Cuba, Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany, France, German Democratic Republic, Norway,
and Portugal.

6. The Chairman turned to Agenda Item 6, Review of Annual Returns of Inspections, Infringements, and Dis-
position of Infringements for 1976. The Chairman referred delegates to Comm.Doc. 77/VI/9 and the reports
of national inspections (Table 1), international inspections (Table lA, Appendices 1-22), and disposition
of infringements (Table 2B). He drew attention to the fact that several Member countries had not submitted
reports, and that even "Nil Reports" should be submitted to the Executive Secretary. Particular attention
was drawn to the summary of returns by inspected countries on disposition of infringements observed by
inspecting countries in 1976 (Table 2B) and the lack of reports by certain countries. The Chairman suggested
that, if the Scheme were to work properly, it was necessary for Member Countries to make such reports, and
asked all countries, who had failed to report, to do so as quickly as possible to the Executive Secretary.
The delegate of Portugal said that Portugal requested that their lack of reporting be recorded as a report
of nil returns. The delegate of the Federal Republic of Germany agreed that it was necessary to obtain full
reports but wondered if some of the lack of reporting was due to some administrative problems in the various
countrrdea, He asked how requests for reports were made. The Chairman responded that the procedure for
reporting in 1977 was contained in Circular Letter 77/11 of 27 January 1977 sent to all Member Countries
with STACTIC Forms 1, 2A, and 2B, with a request for completion by 30 April 1977. He noted that the proper
procedure must be followed by inspecting countries so that reports can be investigated by the inspected
country. He thought the difficulty may be in this area, but noted that the procedure to be follawed was
laid down in the Scheme itself. He suggested that, in carrying out a review of the Scheme, particular
attention be paid to this problem. The delegate of the Federal Republic of Germany noted that the Flag
State authorities designated to receive notices of inspection only received immediate notices and that
there was no equivalent list for the receipt of normal, non-urgent reports. In the case of the Federal
Republic of Germany, the two names would be different, thus creating a problem. He suggested that a list
be developed of persons designated to receive normal, non-urgent reports. The Chairman agreed that the
fact that different people are involved in the receipt of reports would explain the difficulty in the
investigation of reports by inspected countries, and suggested that the Executive Secretary circulate a
request for clarification as to wham the various reports should be referred. He drew attention to the
fact that the bulk of the infringements fell into the category of incomplete log records with particular
respect to discards, or the category of fishing from "Others" quotas without prior notice to the Executive
Secretary as required, and asked each country to draw the attention of its authorities to these two areas
of concern.

7. The Chairman proceeded to Agenda Item 7, Review of Notification by Nationals of Vessels Engaging in
Fisheries Research, which arose from Proposal (1) from the June 1975 Annual Meeting. He drew attention to
Appendix I of CoIIIID.Doc. 77/vI/lO dealing with this item. He noted that notifications had not been received
to date from Canada and France which are known to have permanent research vessels operating. The delegate
of France apologized for the lack of notification and undertook to provide notice as soon as possible. The
delegate of Portugal noted that it was not necessary to submit nil reports. as was the case for Portugal,
and noted that it was not necessary to notify ICNAF of research vessels operating within 20o-mile zones.
wondering if the Canadian and French vessels were operating outside the 200-mile zone. The Chairman said
that this factor would not explain the lack of notification in 1976.

8. The Chairman proceeded to consideration of Agenda Item 8, Review of Registration of Nationals of Vessels
Engaged in Fishing or Treatment of Sea Fish. In accordance with Proposal (3) from the September 1975 Special
Meeting, all vessels greater than 50 gross tons must be registered with the ICNAF Secretariat. He referred
to Appendices II and III of Comm.Doc. 77/vI/lO which dealt with this item, noting that 1976 notifications
had not been received from Canada (Maritimes and Quebec), Denmark (Faroes), Iceland, and Portugal, and that
1977 notifications had not been received from Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, German
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Democratic Republic, Iceland, Italy t Portugal, Romania, Spain, and USSR. The Chairman suggested that
notifications for 1977 need only note changes from 1976 lists. The delegate of Portugal referred to
certain internal paperwork difficulties in Portugal which had led to a lack of notification by his country,
but hoped the problem would be resolved soon. The Chairman requested the Executive Secretary to send a
polite reminder to those countries that have not submitted the required reports.

