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NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE, TO THE COMMISSION!

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 4072 Proceedings No. 2
(B.5.9)

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Ceremonial Opening

Wednesday, 1 December, 1015 hrs

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. Booes (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 Govermment of Spain as follows:

"radies and Gentlemen:

"I am deeply honoured to have this chance to weleome you all to my country on the occasion of the
9th Special Meeting of the International Commisgion for the Northwest Atlantic Figheries (ICNAF) to be
held in Tenerife.

"I shall iry to be brief since I consider that between the Anmual Meeting in June and this which
I now formally open there only lies a parenthesis. No real separation erists between them and my role
here must be to take up the challenge to cooperation that was then apparent and try to give it new
wings.

"Not many new developments have taken plase since June of this year - and when I say this I am not
forgetiing the recent statement by the European Economic Commnity extending ite jurisdistion over
fieheries in the Atlantic from the let of January 1977. And yet this deciaion which has such momentous
congequences for my country and also for many of those here present changes little in the final fabrie
of extensions of jurisdiction. It ig rather a link in the chain of extensioms begun by the United
States and Canada in the Western Atlantie, and for that reason it does not alter the substance of the
question.

Wevertheless, the Community's decision has brought about an unprecedented situation in last week's .
meeting of the NEAFC in London since, for the first time in ite long history, it has not been possible
to talk of the TACs or of quotas. There wae even a delegate to the meeting who commented that, for the
firgt time in his NEAFC experience, he had not been able to open either hia mouth or his briefcase. The
meeting was finally ended without any positive results, although it has been made abundantly elear by
the Community that it is quite ready to negotiate bilaterally with all couniries having an interest in
the area. My country has behind it a long history of cocparation in the multilateral field, this being
espectally true in fisheries organizations. And this 18 s0 even if there has been a certain lack of
satiafaction on several cccasions, notably in last June's Anmual Meeting ae regards the Spanish cod
fighery in the avea covered by the Commission. I am sure that, in genergl terms, the same ecan be said
for all countries here prasent. I can see that in thig forum many of the countries which have something
to say and a lot to contribute to fisheries' problems at the present have met. That is why it seams to
me to be especiqlly imporiant to act as the conseience of all countries present and make a special appeal
to the need to reach stable solutions through intermational cooperation, which are simultanecusly valid
for non-coastal states and cover adequately the needs expresgsed by ovastal countries. In other words,
I appeal to the statemamship and negotiating ability of all delegations here present.

"It hae been caid many times that ICNAF is the international commisaion with the greatest tradition
and that, for that very same reason, it should serve as a modal for intermatiomal cooperation in matters
of fisheries. I believe that, by again stressing this fact, I am not merely uitering empty words but
referring to a substantial reality which should count at the present time, Therefore, insofar as we are
eapable of making cooperation among the different countries participating a reality, we shall allow the
model to survive and serve as a standard of eonduct capable of influencing other fisheries scenarios.

"For all theee remsone, I firmly wish that this special meeting may meet success in its work. I

! precutive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada BZY 379 7
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will not dave assert that it may conclude its work: the memory of last week's experience im London
is too fresh to warrant any assertions. But my country atrongly believes im the usefulness of main-
taining a mechanism such as ICNAF, even if thie mechanism muet be influenced by bilateral relations
of all sorts. I would not, in any way, wish that this beautiful setting should witness the waning of
an organization such as ICHAF at the very moment that cooperation among us ig most necessary.

"For all the above reasons, I again exhort all here present to exhaust their negotiating capabi-
lity and, hoping to have expressed with my words the common feeling, I wish all delegations success
during their work these next daye. 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 avoild a repetition of the NEAFC experience.

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



NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION:

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic .F isheries

Serial No. 4073 Proceedings No. 3
(B.s8.9)

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING — DECEMBER 1976

Report of the First Plenary Session

Wednesday, 1 December, 1055 hrs
Thursday, 2 December, 1020 and 1615 hrs
Wednesday, 8 December, 1535 hrs

1. Opening. The First Plenary Session of the Ninth Special Meeting of the Commission was called tc order
by the Chairman, Dr D. Booss (Fed.Rep. Germany). Delegates from 16 of the 18 Member Countries, and Observers
from the Europeen Economic Community (EEC), the Foed and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQ),
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. Be noted that a proposal

by Spain for allocation of surplus cod stocks (Comm.Doc. 76/XI1/66) and a request by Romania for an alloca-
tion of cod in Div. 2J and 3KIM of Subareas 2 and 3 (Corm.Doc. 76/XI1/69) 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 discussicn the Plenary agreed that the Spanish proposal and the Romanian
request be added to the Agenda and be considered in joint sessions of Panels 1 to 5, and 2 and 3, respectively.
The Agenda was adeopted (Appendix IIX).

3. Rapporteur. The Plenary agreed that the Executive Secretary should act as Rapporteur for the Plemary
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 Proceedinge of the 26th Annual Meeting, June 1976, the Plemary
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 3
of the Plenary Agenda.

8. Under Plenary Item 23, International Transport Workers' Federation (ITF) Request for Observer Status
(Comm.Doc. 76/XI1/62), 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 forwer Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK}, to the Commission
delepates 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 thelir appreciation and thanks for his very effective guidance
of the Commission's activities over the last three years and to convey thelr congratulations and best wishes
for every success in his new position with the Scottish Development Department.

10. The Chairman asked for comments on the provisiopnal timetable for the Commission's meeting. At the
request of the delegate of Demmark, the Plenary agreed that the meeting of Panel 1 should be .delayed until
the second week of the Commiszsion's meetings, The delepate 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 mo 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:

"Mr Chatrman:

"I have asked for the floor at the start of your meeting in order to make a statement on behalf
of the European Economic Community.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Wova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9 ..9
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"Iike a vumber of other Members of ICNAF, the member states of the Community have amnounced their
intention to move to 200 miles with effect from January 1, 1877, You have all been informed. This
means that fishing in the Community zone by third states, as from 1 January 1877, will be governed by
agreements betwaeen the Community and the third siates concerned. Furthermore, those agreements must
be negotiated with the Community as such. The member states, in the egerecise of their aovereignty
have delegated powers in this respeet to the Community. y

"It follows from what I have eaid, Mr Chairman, that the rights of access by third countries to
the Community 200-mile fishery zone must be negetiated by bilateral negotiations with the Community.
It will, therefore, be necessary to establish fromework agreements between the Community and the third
countrigs who wish to have access to Communitly waters after dJanuary 1, 1977. These framework agreements
would need to be supplemented by fishing rights, specific quotas, ete. The Community recognizes and
accepts the agreements of TACs and quotas for certain species which were reached during the latest mzet-
ing of ICNAF in Montreal. The Community 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 so permits - will make it possible to find interim solutions for the outstanding
problems for the coming year concerning mainly the fiming of quotas for a number of species.

"The present session also has on it Agenda the question of the future of ICNAF.

"I wish to take this epportunity not only to thamk the officials and services of ICNAF for their
past efforts, but to express the hope that these will continue into the future in a format appropriate
to future conditions. What ite future role will be is a matter which now requires to be negotiated.
I am satisfied that it will be an important and useful role and the Community, which will expect to
be a Member of ICNAF, will make an important comtribution to it.

"It would be our hope, Mr Chairman, that other etates would be prepaved to discuss with the Com-
munity in order to determine what arrangements should be made for the future. The basis can thus be
laid for examining the probilems regarding fishery conservation and mamagement which have been of concern
to all delegations here present for so many years."

The delepate 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 ocut 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 {Camada), to introduce the Report, Dr Needler dealt with the points im 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, e.g. 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 achleving them. Some of the Group advocated
two separate bodies, a management body 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, i.e., 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:

"My Chairman:

"Much has changed since the June 1976 Annual Meeting considered an item on the future of ICNAF.
There are now nine Members of the Commiasion that have ewplieitly eommitted themselves to extension
of fisheries Jurisdiction in 1§77 and others may not be far behind. The future of ICRAF is no Longer
an acadamic question but a question of hard reality and pressing i{mmediacy. Indeed, this is true in
respect to the future of intermational fisheries cooperation in general. What ig done in ICNAF - as
in the past - will help to set the pattern for developments elseuwhere,

"The future of ICNAF begins now. We must recognize at this Meeting that mew arrangements and new

10
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siruetures are needed for intermational ceoperation in respect to the Northwest Atlantie fisheries.
If we are to achieve an uninterrupted iransition from the old to the new arrangements and structures

- as Canada continues to believe we should - then the first steps in that transition must be taken
here.

"Canada's views on the scope and structure of future multilateral cooperation in respect to the
Northwest Atlantic fisheries are set out in Appendiz IV to the Report of the Grouwp of Experts esta-
blished at our June meeting. As to the queation of procedure, Canada believes that the new multi-
lateral arrvangements should be developed through a conference of plenipotentiaries, to be called as
early as possible next year. While it would be useful to hear the views of Commissioners on these
matters, we do not conaider that it would be appropriate to attempt to decide them at this meeting.
The views exprecsed here, and the Report of the Group of Experts, will have to be considered by Con~
tracting Govermments, who will decide on the meapures needed to take the matter further. Certainly,
the Canadian Govermment will be proceeding along these lines. Here, however, we should focus on the
action to be taken now 1o ensure an uninterrupted transition to the futuve rmultilatergl arrangements:
to emsure that the Commission can continue to function in 1877 in a mavner conaistent with the new
Jurisdictional realities, while work proceeds on the elaboration of long-term approaches.

"Canada has already circulated a proposal for an "interim” amendment to the ICNAF Convention,
which i8 also on the Agenda of this meeting. That proposal would maintain the present role of the
Commisgion in the management of fisheries im the Convention Arvea beyond 200 miles. In doing so, it
would not prejudge the nature and form of new multilateral arrangements in respect to fisheries within
cogstal etate juriediction; that fe the long-term question we must addrvess next year.

YCanadn recognizes that this amendment could not be effect in early 1977, but it is important

to our delegation at least that we begin the necessary procedures here and pursue them qge expeditiously
as poggible in the coming monthe.

"Mr Chairman, I want to veaffirm here Canada's commitment to give effect to ICNAF regulations in
the Canadian 200-mile aome in 1977. The Canadian Minigter of Fisheries stated that commitment in
Montreal in the following terms:

MFPor 1877 Canada will determine within its 200-mile zone the congervation measures to be applied,
the vessels which will be allowed to fish, and the allocaticns they will be allowed to take.
Vessels fishing within the acne will be fishing under Canadian permits and will be aubject to
Canadian enforcement procedures. This doss not mean that Canada will ignore the resulis of this
meeting in 1977, On the contrary, as an interim measure for 1877 only, Canada is prepared to give
effect to those regulgtions agreed within ICNAF with Canada’s coneuvrence, by adopting and enfore-
ing such regulations under Canadian law. Canada, of course, may also adopt additional regulatory
measures for 1877, but these too would take into account decisions within ICNAF and would be con-
aigtent uith agreements reached here with Canadicn concurrence,”

"Canada next year will issue licences to all ICNAF countries to permit them to take their national
allooations, adopited with Canada's concurrence for stocke of the Canadian zone. For Canada, this ig an
important part of the emooth tramsition to new jurisdictional realities and future multilateral ecopera-
tion. We are grateful for the widespread understanding and support given to this approach.”

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

The Chairman, fellowing a statement by the delegate of Fortugal 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
from the Commission. If the decision would be to megotiate a new Convention, he considered it necessary
that some Govermment 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 institutlonal arrangements as set out by the Group of Experts. The
delegate of USA stated that the USA was comfortable with the ideas a2nd concepts set out in the Capadian 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 natiomal
fisheries jurisdiction. The USA was also more comfortable with the negotlation of a new convention by a
meeting of plenipotentiaries, with the Government which called the conferemce 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 ome. However, he felt that the single body as at present was very practical, but

.11
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that a management body (commission) and a scientific body (council) seemed not so different from the present
Plenary and Penels, and STACRES. He was most interested in a smooth tramsition 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 1t impossible for the Commission to exercise any scientific activities for stocks which move within
the 200-mile limit. The delepate 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 delegatea 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 coantinue, 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 provisicnal observation that he coasi-
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 EEC 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 Loping 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 basie 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 200-mile exclusive jurilsdiction 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 various countries over the last several months.
At the last Comnission meeting, the Japanese delegation had agreed to the establishment of an experts’ group
of six wise men to formulate sugpestions 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 gsession of the UN Law of the Sea Conference might be able to
make significant progrese. He had read the Report of this Group of Experts with great interest and appre—
clated very much their achievement. He understood that the time factor was very crucial for the coumtries
which had taken jurisdietional action. For such coumtries 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 Gonvention 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 consclidated. For example,
with regard to the problem of organization (bodies) to be established, the opinions of the Experts are
widely divided. He felt that guch 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 jurisdictionm,
favoured a smooth transitiom to the new regime under a convention developed by amending the present ICHAF
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 dewmonstrated a need for
more information for the Commission on the desirability of the two-body system. The delepgate of Cuba sup-
ported his presentation in Aonex 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 Chairman, in reviewing the positions, noted the split views regarding procedural and imstitutional
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 2 member of
the sclentific and not need to be a member of the manapement 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 tc add the
following to its proposal for amending the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
(Comm.Doc. 76/XIL/61):
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"Article VI of the Convention is amended by adding a new paragraph 4, as follows:

"Notwithstanding the provisions of Article I, the Commission may provide to coastal statea parties
te the Convention, at their request, advice on the scientific basis for management of fisheries within
national fishery limfts."