9. The Chairman moved to Agenda Item. 10, Other Business, noting that Agenda Item 9, Election of Chairman,
had been dealt with in the First Plenary Session (Proceedings No.3). He drew attention under this Item
to page 16 of the STACRES Report dealing with the Trawl Material and Mesh Size Sampling Program; This
Program had been originally requested by the scientists for work on mesh selectivity, but STACRES was now
'recorenenddng that the reporting be discontinued. STACTIC agreed that the report should be discontinued.

10. Adjournment. STACTIC adjourned at 1220 hra, 8 June, and would reconvene during the 1978 Annual Meeting •
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)

Agenda

1. Election of Chairman
a

2. Participants

3. Appointment of Rapporteur

4. Adoption of Agenda

5. Re'View of Scheme of Joint International Enforcement

(a) Present status of implementation (comn.boo. 77/VI/8J
(b) Status of withdrawal of reservations to Scheme
(e) Reports of cooperative enforcement
(d) Plans for participation in Scheme, including nationally designated authorities to receive and

respond to notices of infringements
(e) Improvements to the Scheme

6. Review of Annual Return of Inspections, Infringements, and Disposition of Infringements for 1976
[Oomm-Doa, 77!VI!9)

7. Review of notification by nationals of vessels engaging in fisheries research (Proposal, (1) from June
1976 AnnuaL Meeting) tconm.uoo. ??!VI!10)

8. Review of registration by nationals of vessels engaged in fishing or treatment of sea fish (Proposal,
(3) from September 1976 Spea.CoTml.Mtg.) (comn.noo, 77!VI!10)

9. Election of Chairman for 1977/78

10. Other Business

11. Adjournment

a Withdrawal of USA from Commission effective 31 December 1976 leaves chairmanship occupied by W.G. Gordon
(USA) vacant.
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Amendments
to

Present status of implementation - Scheme of Joint International Enforcement
(Comm.Doc. 77/VI/8)

Annex B - Flag State authorities designated to receive immediate notice of and respond to apparent
infringements under the lCNAF Joint Enforcement Scheme

Page 6 - Denmark Add: Faroese Home Government

by Post:

by Phone:
by Telex:

Fiskivinnvstovan
3800 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
042 11080
81235 tingns fa.

Page 7 - Spain Add: Mr V. Bermej 0

by Post:

by Phone:
by Telex:

2 Toronto Street
St. John's, Nfld.
Canada
(709) 753-5885

Page 7 - USSR Delete: Mr V.S. Belov

Add: Mr I. Nikonorov

(same address, etc.)
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Report of Keeth, of the Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD)

Thursday, 9 June, 1030 bra

1. The meeting of STACFAD was called to order by the Chairman, Mr E.8. Young (Canada).

2. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Membership. Representatives were present from Canada (Ms D. Pethick, Mr M. Hunter. and Mr L.S.
Parsons). Federal Republic of Germany (Dr D. 8008S). USSR (Mr A.A. Volkov). UK (Mr H.B. Brown), and from
portugal (Capt A.S. Gaspar), the latter having been named by the Commission to replace USA as a Member of
STACFAD. Observers were present from USA (Mr D. Crestln and Mr D.A. Re:f..fsnyder).

4. The provisional Agenda was adopted.

5. Panel Membership_ STACiAD noted that the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy had had transfers of
membership from Panel 5 to Panel 3 approved by the Commission and Panel 3. Following discussion of the
status of panel membership, in the light of extended jurisdiction by the coastal state members of the
Commission and the withdrawal of USA from Commission membership, STACFAD

recommends

that the number of memberships in the Panels of the Commission be maintained as established at the
27th Annual Meeting of the Commission, in order to hold the rates of contributions at present levels
so that the financial commitments of the Commission may be met until the new multilateral organization
comes into being.

6. R ort of Annual Meetin of the International Fisheries Commissions Pension Societ IFCPS. The Exe-
cutive Secretary drew attention to Comm..Doc. 77 VI/2, the Report of the Meeting of IFCPS, Halifax, canada,
12-13 May 1917, and reported that the Society members had spent one-half day with the members of the ICNAF
Secretariat in mutually beneficial discussions. STACFAD was pleased to note that its Chairman, Mr Young,
was a member of the Society for Canada.

7. Auditor's Report. The Auditor's Report for the fiscal year 1975/76 was distributed in March 1977.
STACFAD, noting that no comments were received from the Contracting Governments,

recommends

that the Auditor's Report for 1975/76 be adopted.