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 any 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 hrs, 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 hoec 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), ard another on Mackerel in Subareas 3-5 and Statistical Area 6 convened by Mr A.T.
Pinhorn (Canada). The Report was received by the Plenary. The Chairman of the Commigsion, 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 Ytem 5 "Future of the
Commission". The Chairmsn 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 (Comm.Doe.
76/X11/61 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 pericd for the "son of ICNAF", It was
obvious that the only course open to Canada was to develop a mew 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 ingide natiomal
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 loocked back into the past of the Com—
migsion 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 multipation fishery six weeks after it had a mandate to do so, had set natiomal
catch limits for almost 60 important stocks a year later, had 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 reasonsble. After two yeare of catch quotas, when MSY was found insufficient, the Com-
mission moved intellipently to more restrictive meagures. There were other pioneering efforts, i.e., pre-
cautionary measures and regulatiom 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 resclution allowed such opportunity under the new regime, and recommended that the
Commission adopt the proposal and resclution. 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 beat 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 jurisdictionms
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 ipnefficient 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 the stocks in totality. He pointed out that the UN Law of the Sea
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conference was working toward a 200-mile economic zone with the coastal states responsible for conservation
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 emotiom, the great
figures of ICNAF history among which Dr Needler would certainly be pre-eminent. He had leared a lot with
such gilants 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 tipght political and egotistical compartments. He felt sure that, if the Commisaion could
have had a representative of the fish, that representative would certainly have voted with him for the sake
of the survival of the specles 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 EEC, strongly supported the

need forameeting 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 ccoperation in providing advice on the fish stocks inside and
outside national fishing limits. The delegate 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 multilaterzl bodies on the scientific basis for management of the fisheries out-
side national jurisdictioms, and provision to coastal states, at their request, of advice on the scientific
basie for management of fisheries inside national fisheries jurisdictions". Canada was 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 common
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 comgratulated the delegate of Portugal on his presentation, and noted that it
would be disastrous to ignore the realities of the coastal state regime. He subscribed to the statement
made on behalf of Members of ICNAF who were member states of the EEC and was ready to accept the Canadian
proposal and resclutiom.

The delegate of Iceland supported the Canadian proposal as the logical approach. He had found that
scientific cooperation had not been impaired throughout Iceland's years of extemsion of fishing limits.
The delegates of USSR, Romania, Bulgaria, GDR, Poland, Norway, and Cuba 8ll expressed support for the
Canadian proposal and resolution. The delegate of Japan stated that, bearing in mind the basic positionm
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
mzjor 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 formzl vote was taken. He reserved the right of his Govern-
ment to come to a final decision about the problem of jurisdiction. BHe hoped his statement would not be
taken as a lack of willingness on the part of Japan to future multilateral ccoperation 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 te 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 comsider 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 hzd not met with that anticipation. However, he would cnly ask for a vote on his suggestion
if the Canadian proposazl would fail and, therefore, asked for a vote on that proposal to be taken forthwith.
The vote on the Canadian proposal and resolution 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 thelr expression of continued support for multilateral cooperation and reaffirmed
Canada's intention to continue to favour cooperation in laying the sclentific basis for management.

17. The Plenary adjourned at 1745 hre, 8 December.
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NINTE SFECIAL COMMISSTON MEETING - DECEMRER 1976

Plenary Sessions

Agenda

Opening

(With the resignation of Mr E. Gilleit (UK) from the Chairmanship, Dr D. Booss (Fed.Rep. Germany),
Vice-Chairman elect, will, in accordavece with Commission Rules of Procedure 3.4, become Chairman
for the unexpired balance of Mr Gillett's term and will ocoupy the Chair at the Commission's
Ninth Special Meeting.)

Adoption of Agenda

Appointment of Rapporteur

Publicity

FUTURE OF COMMISSION

5.

Further consideration of the future of the Commission and its potential role under extended
coastal state jurisdiction (June 1976 Mtg., Proc. 3}

(The Commissioners will consider the Report of the Group of Experts which the Commission set up
at its June 1876 Annmual Meeting (June 1376 Mitg., Proe., p. 43-44, Comm.Doc. 76/XII/84) with terma
of reference (Ibid., p. 54), in their firther deliberations on the future of the Commisaion.

The Commission will algo have before it a proposal for amendment to paragraph 1 of Article T

of the Convention {Comm.Doc. 76/XII/E1) for considergtion.)

CONSERVATION MEASURES

6.

8.

9.

Further comsideration of conservation measures for shrimp in Subarea 1 (Juwe 1876 Mtg. Proe. &)

{Merbere of Panel 1 will conelder a Danish request for eonaideration of conservation measures
for shrimp (Comm.Doe. 76/XII/63) ard advice from the November Meeling of STACRES regarding a
TAC for the shrimp stock in Subarea 1. Panel Memberg will recommend national allocation of the
agreed TAC. Previous consideration of the coneervation requirements for the Subarea 1 shrimp
atock ig recorded in June 1878 Mtg. Proe. 5. Decisiona regarding TAC and alloeations will
become effactive 1 Januwary 1877 in acoordance with Resolution (3) from the June 1978 Anrual
Meeting. )}

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

(Members of Panel 1 will veview the TAC of 31,000 tome set for 1977 at the June 1976 Annual
Meeting in the light of the management implications of the interrelationships between the cod
of West Greenland, Fast Greenland, and Ieeland, end will recommend national alloeations to be
effective 1 January 1977.)

Further consideration of conservation meagures for silver hake in Divisions 4VWE of Subarea 4
(June 1976 Mtg. Proe, 8)

(Members of Panel ¢ will look forward to the adviee of STACRES, based on @ curremt re-assessment
regavding a TAC for 1877 for this stock., A TAC and natiomal allocations for 1977 will be recom-
mended to the Commigsion. The minimum mesh size of 80 mm for Subarvea ¢ silver hake, adopted at
the June 1978 Annual Meeting (Proposal (2)) to be effective 1 April 1977, will be reviewed
{Corm.Doe. 768/XII1/87). Panel Members will also reoonsider ithe delineation of closed creas and/
or geasons for directed bottom trawling for recommendation to the Commission. Decisions will
become effective 1 January 1977.)

Further consideration of conservation messures for flounders (yellowtail, witch, and American
plaice) in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea & (June 1978 Mtg. Froo. 8}

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9 ..21
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(Panel 4 Membere will recommend to the Commigsion national alloeations of the TAC of 18,000 tons,
adopted for 1977 at the June 18976 Ammual Meeting, the decision of the Commission to be effective
1 January 1877.)

10. Further consideration of conservation measures for herring in Divisione 4XW(b) of Subarea 4
(June 1978 Mig. Proe. 8)

(Panel 4 Members will recommend to the Commiseion national alloeations of the TAC of 84,000 tons,
adopted at the Jung 1378 Annual Meeting for 1877, the decision of the Commisaion to be effective
1 January 1977.)

11. Further consideration of comnservation measures for mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, 5, and Statistical
Atea 6 (June 1876 Mtg. Proe. 132)

(Panels 3, ¢, and 5, in joint session, will consider the advice of STACRES resulting from q re-
aaseasment of these stoeks, regarding a TAC and naticnal alloecations which will be recommended
to the Commicaion for adoption and to take effeet 1 January 1977 for the year 1977.)

12, Further consideration of comservation measures for herring in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6 (June 1876 Mitg. Proc. 9)

(Members of Panal & will give further consideration to recommending to the Commission a TAC and
allocations for this stoek, teo be effective 1 Janucry 1377 for the year 1877.)

13. Further consideration of conservation measures for other finfish in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6 (Jung 1378 Mtg. Proe. §)

(Members of Panel § will give further congideration to recommendations to the Commisaion
regarding o TAC of 150,000 tons for 1377 and its national alloeations which would become
effective 1 January 1977 for the year 1977.)

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

(Depending on the decisions reached for the Subarea & stocks for which TACe and allocations
are being established, e.g. mackerel in Subarea 5 and Statistical Avea 8, Panel & Members will
recommend a second-tier TAC and ite allocaticns for 1977 to become effective 1 January 1977
for the year 1877.)

15. Further consideration of a regulatory regime for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 (June 1378
Mtg. Proc. 9) (Comm.Doe. 76/XXI/50 and 50 (Revised)

(Membere of Panel 5 will consider the Report of Meetings of an ad hoe Working Group on a
Subarea 5 Regulatory Regime to be hzld on 20 November 1976. The Working Group which will be
made up of scientists and those familiar with fishing patierns, practices, and aveas fished
by their countries will have considered ways and means of reducing by-cateh and controlling
eatches of protected species (Comm.Doc. 78/XIT/85). Recommendations will be made to the Com-
misgion regarding open areas and seasons, and gear restrictions, which would become effective
. January 1877 for the year 1977.)

16. Preliminary discussion of re-allocation of the expected vnused portion of the squid (Loligo)
catch quota in Subarea 5 end Statistical Area 6 for 1977 (June 1978 Mig. Proe. 8, paragraph
26 (e})

(At the 1976 Anmual Meeting, the US delegate stated that, because the USA might not have the
cqpacity to take its requested allocation of squid (Loligo) in Subarea § and Statistical Area
6 for 1977, the USA would be willing to retwrm the unused portion of ite allocation to the
Commigeion during 1877 for re-allocation among other ecountries interested in fishing on that
stock. At the request of the Govermment of Japan, thie item has been added to the Agenda so
that some preliminary consideration can be given to the re-allocation of any expected unused
portion of the squid (Loligo) quota in Subarea § and Statistical Avea 6 for 1377.)

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

(The Executive Secretary will request approval of the Draft of this Report which was ecirou-
lated as Cireular Letter 76/49 on 11 August 1976.)

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

{For adoption by the Commisgion.)
22



19.

20.

21.

22,

Report of STACRES, November 1976

(For adoption by the Commwission.)

Report of STACFAD, December 1976

(For adoption by the Commiasion.)

Reports of Panels 1, 4, 5, and Joint Panels 3, 4, and 5, December 7-1976
{For adoption by the Commissiom.)

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

(To be received by the Commission (Comm.Doe. 78/XII/64).)

OTHER MATTERS

23.

24,
25,

26.

27.

Consideration of the International Transport Workers' Federation (ITF) Resolution of 22 June
1976 on Fishing Limits (Comm.Doe. 76/XII/62)

Date and Location of Future Meetings
Press Statement
Other Business

(a) Spanish proposal for allocation of surplus cod stocks (June 1978 Mtg. Proe. 11 and 13;

Comm.Doe. 76/X1/58 + Addendum; Comm.Doc. 76/XII/68)

{b) Romanian request for an allocation of cod in Divisions 2J + 3KLM for 1977 {Comm.Doc.
76/X11/88)

Adjournmment
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Proposal? for Amendment to Articles I and VI of the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic

Fisheries, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantiec Fisheries in Plenary Session
on 8 December 1976

The Commission

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 Atlamntic, the following amendments to the Convention
pursuant to Article XVII of the Convention, as amended:

"Paragraph 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:
"Notwithstanding the provisions of Article I, the Commissicn way provide to coastal states parties

to the Convention, at their request, advice on the scientific basis for management of fisheries
within national fishery limits,"

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 gubmitted to Depositary Government ae "Protocol to the International Conventlon for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries Relating to Continued Functioning of the Commission”.
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(1) Resolution Regarding the Development of a Framework for Future Multilateral Cooperation, Including
Appropriate Institutional Arra aungements, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on 8 December 1976

The Commission

Hoting recent and impending developments affecting international fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic;

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 Commission pending further consideration of future multilateral
cooperation with regard to the fishery resources of the Northwest Atlantic;

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

1 Executive Secretary, ICNA¥, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, Canada $B2Y 379 25
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER ‘1976

Report of the Group of Fxperts on the Future of ICNAF

Ottawa, 5-7 October 1976

The Group of Experts {(Ammex 1}, made up of designees from Canada, Cuba, Demmark, Portugal, USSR, and
USA, met in Ottawa, Canada from 5 to 7 October 1976 under the chairmanship of Dr A.W.H. Needler. 1In
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 Atlantlc Ocean and regarding the procedures and timing to be
followed in pursulng the matter.

biscussion papers were provided by Capt J.C.E. Cardosc (Annex 3), Mr L.H. Legault (Anmex 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 sole respomsibility 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 ocutside national fisheries jurisdiction as noted above with measures taken inside
natjonal fisheries jurisdiction by the coastal state(s) concermed.

(2) Provision of scientific advice to the multilateral body on the scientific basis for management of
the fisheries outside natiomal jurisdiction, and provision to coastal states, at their request,
of advice on the scientific basis for manapement of figheries 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 accouwnt the new jurisdictional situation. The main changes required according to this view are

reflected in Appendix ITI. 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) amnd those who advocated a single commission structure similar to the present
ICNAF (Mr Oltuskf, Mr Lékkegaard, Capt Cardeso, 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 (counecil) makes a clearer distinction betweern the management and advigory funcrions
provided for under a single convention, while still providing for approprizte coordination of measures inside
and outside national fisheries jurisdiction. Those advocating the continuation of a structure similar to the
present Commisgion, 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 bedy appreach, was that the Convention Area would remain
the same except for the addition of Statistical Areas O 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 sclentific 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 degirable to the area covered by the present ICNAF Convention.

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0., Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, Canada B2Y 319

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 Govermmente 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 mide on behalf of the Member States of the
Buropean Commmities to the 1376 Amnusl Commission Meeting (1576 Meeting Proceedings No. 3, page 23) and its
pessible implications for the new arrangements, ' )

Suggested Procedural Arrangements

Alternative procedures for establishing future multilateral arrangements which should be considered by
ICNAF at its Spec_ial Meeting in December 1976 include:

(1) the negotiation of a new Convention by a meeting of Plenipotentiaries,
(2) amendment of the present ICNAF¥ 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, ICNAF at its December 1976 Meeting appoint a drafting committee to prepere a text or texts for
conslderation.

Canada has already made a proposal (Commiasioners' Document 76/XI1/61) which will be considered at the
December 1976 Meeting, to the effect that the Commission recommend an amendment to the Conventiom 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:

"recommendations 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.”
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NINTH 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.H. Legault assisted by A.W.H. Needler, M.B. Phillips, and M.P. Shepard
Cuba: E. Oltuski

Denmark: K. Lgkkegaard assisted by E. Lemche

Portugal: J.C. Egsteves Cardosc

TUSSR: A. Volkov

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

ICNAF¥ Secretariat: L.R. Day_

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P,0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3¥9

2 Also Appendix I of ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/XIL/64, Serial No. 4015.
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NINTH SPECIAL GOMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

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

Terma of Reference

The Working Group recommends to the Commission:

48

(2

(3)

(4)

&)

That experts be designated from Canada, Cuba, Denmark, Portugal, USSR, and USA to discuss the
future of ICHAF and related 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 suggesticns regarding the procedure and timing to be followed
in pursuing the matter considered in (a) above;

That the designated experts, together with such assistants as are necessary, act in a persomal
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 Govermments;

That the Executive Secretary of ICNAF be invited to attend meetings of the Group in a consultative
capacity;

That suggestions formulated and reports prepared by the Group be sent to the ICNAF Commissioners
for the appropriate attention of their respective Governments;

That the Group of Experts hold its first substantive meeting in Ottawa, at the invitation of the

Goveroment of Canada, during the last half of September 1376. The convening of any subsequent
meetings of the Group shall be decided upon at the September meeting.

(June 1976 Meeting Proceedings No. 3, Appendix IIT)

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

2 Also Appendix II of ICNAF Comm. Deoec. 76/XI1/64, Serial No. 4015,
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KINTH 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.C. Esteves Cardoso

General Principles

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

Each cecastal state should exercise over the waters under its national fisheries jurisdiction the sovereign
rights and duties as established in international law. TFor 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 optimum level.

Managerial Functions of the Internaticnal Fisheries Organization

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
gtates 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.

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

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 ghall be made
for waters under natiomal 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 portioms, the portion under nationmal fisheries jurisdiction being the res-
ponsibility of the coastal state(s) and the portiom outside such jurisdietiom, the responsibility of the
international fisheries organization.

Other Suggestions

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

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

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.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 Also Appendix III of ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/XII/64, Serial No. 4015.
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It is.suggested that the substance of the present Article VIII may be maintained with the simple addition
of the following words:

"Recommendations shall not be made for waters of the Convention Area within natlonzl fisheries
jurisdiction without the affirmative vote of the coastal state exercising such jurisdiction.”
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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.H. Legault

A, Coastgl State Management

The point of departure for this suggested approach is the exercise by coastal states of sovereign rights
in respect to the conservation, 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 establighing 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 internmational convention, two separate bodies (with
the possibility of auxiliary bodies and panels} serving two distinct functione in two different
geographical areas, as follows:

(1} An international fisheries commission for the management of fisheries for stocks outside the
200-mile zomes of coastal states in a geographical area with outer limits corresponding to
those of the present ICNAF Convention Area. 1In the case of stocks occcurring wholly outside
the 200-mile zones, the proposal of management measures would be the responsibility of the
commission acting independently. 1In the case of fisheries for stocks occurring both inside
and outside the zones, the convention should emsure 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 comvention area described above.

(i1) 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 - -~ put 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 couneil would
be open to states participating in the fisheries within the geographical areas designated in
this sub-paragraph and sub-paragraph (1) above.

2. A single secretariat - the existing ICNAF Secretariat -~ could service both the new internaticnal
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 between 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 iIn conjunction with meetings of the commission described in
paragraph 1{i) of Part B above. This, however, would be outside the convention framework proper and would
not be touched upon in the conventicn.

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. 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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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

Convention Area
Shall be all waters enclosed within ICNAF's present limits, including Statistical Areas 0 and 6.

Sclentific Cooperation

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

Management

As it stands in Artiecle 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 ingide and outside of the jurisdiction of the coastal
states, the Convention should ensure appropriate coordination of regulatory measures.

Multilateral Consultation

The coastal states will comsult the Commission, 1f they so wish, on the benefit of regulatory measures
to be established in that part of the Convention Area that lies within their jurisdiection and on the
allocation of surpluses.

Panels

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

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 379

2 Also Appendix V of ICNAF Comm.Doc. 76/XI1/64, Serial No. 4015.
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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.

(c) 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 Govermment, 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) TAC 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 propesal.

The Panel agreed to mational allocatioms for hooded seals as follows:

Norwegian vessels on the "Front" 6,000
Canadian vessels on the "Front" 6,000
Unallocated amount to be taken after

29 March by Canada and Norway 3,000
Cthers 100
Total 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 Govermment, for joint action by the Contracting Govern-
ments, proposal (1) for international regulation of the fishery for hooded seals in the "Front" 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 submiesion to the Commission.

9. Next Meeting. It was agreed that the Pamel would hold its next meetipg at the time and place of the
next Annual Meeting of the Commission. It was recognized that this would be too early to address substan-
tive issues in any detail, and that it would be necessary to have a further meeting of the Panel and its
Scientific Advisers in autumn 1977,

10. Adjournment. The Panel adjourned at 1600 hrs, 1 December.
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NINTE SPECIAL COMMISSION MFETING — DECEMBER 1976

Report of Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

Wedneaday, 1 December, 1500 hrs
1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Penel Chairman, Mr E. Lemche (Denmark). All Member
Countrieas 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 Chairman proposed that the Panel ghould 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 scilemtific, cultural, and
recreational values of the harp and hooded seal resource and not simply base the management programs on
economlc utility. Assurance was given by the Chairman and by all delegations that the Panel had always
taken account of other than economle issues. The delegate of Canada pointed out that current proposals for
management of harp and hooded seals would permit an increase in the mumbers of each species. The delepate
of Demmark 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 wanagement 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 (), 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 Canadlan vessels to 62,000, allowing an estimate of 63,000 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 concurrenca.

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 allecations. He
requeated that the Canadlan Government review the allocations after the opeming 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 10,000
aNorwegian vessels in the "Front" 35,000
Canadian large vessels, small vessels, and landsmen 125,000
Others 100
Total 170,100

% The catch by landsmen and small vessels ig estimated as 63,000.

1 Executlve Secretary, ICMAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3¥9 15
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Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

List of Participants

(Bead 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.0. 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. KILA OH3

Advigera:

Mr §.W. Bartlett, Conservation and Protection (Nfld.) Branch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of
Fisheries and Environment, P,0. Box 5667, St, Joha's, Nfld. AIC 5%1

Mr J.E. Creeper, Fisheries Management (Maritimes), Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of Fisheries
and Enpviromment, P.0. 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. KI1A OHI

Mr E.G. Young, International Fisheries and Marine Directorate, Fisheries and Marine Service, Department of
Fisherles and Environment, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Ont. KLA OH3

DENMARK
Commissioners:

Mr Sv,Aa, Horsted, Grgnlands Fiskeriundersdigelser, Jaegershorg Allé 1B, 2920 Charlottenlund
Mr E. Lemche, Ministry for Greenland, Hausergade 3, DK~1128 Copenhagen K

Advigers:

Mr N.C. Heilmann, Greenland Fishermen's Associdtion, 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 Provinecial Couneil, P.0. Box 615, 3900 Godthaab, Greenland

Mr J. Motzfeldt, Greenland Provincial Coumecil, P.O. Box 615, 3900 Godthaab, Greenland

Ms O. Sandborg, Den Kongelinge Gronlandsk-Handel, P.0. Box 100, DK-Strandgade 100, 1004 Copenhagen K

NORWAY
Commissioners:

Mr K. Raasok, Ministry for Fisheries, 0Oslo
Mr H. Rasmussen, Directorate of Fisheriles, P.0. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen

Advisera:
Mr B. Bye, Real Embasade de Norvega, Apartado 6132, Madrid, Spain
Capt G. Jakobsen, P.0. Box 567, 9001 Troms¢
Mr P. Kibsgaard-Petersen, Association of Norweglan Fishing Vessel Owners, Keiser Wilhgt 60, 6001 Aalesund
Mr P.L. Mietle, Directorate of Fisheries, P.0. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
OBSERVER
Mr A.F. Ryan, F42, National Marine Fisheries Service/NOAA, Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20235
USA

! gxecutive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3¥9 . .37
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Canadian proposal for management of the 1977 Atlantic seal hunt

Barp Seals
Total Allewable Catch

Propogal - It is recommended 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 QOctober 1%76 meeting, agreed that a total TAC of 170,000 would allow such a con-
tinued population increase.

Apge 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 vields,
and allow a slightly more rapid rebullding of the stocks. The near-term implications are very minor
with respect to changes in sustainable ylelds and the TAC in 1977 should not be altered on this basis.

Opening Date

Propasal - 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 ¢lesing 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 Fromt could be completed.

Rationale - The Report of the Scilentific 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. Accommodation 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 properticn 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 tham 10% will qualitatively improve
our conservation regime and have Implications for future increases in sustainable yields. 1Indeed,

the Sclentific 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 mapagement 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 GMT up to 31 March."

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

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. 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 joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That the International Regulation Respecting the Protectiom of Seals in the “Gulfl!" apnd "Front2"
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, Pagophilus groenlandica, including a catch
of 62,000 for Canada, 35,000 for Norway, and 100 unallocated, an estimate of 63,000 harp sesals to
be caught by indigenous fishermén of the "Front" and "Gulf" 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 appropriste action to ensure that, for the year 1977
only, the total allowable catch in the “Front" Area be 15,100 hooded semls, Cystophora eristata,
including a quota of 6,000 for Canada, 6,000 for Norway, 100 unallocated, and an aggregate amocunt
of 3,000 to be taken by Canada and Norway after 29 March 1877.

"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 thelr large vessels and of breeding female hooded
geals to 10 percent of catches by thelr 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 100CQ 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 im the "Gulf" 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 GMT 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
Commigsion in Plenary Session on 14 June 1974, shall not apply.”

1 A11 the waters and territories west of a atraight line between the lighthouse at Amour Point
on the coast of Labrador and the lighthouse on Flowers Island in Flowers Cove, Newfoundland.

2 A11 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.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2ZY 3Y9 19
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Report of Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

Copenhagen, Demmark, 14 October 1976

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman of the Panel, Mr E. Lemche (Denmark), who
welcomed participants to Denmark on behalf of the Danish Covermment, All Panel Member Governments were
present (Appendix 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 €) held 11 and 12 Qctober 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 Sclentific Advisers on harp seal matters first for Panel dis-
cussion and then on hooded seal matters.

5. Cnnsiderafion of Harp Seal Matters

(a) Scientific advice

The Chairman of Scientific Advisers reported that four agsessments were congidered 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 @Pritsland (Norway) indicating
a pup production of 315,000 with a sustainable yield of 210,000;

(4} Guelph models by Capstick ef gl. indicating, for three of the five models recommended for comnsider-
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)
above,)

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) would
allow the population to increase to 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 from 45 inm 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 toms, 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 immatures;

(4) studies on age at maturity and preghancy rates for both the Gulf and Front; and

{5) studies of the sex ratio of catches at each age-class.

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

2 Also ICNAF Summ.Doc. 76/XII/47, Serial No. 4020,
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The delegate of Norway 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
immature seals than those determined in the other assessments.

The delegates of Canada and Demmark, in commenting on the Report of the Sclentific 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 inveolved 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 maximm sustainable
yield (MS5Y) level should be the basis for the future work of the scientists in providing advice for manage-
ment of the seal stocks.

The delegate of Canada referred to the excellent scientific cooperation in ICNAF 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 Chalrman drew attention to the Report of the Scientific Advisers which pointed out that, because
of the complexity of the seal-fish interactiom, 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 f£ishing; the seal-fish relationship could be one of the causes of such changes
and should be part of 2 more extensive study of their interaction with other species such as the birds and
whales in the ecosystem.

The delegate of Demmark agreed that more kmnowledge of specles 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 joln in this type of study. Sclentists
from Canada and Demmark pointed out that this problem was recognized by fishery institutions and acilentists
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 sclentists 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 a2 maximum of 2Z.
He acknowledged that there was a need for time for all to comsider such z proposal and suggested Panel Members
explore through correspondence and be prepared to make a decision at a short Panel Meeting to be held in com-
Junction with the Special Commission Meeting in December 1976.

The delegate of Demmark 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. Chemmitz, addregsed the Panel saying how happy
he was to attend and to gein new knowledge and hear 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. BHe said that Green-
landers think it immoral to take seals for thelr fur only and, therefore, disliked seeing the ships taking
seal pups. He noted that there had been a decrease in the mumbers 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 rebulld 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 170,000-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 in the Canadian finfish fisheries,
seal hunting was becoming more important to the coastal communities. 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 TAC 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 soon as possible. He asked if the
scientists could develop wmodels 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 Demmark and Norway including the scientific rationale respecting implications for the TAC and rebuilding
of the seal stocks.

The Chairman agreed and suggested that new data could be put into the Benjaminsen apnd 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 sclentists 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 Chalrman, in reviewing the discussions, noted that tentative agreement had been reached om 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 loock 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 animals. The Front hunt was intemsive but the Norweglan
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 modeliing as done for harp seals, an aerial
photographic survey of Davis Strait and completion of analysis of Norweglan 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'e question, reported that
completion of the Norwegian age data analysis depended on program priorities, funding and manpowexr. 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
locked 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 mmbers of breeding females taken would be reduced from the
current 207 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 ratiopale which
could form the basis for a decision at the December Meeting.

The delegate of Demmark questioned whether the increased catch at West Greenland was due to greater
abundance or greater availability. He agreed that a model should be developed, taking into account all
available data, and that efforts should be directed toward determining the relationship hetween the seal
herds in the Demmark 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 and might be a little high, the stable Norwegian
catch per unit of effort indicated that the abundance was not affected, He looked forward to studying the
Canadian propoeal for lowering the percentage of breeding femaies 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.

A1) Panel Members agreed that the regulation prohibiting the killing of whelping hooded seals in Davis
Strait by vessels over 50 gross 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 aa 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 hrs 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..." to "between the hours of 2200 GMT and 0900 GMT up to 31 March.,."

All Panel Mewbers 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 seasom and daily
hunting times to the December Meeting whenm 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 comservation
proposals to be approved at the December 1976 Meeting of the Panel.

The Panel agreed to adopt the research plans proposed by the Sclentific 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 author{s)". 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 teo heads of delegations before
final approval at the December Meeting of the Pamnel.

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 hrse on 1 December 1976 at the site
of the Ninth Special Commission Meeting, Tenerife, Canary Islands.