8. Administrative Report and Financial Statements ~Comm.Dc. 77/VI/6). The Executive Secretary reviewed
the Administrative Report, referring especially to the activities of the Secretariat in relation to
Commission and scientific meetings, the publication of Commission material, and the collection, compilation
and storage of scientific data for use in providing advice on management to the commission. In presenting
the Financial Statements for 1976/77, he noted that the Commission showed a surplus of approximately $13,000.
He drew attention to the 1976/77 contributions which were still outstanding from Member COuntries as follows:

STACFAD

Bulgaria
Cuba
Spain

$ 300 approx.
$ 18,965
$ 23,582

$ 41,847
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recommends

that the Administrative Report with the Financial Statements for 1976/77 (estimated from 30 April
1977) be adopted.

9. Working Cap!tal Fund (WCF). STACFAD reviewed the weF (approx. $49,000) and agreed that I in view of
the possibility of transitional changes from lCNAF to a new multilateral organization for the Northwest
Atlantic fisheries, the amount available in the Fund should be maintained at or near the level reported.

10. Basic Annual Fee Structure. The Executive Secretary reported that the June 1973 Protocol was not yet
in force.

11. Budset.1977/78. STACFAD examined the 1977/78 budget estimates (Appendix I to STACFAD Agenda). In
regard to the salary of the Executive Secretary, STACFAD examined the UN salary scales, effective 1 January
1977, in relation to salaries received by executive secretaries/directors of" other international commissions
(especially those located in North America), and concluded that the UN scale at the n-1 level was no longer
appropriate for the ICNAF Executive Secretary. Taking into account the Executive Secretary's outstanding
performance and Government of Canada I s domestic salary gudde'ldnes and the relativity of staff salaries
governed by these guidelines to the salary of the Executive Secretary, STACFAD

recommends

that the salary of the Executive Secretary be established at $45,000 (Canadian) for the period 1 July
1977 to 30 June 1978 and that future salary levels should be determined at the 1978 Annual Meeting of
the Commission.

STACFAD discussed the possibility of financial support for a Symposium on the Biological Basis for Pelagic
Fish Stock Management which was being planned for 1978 jointly by other international agencies. STACFAD,
therefore,

recommends

i) that the ordinary expenses of the Commission for the fiscal year 1977/78 be set at $425,000
(Appendix I);

ii) that, after an estimated amount of $40,629 from the Miscellaneous Fund is applied against the
amount in i) above, approximately $384,371 be appropriated from Member Countries in 1977/78
(Appendix II);

iii) that $5,000 be appropriated from the WCF to support a joint Symposium on the Biological Basis
for Pelagic Fish Stock Management to be held in the UK in July 1978 (AppendiX I).

12. Budget Forecas~1978/79. STACFAD considered the Budget Forecast for 1978/79 as presented in Appendix
III to the STACFAD Agenda and noted that $470,000 was required to cover ordinary expenditures. STACFAD

recommends

that the Commission give consideration at the 1978 Annual M~eting to authorize an appropriation of
$470,000 for the ordinary expenses of the Commission.

13. The Executive Secretary reviewed the status of the Commission's publications as presented in COUD:l1.
Doc. 77/VI/6.

14. Date of 1977/78 Billing. The billing date was set at 15 August 1977.

15. Time and Place of 1978, 1979, and 1980 Annual Meetings. STACFAD

recommends

i) that, should an invitation be extended, the Commission accept to hold its 28th Annual Meeting
in Bonn, Federal Republic of Germany, from 30 May to 6 June 1978 inclusive;

ii) that the 1979 and 1980 Annual Meetings, if necessary, be held at the Commission's Headquarters,
Dartm.outh, Nova Scotia.

16. Election of Chairman. Mr E.B. Young (Canada) was unanimously re-elected Chairman for 1977/78.

17. Adjournment. There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 1300 hre , 9 June.
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1977/78 Expenditures to be Covered by Appropriatiotis
from Contracting Governments and from Other Sources