11. Adjourpment. There being no other business, the Panel adjourned at 1325 hrs, 14 October 1976.
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Report of Meetings of Panel 1

Monday, 6 December, 1030 hrs
Tuesday, 7 December, 1330 hrs

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

2, Rapporteur. Mr E.B. Young (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur,
3. Agenda, The Agenda, as clrculated, was adopted.

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

5. Comservation Requirements

(a) Shrimp in Subarea 1. At the Jurme 1976 Annual Meeting, the Panel agreed that the TAC and natiomal
allecation 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
S5TACRES Report (Redbock 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 biolegy 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 fisheries), including all discards;
(2) adoption of a minimum mesh size of 40 mm (stretched, nylon); and (3) restriction of offshore catches
outeide the Diskc Bay area to 3,200 tons annually.

Under Plepary Agenda Item 6, Further Consideration of Congervation Measures for Shrimp in Subarea 1,
the Chairman asked the delegate of Demmark to introduce his proposal (Comm.Doc. 76/XII/70). The delegate
of Denmark explained that this fishery was of growing importance to his country im 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 Demmark as
coastal state and 7,000 tens to "Others". He further suggested a breakdown by areas as set forth in Comm.
Doc, 76/XIL/70 and illustrated by the map attached as Fig. 1. He also proposed adoption of the minfmum
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 TAC than that recommended by STACRES
and recommended acceptance of the 40,000-ton TAC which the scientists had recommended. The delegate of
Denmark further explained the importance of being more conservative in establiahment of the TAC since the
Shrimp Working Group Report reflected that the TAC was based on the 1976 stock situation and that not much
was konown about recruitment. However, this did not convince the delegates of Norway, Poland, Spain, or

USSR. The delegates of France, Fed.Rep. Gexmany, 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 6,000-ton TAC from the most northern area; the same 3,000-ton TAC for the area
immediately south of this, a possible 28,000-ton TAC from the areas marked in Div. 1B and 1C 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. 1B and 1C 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 sgreement 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,
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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 TAC 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 "Others". This
proposal was supported by the delegate of UK, Following much discussion on the possible division of the
2,000-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 "Others" quota might well be used up. He
asked for special consideration outside the 2,000-ton allocation for "Qthers" 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 alsc 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 yere available, the longline and gillnet fishery might account for upwards of 1,500 to 2,000 tons,
The delegate of Demmark pointed out that this increase was totally unacceptable in view of the original
STACRES 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,

apgreed to recommend

that the 1977 national allocation of the TAC 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 Besearch Requirements. 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 hrs, & December.

8. The Panel reconvened at 1330 hrs, 7 December, to consider further the TAC and allocation and breakdowm
of the TAC by areas, as set out in the Danish proposal (Comm.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 regults 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 soluticn for 1977 if the results were reasonable for that country. However, he stressed
that the Damish 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 decision. 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 TAC 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 toms, with only
Norway voting against it. The Panel, therefore,

agreed to recommend

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

On the question of allocatlon and breakdown of the TAC by aress, the Chalrman read out the modification
to the Danish proposal as set out in Sectiom 5(a) of this report., The delegate of Demmark agreed that this
was a correct interpretation of the modification, but that the tables would have to indicate the comparable
flexibilitry in allocations to Demmark and to "Others".

Accordingly, the Panel, with Norway recording am objection,

agreed to recommend

that the 1977 natiomal 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 hrs, 7

December.

Table 1. Summary of TACs and national allocatione for stocks in Subarea 1 for 1977.
Northern Deepwater Prava (= Shrimp)! Cod
1a @ese30) A {ges(;;gg:; 18 (5687 1DEF 1 1
Scientific Advisers 40,000 0
Bulgaria - : - -~ - - -
Canada - - - - - -
Cuba - - - - - -
Denmark 4,800% 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 - - - - - -
JIET:Y - - - - - -
Others 1,2003 600 5,4003 600 7,000 2,000
ggizllle:n”“"d 6,000% 3,000 28,0004 3,000 36,000 | 31,000

! TACs and allocations pertain to offshore fishing
2 gum of these catches not to exceed 24,200 tons,
3 Sum of these catches not to exceed 5,800 tons.

% gum of these catches not to exceed 30,000 tons.

grounds in Subarea 1.
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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:

"l. That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the taking of northern deepwater
prawn (shrimp)}, Pandalus borealis, 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 wmillimeters, inserted into the meshes under a pressure
or pull of 5 kilograms. The mesh size of & 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 runmning
parallel to the long axis.

"2. That Contracting Govermments 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 obstruect
the meshes of the codend. Any such device, on the basis of sclentific evidence, must not obstruct
the meshes or redure nmignificantly the selectivity of the codend.

3. That the Contracting Govermments 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 1 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."

1 Executive Secretary, LCNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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KINTH SPECTAL COMMISSION MEETING ~ DECEMBER 1976

Report of Meetings of Panel 4

Friday, 3 December, 1650 hrs
Wednesday, 8 December, 1330 hrs

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

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 Div. 4VWX of Subarea 4. The Chairman called
the Panel's attention to the Canadian proposal that the Panel adopt the 70,000-ton TAC 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 extemsive silver hake fishery in recent years, major Canadian fishing fleets were based
near the hake grounds, and Canadian fishermen intended to expand thelr activities in this fishery to offset
losses arising from declines in other stocks. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 70,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, he adopted for Div. 4VWE 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 Suwmm.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
"Others" 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 & 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 wera reduced by 1% and
the "Others" allocation in the Canadian proposal was reduced from 500 to 240 tons, the Panel could establish
a 950-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 Canada's 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 60-mm minimum mesh-size regulation; second,
limiting bottom trawling with small mesh sizes to deeper water in the summer months when other species
would not be concentrated in those areas; third, establishing a sezsonal limitation on hake fishing; and

! gxecutive Secretary, ICNAF, P,0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2ZY 3Y9
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fourth, conduct of research fishing with sclentific or technical observers on board to cobtain catch data
and note the effects of the mesh-size regulations. Additional information on these measures would be made
available prior to the next meeting of Panel 4.

5. Consideration of Conservation Measures for Flounders (Yellowtsil, Witch and American Plaice) in Div.
4VWX of Subarea 4. The Chairman pointed out that the TAC 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 toms (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

agread 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
peinted out the allocations proposed by Canada of 82,000 toms for Canada, 1,000 tons for USA, and 1,000 toms
(by-catch only) for "Others”. 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 avold overfishing. The USA was provided an allocation because of its
proximity to the area, and because US fishermen had participated in the fishery in past years, The delepate
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 mumber 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 Canadlan propesal be added to "Others" and that
directed fisheries be permitted on the resulting 2,000-ton allocation in "Others". The delegate of France
supported these opinions. In respomse, the delegate of Canada stated that there clearly was no surplus
herring resource, but, because of the proximity and close relatienship between Canadian and US fishermen

in the border areas, and the unavoidable by-catches of herring gemerated 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 hrs, 3 December.

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

9, Further Consideration of Conservation Measures for Silver Hake in Div. 4VYWX 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, 44,930 tons for USSR, 100 toms for USA, and 250
tons for "Others". He noted that previous discusaions had ended with Bulgaria stating some dissatigfaction
with an allocation of 250 tons and called on the Bulgarian delegate of comment. The delepgate 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 ailver 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 te recommend

that the 1977 national allocations for silver hake in Div. AVWX 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
ICNAY Div. 4VWX of Subarea & of the Conventlon Area, the delegate of Canada took the opportunity to assure
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the Bulgarian delegation that Canada's current inflexibility on the allocation of silver hake was not a
reflection of Canada'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~caetch by restricting bottom trawling with small-mesh
nets to deeper waters. The propesal is a cautious approach to the by-catch problem; the shoreward boundary
of the area, where fishing with amall-mesh bottom trawls would initially be permitted, had been carefully
examined and adjusted by experienced fishing skippers representing the countries concermed. 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 fishing by specilslly-licensed vessels using commercial
gear to determine where fishing with small-mesh bottom trawls is possible without damage by by-catches.

The program and results would be examined pericdically 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 om 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 Canadlian 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 thedir allocations. ‘

The delegate of USSR agreed 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 allocationms.
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

apreed 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 1. Summary of TACs and allocations for stocks in Subarea 4 in

1977.

(Yello:tlz::i?e;itch Merring | SiLVer

and American plaice)
4VWK 4Xu(b) 4VWX
e et
| 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 1,000? - 44,950
UK - - -
Usa 500 1,000 100
Others 2501 1,0001 240
Total allocated catches 28,000 84,000 70,000

! Reserved for by-catch only.

2 Tncludes estimated inshore cateh of 15,000 tonas for 1977.
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(3) Proposal for the International Repgulation of Small-Mesh Bottom-Trawl Fisheries in Divisions 4VWX of
Subarea 4 of the Convention Area

Panel 4 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Govermments:

"], That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit persons under their juria-
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 Arez, except
when engaging in a directed fishery for redfish and except as provided below.

"2, That the Contracting Governments may permit persons under thelr 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 arez being a line extending south and east
(140° true) from this coordinate;

42°49'N, 64°11'w;

43°00'N, 63°30'W;

43°04'N, 62°30'W;

43°04'N, 62°00'W;

43°22'N, 61°09'W;

43°39'N, 60°00‘W, with the eastern boundary of the area being a line extending due scuth (180°
true) from this coordinate,

™3, That the Contracting Govermments having a national allocation of silver hake in Divisions 4VWX
of Subarea 4 will be permitted, im 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.° .

NOTE: The attached chart i1llustrates the area affected by this proposal.

! gxecutive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Chart illustrating the area affected by Proposal {3) for the Intermational 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

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

Friday, 3 December, 1130 hrs

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 2 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 additiomal 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 recommendations made in the STACRES Report, and proposed that the Joint Panels agree
to a TAC of 105,000 toms, 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 TAC 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 TAC 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 recommended in the STACRES Report. The delegate of Poland proposed that the TAC be set at 133,000 tons
in view of the new strategy of setting TACs at the level of Fopr and of the fact that TACs of both 105,000
tons and 133,000 toms would provide some increase in spawning stock size.

At the request of the delegate of USA, the Chalrman of STACRES pointed out that the advice given by
STACRES had been agreed by a majority of the ascientists, 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 wajority 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 follaws:

vesse, the areas fished by Polish and USSR fishing fleets, and consequently the sampling areass, were
congiderably different. A poseibility of existence of some differences in age-reading techniques
should not be completely excluded. In this particular case, the doubta can be eliminated only by the
joint work of experts of these countries. The mechanical pooling of "keys" resulted in a 50% decrease
in the estimated 1973 year-class abundauce at age 1 in comparison with the value obtained when using
separate age/length keys (Res.Doc. 76/XI1/169)., 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 falled to be sclentifically 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 envirommental factors. The US bottom—trawling
surveys, conducted in 1969, vividly showed to what extent the results could be distorted due to the
above-mentioned reasons. 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 opiniomn of the USSR scientists."

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

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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several groups of data which showed the majority of fish to be 2-year-olds. USSR data showed the majority
of fiah 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 probable."” 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 2 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 105,000-ton TAC rather than a 133,000-ton TAC.
A 180,000~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 1s 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 choice
between the two options." The delegate of USA stated that a 180,000-ton TAC was wmacceptable. Further, USA
did 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 third, the needs
of others brought to light in an international forum. The delegate 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 - first, divide the stocks between Subareas 3 and 4, and
Subsrea 5 and Statistical Area 6, second, satisfy the coastal state requests, and third, allocate the sur-
plus. He suggested that it would be appropriate for the coastal states to propuse allocation. The delegate
of 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 hrs, 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 Capnada 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 fer Remania, 22,800 tons for
USSR, and 100 toms for "Others". The delegate of Canada estimated his country's catch as 25,000 tons of
the 30,000 tons proposed for Subareas 3 aund 4, leaving 5,000 tons for "Others" to cover by-catch. The
delegate of GDR expressed regrets that GDR sclentists were not able to participate in the deliberations of
STACRES. His delegation preferred the 133,000-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 103,000 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 TAC 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 delepate of Italy sald that the allocatlions 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 amounts 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 mot falr to exclude Italy from the mackerel
fishery. 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 Statigtical 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; omnly those countries which had conducted viable directed
mackerel fisheries in the past had been given a specific allocation in the US proposal.

The delegate of Bulgaria moted that in no case in the past had the Commission, when presented with a
choice of two options for a TAGC, 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 the Panels adopt a minimum TAC of 133,000 tons as proposed in one option by STACRES.

60



-3~

The delegate of France advised the Panels that the coastal vessels of St, Pierre and Miquelon had a catch
of approximately 300 tons outside the Conventiom 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 TAC of 180,000 tons and 133,000 tons, respect-—
ively,

agreed to recommend

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

7. The Joint Panels adjourned at 1600 hrs, 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

34 5+6
ettt 105,000 t0 133,000
Bulgaria - 4,000
Canada 25,000 5,000
Cuba - 2,000
Denmark - -
France - -
Fed.Rep. Germany - 1,100
German Dem.Rep. - 12,400
Tcaland - -
Italy - 3002
Japan - -
Norway - -
Poland - 20,200 l
Portugal - -
Romania - 1,100
Spain - -
USSR - 22,800
UK s - -
UsA - 6,000%
Others 5,000! 100
Total allocated catches 30,000 75,000

1 Reserved for by-catch (imcluding 300 tons taken in
Subdiv. 3Ps outside the Convention Area by Framnce).

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

% USSR and Bulgarian scientists proposed 180,000 tona.
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Report of Meetings of Panel 5

Tuesday, 7 December, 1630 hrs
Wednesday, 8 December, 1050 and 2115 hrs
Thursday, 9 December, 1055 and 1735 hrs

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 FAO.

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 appreclation for the time allowed for the preperation of a
package of proposals for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 and for the cooperation of the other delegationms.
She thought it only fair that the delegates should see all the proposals in their fullest form for comsider—
ation together. When the US delegation ammounced at the June 1976 Annual Meeting that the US Government
would file its notice of intention to withdraw from LCNAF, it was stated that, in view of the enactment of
the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, the USA could not remain in ICRAF, in its present form,
beyond 1977. It was stated in Montrezl, and was now being repeated, that the USA could not allow itself, as
a nation, to be confrontéd with a conflict between the international treaty obligations of ICNAF 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 Mapnagement 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 impoassible for USA to continue to par-—
ticipate in ICNAF 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 ICNAF were:

a) That ICNAF nations understand that the USA will enforce its nationszl fisheries jurisdiction within
200 miles and that within these limits of national fisheries jurisdiction the USA would enforce
ICNAF 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 manmer consistent with its domestic law;

¢) That ICNAF regulations not intrude into the area of US rule-making with respect to the wanagement
of fishery resources within the limits of US fighery juriadiction; and,

d) The task that the Panel is about to consider here, that the gquotas 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 referendum instructions so that following this meeting, in light of
the cutcome 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 ICNAF membership. Enforcement, per ge, was
not a question here, although acceptance of the matter of issuance by the USA of registration permits had
not been received from all ILCNAF 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 amnounced 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 renge of discussiops related to the extension of their
national fisheries jurisdictions. There were at present uaresclved 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 statea. 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 coacerned.

The delegate of Canada advised the Panel that the Canadian Government published iIn 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 fighing 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 praectice in
respect to interim measures, pending the conclusion of discussions on outstanding jurisdictional queations,
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.Does. 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-
tler TACs and allocations. First, USA propesed a 300-ton mackerel allecatlon 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 herxring stocks and the June 1976 proposal of a 33,000-ton
TAC, with no directed fishery for distant-water fishing countries, was recalled. The USA had now reconsi-
dered its pogition. 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. Ouly 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 "Other finfish" category. Individual national allocations of
these species reflected the by-catch anticipated in directed fisheries for other species.

With regard to the squids, I7llex and Loligo, the delegate of USA recalled the suggesticn at the Jume
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 countries at the 1977 Annual Meeting. The USA had agreed with that
proposal only with regard te Loligo, The USA now recommended a proposal to be discussed at the June 1977
Annual Meeting for the reallocation of both Iilex and Loligo (Comm.Doc. 76/XII/84). The US allocation
of 12,000 tons for herring and the 10,000-ton proposed reallocations for Illex 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 realloaations of squid were based on a2 US desire to reallocate squid to
countries which fished for their own markets. The proposed second-tier allocations acknowledged the pos-
sibilitieas 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 essen—
tial to the USA: firet, it eased enforcement, second, it helped emsure 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 forelgn fisheries could take their allocatioms 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 serlousness of the proposala, and, although some 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 Comm.Doc. 76/XI1/72 for squid should take into account the steep slope of
the Continental Shelf and proposed that area be redrawn te include waters to 50 fathoms.

The delegate of Poland stated that the "window" 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 outaide
a "window", with 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-cateh 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 the "window" proposals were not at all satisfactory to his delegation.
He was not against the concept as such, but the "windows" had to be judged on whether they enabled countries
to take their allocations, or were too restrictive of fishing activity. His delegation was firmly against
the latter. He noted that the "window" concept had been discussed very seriously and with complate honeaty
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 Cubam position.
Although the coastal state was preoccuplied with by-catch, the Commission had to consider how much weight
to give that interest in establishing its regulations. Ome 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 terms.
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 compromize. He promised that his delegation would study the
matter further.. He proposed that the lssues 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 in
the Plenary Session.

The delegate of Fed.Rep. Germany expressed his gratitude that the "windows" were not meant to prevent
any country from taking its quota, but wondered if they fulfilled that purpose. Twe questions arose, first,
there was no scientific advice on the second-tier quota proposed by the USA in Comm.Doc. 76/XI1/84, 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 hy the [SA pave
each country approximately 85% of the sum of the individual species allocations. The Fed.Rep. Germany fared
somewhat better then 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
fighing 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 appiied to the Fed,Rep. Germany. Additicnally, the small herring "window"
proposed was not in the location of the main concentrations of herring. Its 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 "windows" were meant to solve
by-catch problems, the Fed,Rep. Germany fisherlies did not have this kind of a problem. It, therefore, did
not seem necessary to have ilimited "windows™, nor to 1limit 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 respomse to the remarks of the delegate of Fed.Rep. Germany,
that Panel 5 had agreed at the June 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 507 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" ghown in Copm. Doc. 76/XII/72 were opened in the summer months, it would assist
Spain in conducting a viable Illex 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 “"windows" 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 "windows" and how they
related to the second-tier quota.

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

7. Panel 5 reconvened at 1050 hrs, B December.

8. Further Consideration of Conservation Measures in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of
Bulgaria opened the discussion by referring to Gomm.Doc. 76/X1I/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 150,000-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 "Other 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 pot 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 fisherles was non-existent. The regulation
of by-catch depended on the fishery in questifon. 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—
tieipate in the development of regulations to protect groundfish fisheries, With regard to "windows", 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, wmaking 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-
tional 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 regulatoxy structure, including mesh regulations, gear restrictions, closed areas, and catch quotas,
Now, with the "window" concept in place, countries would be unable to take their allocations. Regulations
in Subarea 5 and Statlstlical Area & had already caused USSR to fall 387 short of its silver hake quota and
627 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
navigational conflicts arising from concentrations of large mumbers of vessels in small areas, there were
two influences: the size of the "window" 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 sccording to the existing fishing patterms reperted by Member Countries to the ad hoe
Working Group (Appendix I). With smaller numbers of vessels, the skippers should be able to handle this 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. Purther, 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
fighery 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-catch", but it was
really caught in a directed fishery conducted when the butterfish were available, or the squid were not
being fished. As butterfish were not discarded, they are more like an "intentional by-catch" today, there-
fore, the Japanese squid fishery needs no "windows". It was necessary toc 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 shorewaxrd, 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
areag. 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 Aprll for the Lolige fishery, 15 June
to 15 September for the Illex fishery, and 15 October to 31 December for the Loligo fishery a2gain. 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 US.closed
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 regulatioms, 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 catech their quotas, he
was optimistic that other solutions could be found which met the biclogical, enforcement, and gear conflict
problems the "windows" 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 "B" 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 "windows" 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 time. He proposed, in addition te the Spanish proposal, that squid Areas "C" and "E" remain open
from January through June. This would £ill in an Interval in the aquid fishery. The delegate of Romenia
agreed with many of the comments put forth by other delegatioms. 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 comprehemsive review of the US proposals by stating that his delegation
was not opposed to the "windows" 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
exiat now. He questioned, for example, whether scientists were able to predict with enough certainty what
the hydrelogical conditions would be in an area far emough 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 "windows" which would allow changes to be made in the specific regulatioms as conditions changed
during the year. The Panel could define the kinds of information which would be mecessary to change any of
the regulations, but if the factors so often mentioned such as a country's inability to take its quota, or
i1f 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 "windows", he stated that there were serious differences between the US proposal and the data sub-
mitted by the hake fiehing 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 hakes
were in gullies during that period of the year and thus would be difficult to catch with pelagic gear. He
felt that it wonld be appropriate to move the southern boundary of the area northward and add some addi-
tional areas north of those propesed. Further, the small size of Area "C" in Comm.Doc. 76/XII1/74 would lead
to dangerous concentrations of vessels in an area where no one can be sure there would be hake. For Area
VB" 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 boundary 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 1ssues were
settled. Cuba had & 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
areag proposed in Comm.Doc. 76/XII/73 be moved to the north to provide access to large coacentrations of
fish. Additionally, he suggested March, April, and May should be added to more accurately reflect the sea-
gonal distribution of the mackerel. He noted that the proposed Jume re-allocation of Lolige squid had
reduced the US allocation from 25,000 to 6,060 tons. He surmised that the re-allocation of the 1%,000-ton
difference from the US point of view would have taken several factors into consideratiom, for example,
special bilateral interests, traditiomal fisheries, and the fact that some of the countries which had
received large shares of the re-zllocated 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 tock 3,000 toms in Subarea 4 and needed wore 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 recomsider the proposed
re-allocations, taking into account Cuba's special needs. Additiomally, 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, "windows", 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 between 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 gome of this burdemn to permit
the distant-water states to catch a higher percentage of their allocations. In additiom, the proportion
of Cuba's second-tier allocation compared with the sum of the individual species allocations was 73.8%,
compared with an average of 72.8% for all distant-water fishing countries. Cuba aleoc 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 mumber should be only 1,600 toma if
the second tier was really meant to contrel by-catches. He concluded by seeking the cooperation of other
delegations to find selutions 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-catech iz only about 1% due to the extensive use
of pelagic trawls in its fisheries, The issue of the "windows" should be addressed again. It was difficult
to see how all of the proposals could be sumarized. He repeated the statement made by othera 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 caleulated that the Bulgarian gecond-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 pro-rating principle should be applied. With regard to "Other 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, Panel 5 recessed at 1310 hrs, 8 December.

10. Panel 5 reconvened at 2115 hrsz, 8 December.
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11. Further Consideration of Comservation Requirements for Mackerel in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6
(see also Proceedings No. 7). The delegate of USSR introduced Comm.Doc. 76/XII/77 in reopening the question
of allocations of mackerel in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. He said his proposal allocated the TAC of
75,000 tons based on the national shares principle as applied in ICNAF in the past. Higé 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 Bulgaiia, 1,830
tons for Cuba, 310 tons for Fed.Rep. Germany, 12,780 tons for GDR, 20,460 tons for Poland, 840 toms for
Romania, 23,000 tons for USSR, and 520 tons for "Others". This provided for equal sacrifice when all of the
TACe were reduced =o drastiecally. The delegate of Italy noted that his country disappeared from the allo-
catlons proposed by the USSR, although his country had an average of 500 tons of by-catches annually going
back te 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 & (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'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
commonly been used in ICNAF. He was not against pro-rating, but it did not take into consideration the
specizal circumatances of developing fishing countries. Cuba had quotas in ICNAF today because of these
speclal circumstances., The special circumstances of developing countries should be given consideraticn in
making allocations either in bilateral or multilateral forums.

The Panel apgreed 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, Congideration of Conservation Measures for Herring in Div. 5Z of Subarea 5 and in Statistical Area 6.
The delegate of USA introduced the proposed allocations shown in Comm.Doc. 76/KII/71 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 TAC 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 vlable, while a by-ecatch 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
accomt 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 cage the stocks failed

to recover, he stated that his delegation héd 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 thelr support for the US proposal. The delegate of USSR introduced Comm.Doc.
76/111/78 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-cateh, it would be umable to take its allocation as by-catches
had been reduced to 5% of directed fisherieas. 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 with regard to directed fisheries and by-catch. The US position was that, because
of special circumstances relating to the nature of their fisherles, 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 propesed 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 rebullt. 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 primeiples, 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; 1n a dog fight, only the coastal
states might gain.
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The delegate of Bulparia pointed out that, because the principle of pro-rating surpluses had not been
applied to herring and mackerel, his cowntry had lest 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 loss. The Bulgarian delegation could not
agree to the US approach. Subsequently, Panel 5 :

agreed to recommend

that the TAC, 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 1.

13. Consideration of Conservation Measures for “Other Finfish" in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The
delegate of USA introduced the proposed TAC and national allocations contained in Comm.Doc. 76/X1I/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. Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the TACs and the national allocations for other finfish, river herring, and butterfigh 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 Sguid (Loligo) Catch Quota in
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1977. The delegate of USA noted that the allocations proposed in Cotmm.
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 thelr 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 in Comm.Doc. 76/XI1/84, 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 thelr individual species TACs. Also, the proposed allocations tock into consideration the suggested
re—allocations of squid. After a brief discussion by the beneficiaries of the squid re—allocation 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 Ammual Meeting. The delegate of Poland noted that, because of the exclusive

uge of pelagic trawls by his country in Subarea 5 and the resulting low by-cateh, the allocation for Poland
was uvnjustifiably low. Panel 5, 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 showm in Table 1.

16. Consideration of a Regulatory Regime for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The Chalrman of the Ad Hoe
Working Group on a Subarea 5 Regulatory Repime introduced the Working Group's Report (Appendix I). Inm
summary, he ncted that the practice of fighery 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 comservation, create fishery conflicts (including ad hoe allocations) and increase
enforcement problems, and (2) maximize the taking of TACs and efficiency of fishing operatiopms. By-catch
was certainly one of the primary factors which prevent achlevement 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 sald 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. Panel 5 recessed at 0045 hrs, 8 December.,
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18. Panel 5 reconvened at 1055 hrs, 9 December.

19. TFurther Comsideration of a Regulatory Regime for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The delegate of USA
introduced Comm.Doc. 76/X1I/74 (Revised) which proposed "windowa" for the silver and red hake fisheries and
noted that it included changes which were based on the comments 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. Panel 5

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. 7Paned 5 receased at 1200 hrs, 9 December.

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

22. PFurther 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/XKII/71 (Revised),
pointed out that the proposal reflected the results of extensive comsultations 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.
He falt that, within the newly proposed "“window", fishermen might just possibly be able to take their allo-
cations. He pointed out that, in any case, thelr fishermen would not wander all over 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 fishermen, he saw no need for the "window" 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 3

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
TII).

(b} The delepate 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 "windows" had taken into account the need to provide distant—water
fleets an honest opportunity to catch their alloatioms - 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 legizlation which required an assessment of the envi-
ronmental impact of actions taken in managing the fisheries which weuld 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 te hear concerns expressed at the mid-point of a fishing season, make adjustments in
the "windows", and comply with the requirements of the legislation. Because 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/X1I/72 (Znd Revision), the
USA had attempted to make the proposals more realistic in fishery terms. It was noted that the outer limits
of the "windows" had been drawn along the 1,000-fm contour. The delegates of Spain, Italy, and Japan
expresgsed their approval of the proposal. Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the Cormission transmit to the Depositary Govermment, for joint actiom by the Contracting Govern-
ments, proposal (6) for the international regulation of the fishery for squid (Loligo and Illex) 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
with the termination of the herring fishery. Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment, for joint action by the Contracting Govern-
ments, proposal (7) for the intermational 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 Depecsitary Govermment, for joint action by the Contracting Govern-—
ments, proposal (B) for the repeal of fishing pear regulations in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6
(Appendix VI).