Proposed estimates
1977/78

1. Personal Services

(a) Salaries

(b) Superannuation

(c) Additional help

(d) Group medical and insurance plans

(e) Contingencies

2. Travel

3. Transportation of Things

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

Appropriation from Working Capital Fund to support joint internationally-

$ 235,000

7,000

2,000

3,000

14,000

6,000

1,000

25,000

25,000

20,000

12,000

5,000

25,000

35,000

10,000

$ 425,000

sponsored Symposium on Biological Basis for Pelagic Fish Stock Management $ 5,000
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Preliminary Calculation of Billing for Member Countries against
Proposed Estimates of $425.000 for 1977/78 Fiscal Year

s 425,000.00

Deduct: Estimated advance from Miscellaneous Fund

Funds required to meet 1977/78 administrative budget

40,629.00

$ 384,371.00

Total Total billing
No. of billing Basic charge 17 Countries

Countries Panels 1976/77 (17 Governments) 63 Panels

Bulgaria 3 s 14,347.20 s 500.00 $ 18,398.60

Canada 5 23,582.00 500.00 30,331.00

Cuba 4 18,964.60 500.00 24,364.80

Denmark 4 18,964.60 500.00 24,364.80

France 5 23,582.00 500.00 30,331. 00

Federal Republic of Germany 4 18,964.60 500.00 24,364.80

German Democratic Republic 3 14,347.20 500.00 18,398.60

Iceland 2 9,729.80 500.00 12,432.40

Italy 1 5,112.40 500.00 6,466.20

Japan 3 14,347.20 500.00 18,398.60

Norway 4 18,964.60 500.00 24,364.80

Poland 5 23,582.00 500.00 30,331.00

Portugal 4 18,964.60 500.00 24,364.80

Romania 3 14,347.20 500.00 18,398.60

Spain 5 23,582.00 500.00 30,331. 00

USSR 5 23,582.00 500.00 30,331. 00

UK 3 14,347.20 500.00 18,398.60

USA 14,347.20

63 $ 313,658.40 $ 8,500.00 s 384,370.60

($ 4,617.40) ($ 5,966.20)
per Panel) per Panel)

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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1978/79 Estimated Expenditures to be Covered by Appropriations
from Contracting Governments and fram Other Sources

Forecast estimates
1978/79

1. Personal Services

(a) Salaries

(b) Superannuation

(e) Additional help

(d) Group medical and insurance plans

(e) Contingencies

2. Travel

3. Transportation of Things

4. Communicationa

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

S 260,000

7,000

2,000

3,000

14,000

6,000

1,500

25,000

25,000

22,000

12,000

7,500

25,000

40,000

20,000

S 470,000
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Report of the Final Plenary Sessions

Thursday, 9 June, 1705 bra
Friday, 10 June, 1020 bra

1. The Chairman, Dr D. Booss (Federal Republic of Germany), opened the meeting.

Proceedings No.9

2. The Report of STACRES (Redbook 1977, Part B) was adopted. The Plenary agreed to the need for a STACRES
meeting in November or December which would provide advice to the Commission on the scientific basis for
management of the shrimp stocks in Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0 and of the seal fisheries within national
fisheries limits in Subareas I, 2, 3, and 4 and Statistical Area O. Advice on the seal stocks had been
requested in a memorandum from. Canada (ecea.ucc. 77/VI/13). The Plenary further agreed that the time and
place for the STACRES meeting would be set by the Chairman of STACRES in consultation with the Secretariat.
The Chairman of the CODIIIrl.ssion, on behalf of the Plenary, thanked the acting Chairmen of STACRES, Mr Sv.Aa.
Horsted (Denmark) and Dr F. Nagasaki (Japan) for their outstanding leadership during this meeting and the
scientists for their continued productive cooperation. He congratulated Dr A.W. May (Canada) on bis election
as Chairman of STACRES for, at least, the ensuing year.

3. The Ceremonial Opening (Proceedings No.2) was adopted.

4. The Report of the First Plenaw Session (proceedings No.3) witb its Appendix, "Report of tbe Working
Group on Transitional Arrangements', was adopted.

5. The Chairman noted that there was no Report of Panel 1 since the Plenary had agreed that no meeting
would be held. A meeting of Scientific Advisers to Panel 1 was held and its report is at Redbook 1977,
Part C.

6. The RePOrt of Panel 3 (Proceedings No.6), with its summary table of recommended 1978 TACs and national
allocations for three stocks in Subarea 3 of the Convention Area and outside the Canadian 200-mile fisheries
zone, was adopted.

7 ~ The Report of STACTIC (Proceedings No.7) was adopted. The Plenary~ the election of Mr D.R.
Bol1ivar (Canada) as Chairman and that a working group consisting of representation from Canada, Cuba,
Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany, France, German Democratic Republic, Norway, and Portugal, would meet
one day in advance of the 1978 Annual Meeting (29 May 1978) to consider improvements to the Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement.