23. Further Conslderation of Re-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/XI1/82 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 Govermment, 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. 5Z 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.

.71



- 10 -

*8003 DOOFL 8T 9 P91y TEITISTI®IS Pue g
®areqng Uf yooy]od 10F OY1 pUR 019z ST § BAIY TEOTISTIEIS PUB G ©aJeqns UF T219Y08W 103 VI 3T OVI TTBI®AQD

*BuriooR Tenuuy f/61 911 I¥ PIIapIsSuod I3q 03 /7T 103 ¢ BOIY
TEITISTIRIS PUB ¢ ®RJEqnS UL sejonb prnbs 2431 Jo uwopitod posnun paiodadxs 3yl JO EUOTIEIOTTE-31 peiselddng

*£Tuo Yojen-4q 103 PIAIIEIY 1

000 %v 000°<E 000°0zS 006°2Z1 000°0T 000°'8T ooo'ce sagojes paIBDOTTR TRIOL
0ng 005 0% 00T 0T 00z 0g 819130
000°9 000°% 000822 00029 0666 005°2T 00021 vsn
- - - - - - - AN
ovT Z poseL 0SZ THT 00T ‘TE - - 00%‘c ussn
00001 000°8 0s%°sT 009°€ - 005°T - utedg
- - 00zZ*1T 002 - - 00T gTuBmOoy
- - - - - - - 1e8n3aog
cz8°1 008°9 001°zZ¢ 00Z‘9 - - Ry puetog
- - - - - - - AemiopN
000°LT 006°% 000°52 000°¢ - 00E‘E - aeder
c8c e 05£°T 000°s 006 - 00Y - LY LEN
- - - - - - - PUBRT30]
- - 058797 000°€ - - cz8“Y doy moq uwmtan
050°T - 00£‘9 00t - - CILY fuemyan cday-pag
- - 0011 006z - - 000°T adueIg
- - - - - - - MIemzag
00T°T - DE6E YT 0o0°¢ - - 0ot EBqN)
000°T 000°T 000°cz 005°e - 00T 000°1 BpEUR)
- 009 05.%9 0002 - - 001 eTIeBing
BTA] o D
000'yy | oooos £000°00§ 000°0ST | 000°0T 000°8T 00005 sl L e
95 945 g+< 945 94¢ 94¢ G+Z6
z082100 | w711 spynbs pue (USTIUTF | [Supizey [5T3 Supaen
PTInbg UYSTIULF 11V i e Ty) ISATH -i83ang

‘{161 UF 9 ®OIY TEOTISTIVIS puw

€ ®2IPQNS UF SYD038 I0] SUOTIRDOT[® [BUOTIPU puE

BOYL JOo Axpmmmg 1 °Tqe]

72



NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION!

Serial No. 4078 Proceedings No. 8
(B.g.46) Appendix I

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING — DECEMBER 1576

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

Tuesday, 30 November, 0930 hrs
Sunday, 5 December, 1015 hrs
Monday, & December, 1530 hrs

1. Opening. The Meeting was openmed at 0930 hrs 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.S5. Beckett (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Apenda. 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 VIT of the 1976 Annual Meeting). Imn addition, there will be general discusslon 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 analysls 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 poasibilities
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/141 (USA), 158 (USSR), 167 (USSR), 173 (USA/Spain}, and
working papers from US5R, 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 3 and Statistical Area
6. The documents were summarized and reviewed in turn. The data were presented in varying ways, ranging
from very detalled 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 fisgheries, 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 (bilologist, captain, or inspection agent);

that the relative importance of avolding by-catches of certain species should be determined; that the sig-
nificance of research data compared to commercial catches should be examined especially where regulations
affect the latter; and that alleowance for the effects of variation in environmental conditions, both
physical and geographical should be incorporated into eny 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 fishing patterns that might
result from changes in regulations,

The delegate of USA drew attention to the difference between fishing effort justified 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 regulationms
resulted in a complex "patch work quilt"” of areas that would bhe greatly simplified and more readily under-
stood if the philosophy was changed to a system of open areas.

5. Constraints on & 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 biclogical, 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 slze within 2 stock; and the adverse effects of
concentrating effort in rigidly defined areas.

1 Execut{ve Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. 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 alsc of the aggregate of regulations. Measures should
be readily interpreted in order to aveid 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
meghods, e.g. fixed and moving gear, there were also geographically or temporally separated conflicts,
resulting 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 avallability.

{d) Economic factors. Constraints of this kind included the implications to industry of any proposed
regulation for comservation purposes which affects fishing strategy and fleet operations.

6. '"Window" 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 inteneively 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 "window' 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 envirommental or other factors that might affect the distribution
of the stocks. He alsc 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 implicatioms of the proposed "window" regulations, before making any deci-
sions, while the delepate of Spain proposed a multinational program under US coordimaticn, to provide better
data for a study of the implications of "windows".

7. Figshing 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 im the present Meeting. A suggestion

by Canada that each country should present writtem 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.

8. The Working Group recessed at 1815 hrs, 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 Subares 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 specles.
The delegate of Spain noted that a document providing date 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 hy-catches, gear conflicts, and similar problems. 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 unacceptabllity 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 hakes, 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 summarized 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 TAC for that specles 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 diffexent 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 alsc
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 in any one propesed 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 fisherles 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 countries 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 alsc 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 "window" concept i1f 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 officera alike.

The Chairman summarized 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 accommodation 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 Chalrman 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 cutside 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 avolding making any positive com—
ments on the "window" concept because of fears that they might be interpreted as a commitment to such a
concept.

12. The Working Group recessed at 1235 hrs, 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 subatantial quantities. He added that
the working paper, which referred to one crulse 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 mpnthly catch and by-catch data in
the squid fishery.

15. Review of Closed Areag and Other By-Catch Management Options. The Chalrman suggested that the Working
Group should examipne other options for minimizing by-catches and gear conflicts while yet allowing orderly
fisheries, He referred to Comm.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 inapection 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 reasoms.

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 delegate of Japan expressed a willingness to discuss modifications of the closed area proposals
in Comm.Doc. 76/VI/50 (Revised). The delegate of Spain noted that 50% of the Spanish fleet would be
affected by proposals with regard to 130-ft vessels and that 25% of the fleet would be affected by the
155-ft vessel provisions.

The delegate of USA stated that closed area regulations increased the enfercement tasks, particularly
with regard to midwater trawls being operated near bottom and to boarding of all vessels fishing in areas
closed to only ome 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 amounting to 4,000 tons would account for observed but umexplained 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 cage 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 sought clarification of the extent of by~catch reduction that was deemed necessary
and also on the extent of gear conflict, while the delepate 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 fisherles; the market value of mixed or pure landings; the glgni-
ficance of even limited by-catches in managemept of certain stocks; the unavoidability of by-catches in
certaln fisheries; and the concept that allowrble catches of some stocks might be reserved entirely for
by-catches.

The delegate of Canada observed that there were imadequate 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, when the Chairman suggested trial regulations that might be altered after an initial perlod, 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 warious
factors discussed at the previous meetings of the Group, e.g. area of operation, by-catch levels, and wvari-
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 invelving offshore lobster traps. It might be possible, he
sald, 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 percepticn 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 enalysis presented earlier with regard to his country'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 2 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 specles was ynavoldable. 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 delepate of Spain noted that this effect was magnified by considering the proportion of the by-
catch rather than the absclute 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 anm acceptable level of by-catch. These were that the TAC for the
by-catch species would not be exceeded, and that the ad hoe allecation 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 regulationms after ouly a few months would be difficult in view of the marked seasonal
variations in the fisheries,

The delegate of USA commented on the numbexr 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 “windows"
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 avallable 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 resson for the observed stock declines
but the overfishing of target specles themselves and that by-catches only became a problem once stocks had
been overfished. 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 meeting, summarized the elements, pro and con, of the various management
options consldered by the Working Group with regard to by-catches and gear conflicts as follows:

"Tn summary, the practice of fishery management includes a multitude of elements that cover conserva-
tion, gear and fishery conflicts, and enforcement. Regulatory measurea used to control fisheries
operations include area and season and gear specifications. The main igsue is to (1) minimize
factors which adversely affect conservation, create fishery confliets (ineluding ad hoe alloecations)
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and -increase enforeement problems, and (2) marimise the taking of TACs and the efficiency of fishing
operations. By-catoh is certainly one of the primary faetors which prevent achievement of these
objeatives.

"The Working Group coneidered at length the pro's and eon's of the US approach of using "windows",
i.e., permitting fishing for certain species only in epecified time-area blocks with speecified gear.

"Most countries thought that the approach as itllustrated by the USA would have an adverse effect on
the long-distance fisheries, and that attempiing a new approach at this time, without adequate data,
would not be justifiable and would not accomplish the objective. The laek of data is a serious prob-
lem, somewhat improved by submigsions at this meeting, but the countries which have not been able to
supply the requisite data, in faet, create a problem because it is not possible to demonatrate the
efficiency of the current regulatory measures.

"The USA and Canada maintained that it was necessary to further reduce by-cateh and conflicts so as
to improve the conduct of coastal fisheries, and the USA maintained that the "window" concept ie the
best approach.

"In the larger sense, it seems that the issue of "open” or "closed" area-season blocks is not as
important as the actual degree and kind of closures and openings.

"The Group could not develop much advice that would be useful in helping the Commission to resolve
the iasue. However, the new data provided for better definition of fishing operations and, hence,
better definiiion of the effects of propoeed regulatory measures. Some members of the Group felt
that it might be possible to detect and correct errors in the initial measuree in adequate time to
permit figheries to continue successfully, and others felt that the necessary measures could be
developed during the nert year based on experience and better data.

"All members agreed that the provision of data requested for this meeting on a continuing basis was
necgssary and desirable. It is fair to say as well that mutuacl underetanding and pereeption of the
problems were increased.”

The Working Group adjourned at 1820 hre, 6 December.
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NINTH SPECTAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(4) Proposal for International Repulation 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 Commigsion transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments: ‘

"1l. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to restrict fishing for hakes (silver
hake and red hake} by persoms 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 areas (coordinates connected by straight lines) specified below. Hake Area A is effective 1
January to 31 March; Hake Area B is effective 1 Jammwary 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 40°11'N, 71°05'W 40°05'N, 69°25'W
39°34'N, 72°30'W 40°20'N, 70°30'W 40°20'N, 69°00'W
39°56'N, 72°00'W 40°05'N, 69°25'W 40°50'N, 67°00'W
40°11'N, 71°05'W 39°50'N, 69°25'W £0°30'N, 67°00'W
39°50'N, 71°05'W 39°50'N, 71°05'W 39°50'N, 69°25'W

2. That, to minimize the incidental catch of other specles in the fisheries for hakes, Comtracting
Governments shall permit persons under their jurisdiction to have In possession on board a vessel
fishing for hakes (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 allocatioms of hakes, and in order

to avold impairment of fisheries conducted for other species which take hakes incidentally, the Con-
tracting Govermments shall limit persons under thelr jurisdiction fishing for other species to having
in their possession on board (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) hakes other than those for
which & specifie 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 beard. 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.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Chart illustrating Areas A, B, and C affected by Proposal (4) for Internatiomal 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, adopted by the

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary Session on

9 December 1§76
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RINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION 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 Avea 6

Panel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment the following proposal

for joint action by the Contracting Govermments:

"1, That the Contracting Govermnments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring, Clupea
harengua 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 & so that the aggregate
catch of herring by personsg taking such herring shall not exceed 33,000 metric tons in 1977.

"2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Government listed below ghall limit, in 1977,
the catch of herring from Division 5Z of Subarea 5 and adjacent waters tc 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 70 " "
France 1,000 " "
Federal Republic of Germany 4,725 " "
German Democratie Republic 4,825 " "
Poland 5,100 " "
Romania 100 " "
USSR 3,400 " "
USA 12,000 " "
Others 50 metric tons.

"3. Each Contracting Govermment 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 incidental catch of herring in all other fisheries,

equal 100 perceat 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 periocd 15 August to
30 September 1977 and to an area bounded by gtraight lines joining the following coordinates:

42°10'H, 69°00'W
42°10°N, 68°35*W
41°30"N, 68°35'W
41°10°N, 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 demereal specles in
the area described in paragraph 4 above.

"§. That, to minimize the risk of exceeding the amounts listed in paragraph 2 above, and in order

to avold impairment of fisheries conducted for other species which take herring incidentally, the
Contracting Governments shall limit persons under their jurisdiction fishing for other specles to
having in their possession on board (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) herring other than
that for which a 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 5 percent by weight of all fish on board. Should it be observed during an inspection that during

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3¥9
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the first seventy-two hours of fishing after emtering the fishery a vessel i1s taking herring in amounts
greater than that permitted, the inspector shall note this faect 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 Divislon 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 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
states."

NOTE: The attached chart illustrates the period and area affected by this propesal.
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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 Avea 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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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

{(6) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Squid (Lolige and Illex) in Division 57 of
Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical
Area &

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

“1. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action during calendar year 1977 to restrict
fishing for squid {Loligo and Illex) 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 Season
37°00'N, 74°40'W
35°30'N, 75°00'W
35°30'N, 74°30'W
37°00'N, 74°10'W

January; November-December

Area B - No gear restriction

37°00'N,
37°00'N,
38°00'N,
39°40'N,
39°40'N,
40°02'N,
39°55'N,
40°04'N,
39°55'K,
39°50'N,
39°20'N,
39°25'N,
38°00'N,

74°30'W
74°10'W
73°20'W
71°20'w
69°00'W
69°00'W
69°25'W
70°58'W
71°20'w
71°20'W
72°20'W
72°25'W
73°53'w

Area C - No gear restriction

37°00'N,
38°00'R,
39°25'N,
39°30'N,
38°00'N,
37°00'N,

74°30'w
73°53'w
72°25'W
72°30'W
74°10'W
74°40'W

Area D ~ No gear restriction

39°20°N,
39°50'N,
39°59'N,
39°30'N,

72°20'W
71°20'W
71°20'W
72°30'w

Area E - No gear restriction

39°55'N,
40°04'N,
39°55'N,
40°02'N,
40°20'N,
4D°20'N,
39°59'N,
39°55'N,

1 Executive Secretary, 1CNAF, P.O.

71°20'W
70°58'W
69°25'W
69°00'W
69°00'W
70°30'W
71°20'W
71°20'W

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

January-March;
15 June-15 September;
November-December

January; November~December

January-March; WNovember-December

Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Area F - No gear restriction Season
40°15'N, 69°00'W January-February;
39°40'N, 69°00'W 15 June-15 September;
40°20'N, 67°C0'W November-December
40°45'N, 67°00"W.