8. The Report of STACFAD (Proceedings No.8), with its recommendation to maintain the number of member-
ships in the Panels of the C01IDDission as established at the 27th Annual Meeting, was adopted. The delegate
of Portugal said that he could make a commitment to retain the same number of Panels but not to which ones
they might be. The Chairman thanked the Government of Canada, on behalf of the Commission, for continuing
to provide for the good services of Mr E.B. Young as Chairman of STACFAD and Dr A.W.H. Needler as Head
Commissioner for Canada, although both were retired from the Canadian Government service.

9. Regarding a press statement. the Plenary agreed that there should be a statement fr01ll ICNAF in the
form used in past years and that it should include a statement drafted with Canadian consultation regarding
the results of the work of the Informal Intergovernmental Consultations convened by Canada.

10. Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman. The Plenary agreed unanimously that Dr D. Booss (Federal
Republic of Germany) should serve as Chairman of the Commission for the period 1977/78 and 1978/79. Dr
Booss thanked the delegates for their confidence and said he would try to do his best in steering ICNAF
through her last difficult years~

The Plenary agreed unanimously that Mr S. Ohkuchi (Japan) serve as Vice-Chairman of the Commission
for the period 1977/78 and 1978/79. Mr Ohkuchi thanked the delegates for the high honour.
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11. Time -and Place of Future Meetings. The Chairman, Dr Booss, extended, on behalf of his Government, an
invitation to the Commission to hold its 1978 Annual Meeting in Bonn, Federal Republic of Germany. The
Plenary agreed that the STACTIC Working Group should meet 29 May 1978 with the STACRES meeting to take
place the preceding week. The Commission meetings and informal intergovernmental consultations would be
held 30 May through 6 June.

The Plenary noted that the Secretariat had arranged for the 1979 Annual Meeting to be held at the Lord
Nelson Hotel in Halifax. Canada from 29 May to 7 June 1979.

The delegate of canada moved that the Commission thank the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany
and accept its kind invitation to hold the 1978 Annual and associated meetings of the CoDlDlission in Bonn,
Federal Republic of Germany.

12. Tbe PlenarY recessed at 1755 brs, 9 June, after being reminded that the last session of the Second
Preparatory Conference to accept its report would be held in the morning of 10 June. The delegates were
reminded that living accommodation at the Chateau Laurier Hotel in Ottawa during the period of the Diplomatic
Conference, 11-21 October 1977, should be booked early, using the code "ICNAF Diplomatic Confe'rence";

13. The Final Plenary reconvened at 1020 hrs, 10 June, to consider the Report of Joint Panels 2, 3, and 4
(Proceedings No.5) with its summary table of 1978 TAcs and national allocations for 19 stocks which occur
completely within the Canadian 20o-mile fisheries zone or which overlap the 20Q-mile zone. The Report was
adopted. The Plenary noted that the delegates of Portugal and Spain had recorded reservations regarding
the TAC and allocations for the Div. 2J+3KL cod stock, while, in the case of the Div. 3NO cod stock, the
delegate of Spain voted against the proposed TAe and allocations and the delegate of Portugal abstained.

14. The Chairman drew attention to the Table at Appendix I which contained the TACs and national allocations
recommended by the Member Countries of Panels 2, 3, and 4 for 22 stocks or species in Subareas 2, 3, and 4,
and which was adopted by the Plenary for 1978. These TACs and allocations also constituted a proposal for
international quota regulation in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area, with the June 1974 Proposal
(4) 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 (1) for international quota regulation of the fisheries in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the
Convention Area (Appendix I).

15. Other Business. The delegate of Canada was pleased to record that the present meeting had demonstrated
that international cooperation was continuing in lCNAl. Canada was grateful for the parts played by all
participants in this meeting and is anxious that such good cooperation continue. In the last two or three
years, MSY (maximum sustainable yield) has given way to more restrictive measures which it would seem have
resulted in signs of a good effect, e.g. STACRES projection for Div. 2J+3KL cod stock. This more stringent
action, starting in 1975, should be credited to international cooperation under ICNAF. ICNAl has been an
effective, imaginative, innovative body and he hoped that these attributes would continue under the new
multilateral arrangements now being discussed. The Chairman noted that it was remarkable, in these times
of limited ocean resources, that ICNAl was again ahead of developments. Due to a rather rigid regulatory
program, Member Countries can be happy that their sacrifices have helped to attain signs of a recovery
which it is hoped will benefit everyone.