2. That, to minimize the incidental catch in the fisheries for squid, Contracting Governments shall
permit persons under their jurisdictiom to have in possesgion 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 heen 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 agpregate 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 national allocations of squid, 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 waterg to the west and south within Statistical Area 6 in
amounts not exceeding 1 percent by weight of all fish on board. Should it be observed during an ina-
pection that during the first seventy-two hours of fishing after entering the fishery a vessel is
taking 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
states."

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



Chart illustrating Areas A, B, C, D, E, and F and seasons affected by Proposal (6) for

International Regulation of the Fishery for Squid (Loligo and Illex) 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 Intermational Commission for the Northwest Atlantic

Fisheries in Plenary Session on 9 December 1976
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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 Govermment the following proposal

for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

90

"l. That the Contracting Goveromments tazke appropriate actilon to regulate the catch of mackerel, Scom-
ber gcombrus 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 toms in 1977,

"2, That Competent Authorities of each Contracting Govermment listed below shall limit, in 1977, the
catch of mackerel from Subarea 3 and adjacent waters to the west and south within Statistical Area 6,
taken by persons under their jurisdiction, to the following smounts:

Bulgaria 4,000 metric tons
Canada 5,000 " "
Cuba 2,000 " "
Federal Republic of Germany 1,100 " "
German Democratic Republic 12,400 " "
Italy o0 " "
Poland 20,200 " "
Romania 1,100 " "
USSR 22,800 " g
USA 6,000 " "
Others 100 metric tons.

"3, That the mackerel fisheries in Subarea 5 of the Conventlon 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:

Area Season

38°05'N, 74°20'W January and February;
37°30"N, 73°45'W October, November and
38°50'N, 72°20'W December

39°12'N, 72°49'W
39%40'N, 72°30'W
40°05'N, 71°38'W
39°30'N, 71%20'W
40°20'N, 67°00'W
40750'N, 67°00'W
40°30"N, 69°00'W
40°30'N, 71°50'W
39°52'W, 72°42'W
38°05'N, 74°20'W,

"4. That the Contracting Governments prohibit the teking 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 specles 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 Comnmission, ecaught 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 permitted, the inspector shall note this fact on the report of inspection and briag it to

1 Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. 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) specles, 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 Statiastical 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.

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

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



Chart illustrating the area and periodes affected by Proposal (7) for International Quota
Regulation of the Fishery for Mackerel in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and Adjacent
Watera 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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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(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 te the Depositary Govermment the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Govermments:

1. That proposal (2) for international regulation of fishing gear emploved in the fisherles 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 intc force on 14 April 1976, be repealed effective 1 January
1977."

l pxecutive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada BZY 3Y9
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

(9) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Squid (foligo and Illex) in: Subarea 5
of the Convention Area and Adjacent Waters to the West and Scuth within Statistical Area 6

Panel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit tc 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 (Loligo and Iller) 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 Govermment shall limit in 1977 the catch of
squid (Zolige and Illex) 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 theil¥ jurisdiction is taken, such amounts would become effective for each Con-
tracting Govermment upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Government ¢f the amounts
decided by the Commission.”

! Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

94



NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION!

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 4079 Proceedings No, 9
(B.e.76)

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING -~ DECEMBER 1976

Report of the Joint Meetings of Panels 1-5

Thursday, 2 December, 1715 hrs
Sunday, 5 December, 1520 hrs
Wednesday, 8 December, 0925 hrs

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 comsider a Spanish proposal for the allocation
of surplus cod stocks {(Comm,Doc. 76/XI1/66).

4. Congideration of Procedure for Allocation of Surplus Cod Stocks, The delegate of Spain introduced
Comm.Doc. 76/X11/66 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 allocatioms. The main arguments, he said, for the new principle of distribution
were included in Comm.Doc. 76/XI1/66. 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 economlc seignifi-
cance of participation in a fishery is determined by the total quota allocated. He acknowledged the argu-
ments at the 1976 Anmumal Meeting discussions that the new principle may have been intreduced toe early or
too late in view of the pending extenslon 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 primciple, 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 Demmark, had substantial past historical performance
in the cod fisherles. He proposed the adoption of the STACREM formula of 45:45:10 which would preovide per-
centage participation in the surplus stock and, therefore, equal sacrifice. The delegate of Portugal
expressed sympathy for the Spanish need for cod, but gsince 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 Govermment. 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 oplnion, 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 2 question by the delegate of Canada, the delegate of Spain explained that the amounts
racorded by Spain, using the new procedure at the 1976 Annual Meeting {(Comm.Doc. 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 primciple which, when applied, showed that Poland would suffer a reduction in allocation.

The Chagirman, 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 l=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

! Executive Secretary, ICNA¥, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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words of appreciation. Repgarding the new procedure, he reported that applying the 45:45:10 concept gave
results so different from actuzl 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 Dlv. 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
followlng allocations of the surplus, as a result of his application of the new procedure and use of the
45:45:10 concept:

Bulgaria - 0 tons German Democratic Portugal - 26,596 tons
Canada - not calculated Republic - 6,437 tons Romapia -~ 230 tons
Cuba - 21 tons Iceland ~ 39 tons Spain ~ 37,150 tons
Demmark - 3,220 tons Italy - 0 tons USSR ~ 34,517 tons
France - 7,544 tons Japan - 7 tons UK - 2,348 tons
Federal Republic Norway - 4,800 tons UsA ~ 543 tons

of Germany - 11,877 tons Poland - 4,779 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 cbjection. He had no objectlon 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% contributlon from each Member Country with an allocation would not affect the amounts
set aside for "Others".

The delegate of Canada, in recognizing the great Spanish cod losses Iin allocations between 1376 and
1977, stated that Canada was prepared to contribute more than 1% if those Member Countries with allocations
would each contribute 1Z. The delegate of Cuba suggested that the 12 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 easler for
him 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 allecations could give 1¥ voluntarily in recopg-
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 autherities of Tenerife and the Mayor of Puerto de la Cruz for the banquet tendered the ICNHAF
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 Div, 2GH, Div. 2J-3KL, Div, 3M, and Div. 3NO as follows: Cuba — 42
tons; Demmark - 58 tons; France - 103 tons; Fed.Rep. Germany - 125 toms; German Dem.Rep. -~ 59 tons;
Norway - 32 tons; Poland - 122 tons; Portugal - 318 tons; Romania — 4 tons; USSR - 305 tons; and UK -
32 tons.

The delepgate 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 Amnnual Meeting had already been legally agreed and re-allocated to
the Soviet fishing enterprises, some of which already had vessels in the ICNAF Area ready to operated under
the 1977 regulations, his delegation was unable to reconsider the USSR allocations but he would be ready
to consider other possibilities for Spain.
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The delegate of Poland also found himself in an embarrassing situation, He had no instructioms to
agree to d&ny part of the Polish quota being allocated but felt his Government could, like Portugal, consider
negotiating a bilateral agreement with Spain. The delegate of Demmark stated he was in the same legal posi-
tion as USSR. He could agree to contribute from Div. 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. 2GH 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
transfer 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 thelr transfers before the end of the year. The delegates of Cuba, UK,
Norway, and France apgreed 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 veluntary basis to Spain from Div. 2GH. Panels 2 and 3, in
joint session with Panels 1, 4, and 5, agreed to recommend to the Commission for adoption the proposed
resolution regarding approval of the transfers to Spain as at Appendix I. 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 teo Canada for contributing substantially.

9. Panels 1-5, in joint session, having completed their work, adjourned at 1005 hrs, 8 December.
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NINTH SPECTAL COMMISSTON MEETING - DECEMEER 1976

{2} Resolution Relating to the Transfer to Spain of Quota Allocations for the Year 1977 on Certain Cod
Stocks jin Subareas 2 and 3 of the Convention Area

Panels 2 and 3, in joint sesslon 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 comcerned are willing to contribute to a solutionm of the problems
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 2GH,
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
Figheries not later than 24 December 1976;

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

Canada - Div. 2GH - 1,250 tons
- pdv, 2J-3KL - 2,250 "
Cuba - Div. 2J-3KL - 8 "
. ~ Div. 3NO - 12 "
Denmark - Div. 2J-3KL - 17 "
France - Div. 23-3KL - 56 "
= Div. 3KO - 3 "
Federal Republic of Germany - Div. 2GH - 116 "
Norway - Div. 2J-3KL - 16 "
1} 4 - 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 him, and such transfers would come into effect on 1 January 1977 for all

Contracting Governments,

! §xecutive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1876

Report of the Joint Meetings of Panels 2 and 3

Thursday, 2 December, 1800 hrs
Sunday, 5 December, 1700 hrs
Wednesday, 8 December, 0920 hrs

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman of Panel 3, Mr R.H. 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 Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Joint Meeting of the Panels was convened to comnsider the Romanlan request for am alloca-
tion of cod in Div. 2J and 3KIM of Subareas 2 and 3 (Comm.Doc. 76/XII/69).

4. Conaideration of the Romanian Request for an Allocation of Cod in Div. 2J and 3KIM. 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 regquest for 1,000 tones of cod from Div,
2J-3FL, 200 tona 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. 3NQ, 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 propoesal (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 problem,

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 3KIM of Subareas 2 and 3. Following 2 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 mo cod quota for 1977 im Subareas 2 and 3, except in Div. 2GH.
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 fairnesa to others, did not touch the allocatioms 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 "Others" queota,
adequate consideration could be given not only to Romania's request but also to those of other countries not
having specific allocations.

The delegate of Cuba thought that serlous consideration should be given to making the Romanian operstion
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 gxecutive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0, Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2ZY 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 comsideration 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 fer "Others", the Panels agreed to postpone further dis-
cussion to a later meeting.

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

8. Panels 2 and 3 reconvened at 0920 hrs, 8§ December, to comtinue consideration of the Romanian request
for an allocation of cod in Div, 2J and 3KIM. The delegate of Canada reported that discussions had been

held batween 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" im 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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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Report of the Final Plenary Session

Thursday, 9 December, 1530 hrs

1. The Chairman, Dr D. Boecss (Fed.Rep. Germany), opened the meeting. Representatives of all Member
Countries were present. Observers were present from the European Economic Commmity (EEC), Food and Agri-
culture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). 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 Ammual 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 conecientious and valuable efforts.

3. The Report of the Ceremonial Qpening (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 Segsion 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 Conventlon Area (Proceedings 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 I. The delegate of Denmark, speaking on behalf of the Chairman of Panel A, Mr E.
Lemche (Demmark) and the Danish delegation, pointed cut that the Members of Panel A and the Scientific
Advisers had recognized the varicus 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 assoclate Canada, which held the szame 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 1), 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 Subarez 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, them reconvened at 1950 hrs.

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,0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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areas for silver and red hake fisheries in Div. 5Z and Statlstical Area 6 (Proceedings No. 8, Appendix II),
(5) regarding quota, perlod, and area regulations for herring in Div., 5Z and Statistical Area 6 (Proceedings
No. 8, Appendix II1I} with the Fed.Rep. Germany objecting, (6) regarding period and area regulations for
squid (Loligo and Iilex) 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 V1), and (9) regarding quota revisions for squid (Loligo and Illex) 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 & with the June 1974 Proposal (14} as amended providing the management
procedure. The Plenary

agreed

that the Commission transmit teo the Depositary Goveroment, for joint actior by the Contracting Govern-
ments, Proposal (10) for international 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 ITI) regarding early implementation for 1977 of the decisions from the
December 1976 Specizl 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 Intermationsl 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 (FAQ) shared
the sentiments of the ICES Observer, and pointed to the numercus occasions and ways in which ICNAF and FAQ
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 ICNAF Headquarters area was not avallable, the Plenary was informed that the
Executive Secretary with the help of the Cenadian Govermment would try to find accommodatfion 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 Plenipotentlary Conference in March-April 1977 and the
Annual Meeting in July, and that these would not conflict with ICNAF Armual 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. Adjournment. 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 cocperative 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 amother 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 Govermment for their hospitality, for the sclentists, 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 busipess, the Chairman declared the Ninth Special Commigsion 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

Statemént by the Chserver from the USA

regarding the Report of Panel A — harp and hooded seals

The United States i1s serlously concerned with Panel A recommendations for an increased TAC for harp
seals in 1977 and, in the absence of a detailed, comprehensive scientific assessment for hooded sgeals,
with the continuation of the previous TAC level for hooded seals. We urge a cautious, conservative approach
to the management of thege 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, sciemtific, 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.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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(10)

NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976 -

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 Plepary

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) 1o 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.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotila, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - DECEMBER 1976

Statement for the Furopean Economic Community

by

the delegate of UK

Mr Chairman:

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 adepted 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
Northwest Atlantic.

As was sald at the beginning of this Special Meeting, the Commmunity 18 interested in such multilateral
cooperation and expects tc 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 ir 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, quotz allocations, and other conservation
measures to be applied for the year 1977. As was already announced in our statement at the Annusl 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 Community 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 heen finalized. However, they will be
based on the existing principle, which means that the new fisheries regime is a common policy reflecting
the common interests of all Member States of the Community.