16. Adjournment. The Chairman thanked all for their part in bringing to a successful conclusion a very
difficult meeting. There being no other business, the Twenty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the Commission was
adjourned at 1040 hrs, 10 June 1977. A press statement covering the Proceedings and Informal Intergovern­
mental Consultations convened by Canada is at Appendix II.
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(1) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries in Subareas 2. 3. and 4 of the Convention
Area. adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session
on 10 June 1977

That the total allowable catch and national quota allocations for 1978 of particular stocks or species
in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area shall be in accordance with the following table:

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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L The 27th Annual Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF) ,
under the chairmanship of Dr D. Booss, Federal Republic of Germany, was held in Ottawa, Canada, during
31 May-IO June 1977. About 140 representatives attended from all 17 Member Countries: 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, and United
Ki.q.gdom. Observers were present from the European Economic Community (ERe), the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the International Commission for the Southeast Atlantic
Fisheries (ICSEAF), and the United States of America.

2. Purpose of the Meeting

An important item for discussion was the future of the Commission and its potential role under extended
jurisdiction to 200 miles by the coastal states, including arrangements for transition from ICNAF to a
new multilateral organization. In addition, conservation measures for a number of stocks in ICNAF
Subareas 2, 3, and 4 were discussed. Some of these stocks lying within or partly within the 20D-mile
fisheries zone of Canada were considered in informal intergovernmental consultations convened and
chaired by Canada.

3. Scientific Advice

The Commission's Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) met at the Commission's Head­
quarters in Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada, during 19-27 April 1977 and again at Ottawa, Canada, during
24 May-7 June, and submitted comprehensive advice on conservation of specified stocks in Subareas 1 to
4. Advice was provided for consideration by Canada and Denmark on four stocks in the northern part of
the ICNAF Area (Statistical Area a and Subarea 1) which lie within the ZOD-mile fisheries zone of these
cotmtries; at the request of Canada, advice was provided on 18 stocks which lie completely within or
overlapping the 20D-mile fisheries zone in Subareas 2, 3, and 4; and similar advice was provided to
the Commission on three stocks which lie completely outside the 20D-mile fisheries zone of the coastal
states. As. was done in the preceding year, the advice was presented on the basis of a management
objective whereby options for the total allowable catches (TACs) were advised at catch levels somewhat
lower than those associated with the maximum sustainable yield.

4. Catch Quotas

The Commission agreed to total allowable catches and national allocations for 1978 in respect of three
stocks (cod, redfish, and American plaice in Division 3M), which lie completely outside the Canadian
20D-mile fisheries zone. The Commission also considered 19 other stocks which occur completely within
the Canadian 20D-mile zone or which overlap the 20o-mile zone. These were stocks for which scientific
advice of the Commission had been requested by Canada. With the concurrence of the coastal state,
consensus was reached on total allowable catches for these stocks and on the division of these catches
among Member Countries. Specific information on recent catches, total allowable catches, and the
national quotas is given in Tables 1 and 2.

5. Enforcement of Fishery Regulations

The Commission's Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC) reviewed the present procedures
of international control' of fishing activities. It was noted that present ICNAF procedures apply to
fishing outside the 200-mdle fisheries zone of coastal states, and that fishing inside the 200-mile
zone was subject to coastal state regulations and enforcement.

6. Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman

Dr D. Booss, Federal Republic of Germany, who has acted as Chairman of the Commission since the
resignation of Mr E. Gillett, United Kingdom, in December 1976, was elected Chairman for 19771-78 and
1978/79. Mr S. Ohkuchi, Commissioner of Japan to ICNAF, was elected Vice-Chairman of the CODDDission
for 1977/78 and 1978/79.

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638. Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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7. Special Commission Meeting

The Tenth Special Meeting of the Commission will be held at Ottawa. Canada, in October 1977. in asso­
ciation with the Conference of Plenipotentiaries. to consider and adopt new multilateral arrangements
for future multilateral cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic fisheries.

8. 1978 Annual Meeting

At the kind invitation of Dr D. Booss. on behalf of the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany,
the Commission agreed to hold its 1978 Annual Meeting in Bonn, Federal Republic of Germany, during
30 May-6 June 1978. This Meeting will be preceded by associated meetings of the Commission's Standing
Committees on Research and Statistics (STACRES) and on tnternational Control (STACTIC).

17 June 1977 Office of the Secretariat
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada
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Table 1. Nominal catches (1974-76) and TACs (1976-78) for stocks for
which conservation measures were considered at the 1977
Annual Meeting for Subareas 2, 3 and 4.

Catches (000 tons) TACs (000 tons) 6
Stock

Species area 1974 1975 1976" 1976 1977 1978

Cod 200 4 7 6 20 20 20
2J+31tL 373 288 214 300 160 135
3M 25 22 22 40 25 40
3NO 73 44 24 43 30 15

Redfish 2+3K 30 26 27 30 30 30
3M 35 16 17 16 16 16
3LN 22 18 21 20 16 16
30 13 15 15 16 16 20

Amer. plaice 2+3K 6 6 6 8 8 6
3M 2 2 1 2 2 4
3LNO 46 43 51 47 47 47

Witch flounder 2J+31tL 16 12 11 17 17 17
3NO 8 6 6 10 10 10

Yellowtail 3LNO 24 23 8 9 12 15

G. halibut 2+31tL 27 29 24 30 30 30

R. grenadier 2+3 28 27 21 32 35 35

Argentine 4VWX 17 15 7 25 20 20

Capelin 2+3K 127 237+
c 212.5<\:c c199 216 212.5d

3L 58 34 34 45 50 50
3NO 101 132 110 126d 141d 141d3Ps 2 2 + 9 9 9

a
Provisional statistics compiled for 1977 Annual Meeting.b
TACs include quantities estimated to be taken both inside and outside

c the 200-mile fisheries zone, where applicable.
In addition, coun~ries without specific allocations may each take up

d to 10,000 tons.
Any portion of national allocations not taken may be added to
allocations in Div , 3NO.
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INDEX OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

PART I - PROCEEDINGS OF THE NINTH SPECIAI COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Am~~nt toConv~twn

1) re Continuing functioning of Commission

Conservation Proposals

Proc. 3 with App. III 14, 24, 101

1) Harp and Hooded Seals - catch and seasons for 1977

2) Northern Deepwater Prawn (Shrimp) - mesh size

3) Trawl Fisheries - small-mesh, bottom-trawl - Div. 4VWX

4} Silver and Red Hakes - areas, season and exemption ­
Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6

5) Herring - area, season and exemPtion for 1977 ­
Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6

6) Squid (LoUgo and IlZu:) - areas. seasons and
exemption for 1977 - Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6

7) Mackerel - areas, season, gear and exemption for 1977
- Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

8) Fishing Gear - repeal of regulation in Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6

9) Squid (LoUgo and I7:Le:x;) - commitment to revise 1977
catch re-allocations at 1977 Annual Meeting

10) TACs and Allocations - 9 stocks (first tier) deferred
from 1976 Annual Meeting and group of stocks (second
tier) for 1977 - convention Area and Statistical Area 6

Resolutions

Proe. 4 with App. III 39, 101

Proc. 5 with App. I 51, 101

Proc. 6 with App. I 57, 101

Proc. 8 with App. II 82, 101

zeoc, 8 with App. III 84, 102

Proe. 8 with App. IV 87, 102

Proc. 8 with App. V 90, 102

Proc. 8 with App. VI 93, 102

Prcc, 8 with App. VII 94, 102

Proe. 11 with App. II 102, 104

1) re Development of future multilateral cooperation

2) re Transfer to Spain from 1977 cod quota allocations
in Subareas 2 and 3

Proc. 3 with App. IV

Proc. 9 with App. I

14, 2S, 101

98, 101

PART II - PROCEEDINGS OF TWENTY-SEVENTH ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Conservation Proposals

1) TACs and Allocations for 1978 fish stocks in
Subareas 2, 3, and 4

Resolutions

1) Draft resolution to amend International Convention
for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Future of Commission

Finance

Panel memberships - freezing number

Prac. 9 with App. I

Proc. 3 with App. III,
Annex 2

Proe. 2 and 3

Proc , 8

160, 161

122, 134, 159

117, 119

153, 159

•• 171
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PART II - PROCEEDINGS OF TWENTY-SEVENTH ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977 (cant'd)

Finance (cant'd)

Budget - 1977/78

- 1978/79

172

Proe. 8 with App. I

Proe. 8 with App. III

Pages

155, 159

157. 159