As stated earller, the acceptance of the ICNAF quotas for 1977 iz a temporary solution, which is no
substitute for the conclusion of bilateral agreements between the Community 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.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Wova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETIRG ~ DECEMBER 1976

Press Notice

1. The Ninth Special Meeting of the Intermational Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Flsheries (ICNAF)
was héld at Puerto de la Cruz, Tenerife, Canary Islands, Spain, during 1-9 December 1976. About 155 repre~
sentatives attended frem all Member Countries as follows: Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Demnmark, France, Federal
Republic of Germany, German Democratic Republic, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain,
Unien of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, and United States of America, Observers were present
from the European Economic Community (EEC), Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO),
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), International Commiesion for the Conservation
of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT), 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 allowable catches (TACs) and natiomal quotas for 1977 in respect of cod and
shrimp stocks in Subarea 1, 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 flounder 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 (e} further consideration of the future of the Commission and its potential role under
extended coastal state jurisdiction. In addition, the Commission comsidered a Spanish proposal for alloca-
tion of surplus cod stocks, a Romanian request for an allocation of cod, &nd & Japanese request for prelim—
inary consideration of the reallocation of any expected unused portion of squid quotas.

3. Scientific and Technfcal Advice

The Commigsion'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 hoec Working Group on & 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 Commlssion agreed to total allowance catches (TACs) 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 Comnvention 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 cateh of each species compared with the
1976 quotas.

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

5. Management Regime in Subarea 3 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 comtrol the catches of protected
species., The Commission agreed to a regime of open areas and seasons in respect of fisheries for herring,
mackerel, silver and red hakes, and squlds, together with restrictions on the use of bottom trawls in certain
areas and periods.

6. Future of the Commission

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

! pxecutive 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 resclved that acticn
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 Cormission's Standing Committee
on Research and Statistics.

Office of the Secretariat
22 December 1976 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.

catches (000 tons) TACs (000 tons)

Species Stock area 1973 1974 1975 1975 1976 1977
Cod 1 63 48 48 60 45 31
Shrimp 1 (offshore) 5 12 28 - - 36
5ilver hake 4VWX 299 26 116 120 1006 70
Flounders! 4VWX 28 25 22 32 28 28
Herring 4XW (B)

(adults) 91 97 95 90 89 B4

52 + 6 202 150 150 150 60 33
Mackerel I+ 4 38 45 36 70 56 3o

5+ 6 381 295 251 285 254 75
Other finfish? 546 121 103 95 150" 1504 122
River herring 54+ 6 17 16 14 - - 10
Butterfish 5+ 6 19 13 11 - - 18
All finfish®
and squids 5+ 6 1,159 942 852 850 650 520

! smerican plaice, witch, and yellowtail.

2 Excludes all TAC specles and also menhaden, blllfishes, tunas, and large sharks
other than dogfish.

3 A11 finfish except menhaden, billfishes, tunas, and large sharks other than
dogfish.

% Includes river herring and butterfish.
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Table 3. TACs and national allocations for harp and hooded
Northwest Atlantic.

geals in the

Harp seals Hooded seals

FEstimated catch in West Greenland and

the Canadian Arctic 10,000 -
Norwegian vessels 35,000 6,000
Canadian vessels and landsmen 125,0001 6,000
Unallocated amount tec be taken after

29 March by Canada and Norway - 3,000
Others 100 100
TOTAL - 170,100 15,100

! Includes an estimate of 63,000 seazls to be caught by small vessels and

landsmen.
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International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5109 Proceedings No. 2
(B.a.27)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Ceremonial Opening

Tuesday, 31 May, 1020 hrs

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

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

"On behalf of the Minister of Fisheries for Canada, vho unfortunately ia not able to be here
today, I have the homour and pleasure to welcome you here to Ottawa for the 27th Annugl Meeting of
ICNAF.

"We meet in civcumstances different from previous years, as thie is the first meeting of the
Commigaion when Extension of Fisheries Jurisdiction is a reality for all the Coastal States bordering
the Northwest Atlantic.

"In announcing Canada's intention to extend ite fisheries jurisdietion at last year's Anrual
Mgeting, ithe Minister of Fisheries made clear that 1977 would be a "year of transition", during which
TACs and allocations agreed within ICNAF with Cnaadian concurrence would be adopted by Canada. However,
this approach would not be appropriate for 1878, and this meens that the format for this ICNAF Meeting
will be somewhat different.

"In this new situation you are here in Ottawa attending not only the ICNAF Meeting itself, but
also intergoverwmental comsultations regarding TACs and allocations of certain stocks of the Canadian
200-mile sone. As a result of the jurisdictional changes, many of you will also be imvolved in the
preparatory meeting to develop a new Convention vegarding future multilateral cooperation in the
Northwest Atlantic fisheries.

"This ICNAF meeting and the associated intergovermmental consultations then will be the first
where we will be adopting interrational regulations for stocks beyond ecastal state jurisdietion and
embarking on consultations regarding total allowable eatches and alloeations for stoeke of the Canadian
200-mile sone. Canada attaches a great deal of importance to using the oceusion of the ICNAF Meeting
to hold the related intergovermmenial consuliations, as this gives us the opportunity to conaider the
total picture of the fisheries in the Northwest Atlantie. It will be a challenge to us all to test
this appreach and make it work.

"In these meetinge, the Canadian approach will be to establish TACs, on the basis of scientific
information, which will permit recovery of severely depleted stocks as rapidly as possible - such an
approach will benefit not only Canadian fishermen but fishermen of other countrics fishing in the
Canadian aone as well, because the size of fulture surpluses is directly dependent on the abundance of
the stock. However, in establishing the TACs, we will keep in mind the hardships that severe reduction
would impose on overseas fishermen and temper our approach accordingly. The Canadian delegation will
ke setting forth Canadian requirvements for these astocks, congistent with g precise an assessment of
Canadian harvesting capaecity and plans as poseible. We arve mindful of our obligations to make avail-
able the surplus over Conadian requirements to other countriee, and we will seek the views of our
partners on how such surpluses should be alloeated.

"I am pleased to mote, however, that even under these changed jurisdietional oircumstances the
seientific work of ICNAF is continued, with a Flemish Cap Workshop being held in May in Momansk, and
with the Assessments Subcommittee and STACRES comtinuing to provide adviece to the Commission and to
the Coastal States.

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P,0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3%9 <117
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"I welcome you then not only to the ICNAF Meeting but for all three sets of deliberations. I
wish you a sucoess in theee discussions and truet that you will have a pleasont stay in Canada's
Capttal.” ' : :

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 sessione 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 succees in the forth-
coming discussions.

3. The Chairman then declared the Twenty—Seventh Annual Meeting of the Commission recessed at 1040 hrs
to prepare for the beginning of the work of the Commission in its First Plemary Session.
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International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5110 Proceedings No. 3
{(B.b.27)

ANNUAL MEETING - JURE 1977

Report of the First Plenary Session

Tuesday, 31 May, 1105 and 1515 hrs
Wednesday, 8 June, 1530 hra
Thursday, 9 June, 1530 hrs

1. The First Plenary Session of the Twenty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the Commission 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 (EEC), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the Tnited Nations (FA0),
the Imternational 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, Comnservation, 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 Commiasion,
Canada had submitted a request for advice on the scientific basls for management of certain fisheries within
their new national fisheries limits {(Comm.Doc. 77/VLI/4). The Commission's STACRES 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 Specilal Commission Meeting to amend Articles I and VI of the Convention (Summ.Doc. 77/V1f2),
there would seem to be a need for a meeting of Panel 3 only, to consider conservation measures for those
stocks Iin Subarea 3 which were ocutside the 200-mile 1limit and those stocks which overlapped the 200-mile line.
He noted that there were three levele of meetings to be conducted, the ICNAF weetings, 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 delepgate of Denmark noted
that, under Agenda Item 28 on Atlantic salmon, he was prepared to discuss informally any questions which
might arise. The Plenary agreed that the meeting would proceed as if 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, Publicilty, the Plenary agreed that a committee cousisting of the Chairman of the
Commission, the Chairman of STACFAD, and the Executive Secretary should be responsible for publicity.

4. Under Plenary Item 4, Report of the Ninth Special Commigsion Meeting, Tenerlfe, 1-9 December 1976, the
Plerary 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 Panel 5 to Panel 3, effective immediately upon the concurrence of Panel

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

7. Under Plenary Item 11, Status of Commission Proposals, the Plenary noted that the Pretocols relating
to basic payment by the Contracting Govermments and to continued functioning of the Commission (Comm.Doc.
77/V1/7) 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 Commigsion, the Plenary agreed to copsider 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.

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9 ..119



11. ‘Under Plenary Item 31, Standing Committee om Internmational Control (STACTIC), the Plenary noted that,
as a consequence of the US withdrawal of membership in the Cowmission, the chairmanship of STACTIC held by
Mr W.G. Gordon (USA) hecame vacant on 31 December 1976. The Plenary expressed its appreciation of Mr
Gordon's excellent services. Mr D.R. Bollivar (Canada) agreed to accept the chairmanship of STACTIC.

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
reguest.

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 te the Report of
the International Preparatory Conference on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fish-
eries, Ottawa, March 1977 (Comm.Doc. 77/¥I/11). The Chairman of the Preparatory Conference, Dr A.W.H.

Needler (Canada), reported that throughout the Conference he 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 scilentific data during the transitiom period from
ICNAF to its successor organization. The delegate of Canada stated that the transitlion should proceed as
uninterruptedly as possible. He hoped that the present membership of ICNAF would remaln unchanged until
the new organization comes into existence, and he suggested that STACFAD should be agsked to congider the
usefulness of their examining some of the transitional arrangements, including persommel and financial
matters. The EEC Observer noted that the recent extension of fisheries jurisdiction by the EEC to 200 miles
involves certailn areas in the Northwest Atlantic and, because it was difficult for the EEC members who were
also Members of ICNAF to take part in the meeting, he requested that ICNAF develop a procedure whereby EEC
could act as a coastal state during the transitional period.

The Chairman pointed out that the Commission 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 quots 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 200-mile fishing zome should be considered
at this meeting. The delegate of Canada indicated (a) that stocks completely outside the 200-mile zone
should 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 200-mile zone would he considered during informal intergovernmental consultatione and
the results presented to the Commission for information.

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

16. The Plenary reconvened at 1530 hrs, 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 technlcal 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 ICKAF,

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 EEC Observer, after taking into account some of the com—
mente previcusly 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 EEC 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
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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 BEEC. 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 ite 200-mile fighing zone, without prejudice to the exercise
of its diseretionary licensing authority. If any one of these Contracting Parties has no initial allocation,
its rights under the allocation "Others" are in no way prejudiced hy the establishkment of a total allocation."
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 delepate
of USSR indicated that the ICNAF allocations are assigned to Contracting Govermments and that the table of
national allocatlione serves as the basis for enforcement. Therefore, the table must contain the allocations
for each EEC country and not just a combined quots 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 EEC
and ICNAF notified of the revised allocations before the start of the year to which the allocations apply.
The Chairman pointed out that withian ICNAF there are several precedents for the transfer of portions of
national zllocations 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 provisionsl, subject to re-allocatiom by the EEC, provided that ICNAF

be notified prior to a special meeting proposed for October 1977 when the amended allccations could be
adopted. He questioned 1f the re-allocation by the EEC would include the EEC States whe 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 memtioned above and further noted that the assigmment 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 quotz for the EEC, but that the EEC
request for re-allocation of the combined quota of the EEC States would be acceptable, provided that the
EEC re-allocationg 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 EEC be allowed to re-allocate the quotas agreed to by
ICRAF, and that these re-allocations must be spproved by the Commission in order for its "objection procedure”
to be operative. The delegate of Spain concurred with the views already expressed that EEC be permitted to
re-allocate quotas for the five EEC States, subject to approval by ICNAF. The delegate of Canada elaborated
on Canada's commitments to Member Countries, as worked out in various ways during the past few days, with
regard to the allocations for stocks within the 200-mile fishing zcme 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 EEC 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 fighing from the "Cthers" quota under any arrangement with the
EEC.

The EEC Observer presented a revision of his previous suggestion, Indicating that, while the main table
of TACs and quotas would list the combined EEC quotas, the quotas of the individual EEC States could be
listed in an annex table, which would be cross-referenced to the main tsble by am appropriate footnote.

The delegate of Portugal could see no need for a second table, and expressed his concern azbout the EEC
countries fishing from the "Others" quota. In the first place, no country could be allowed to fish both a
nominal quota and an "Others" gquota. Secondly, the Portuguese delegation would not favour "Others" quotas
being distributed to a larger mmber of countries than originally intended. The delegate of Spain agreed
that any arrangement with the FEC 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 EEC's request for re-allocation of its Member States' quotas
could be dealt with by simply adding a footmote to the main table (with appropriate reference to quotas of
the EEC countries) to the effect that the EEC is permitted to re-allocate among its five Member States and
to submit the revised allocations to ICHAF 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 EEC is not a Contracting Party to the ICNAF Conventiom, and
he regretted that the EEC does not understand the USSR proposal (astated above)}, which takes into account the
views expressed by all delegates who have now commented on the EEC reqguest. The Chairman reviewed briefly
the discussion, pointing out three problems to be resolved: (a) the organization of EEC 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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1%9. The Flenary reconvened at 1530 hrs, 9 June, teo continue consideration of the problem of catch quota
implementation., Mr L. Legault (Canada), Chairman of the Working Group on Quota Implementation, reported
that the mewbers had reached a reluctant consensus to group the five EEC 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 EEC countries should
be grouped in the table and the footnote should read “The allocation among these Contracting Govermments 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 tham 1 October 1977, and, where applicable, subject to the concurzence of the
coastal state in respect of the area in which it exercises natfonal fisheries jurisdiction, without prejudice
to the exercise of its licensing authoxrity. The quantities attributed to Denmark in reaspect of cod in
Divisions 2J, 3K, and 3L, and Division 3M are not included in rhe aforementioned sum and are not subject

to change." The EEC Observer said he could accept the footnote with reluctance but that it did not, in a
formal semnse, fulfill the legal requirements of the EEC. 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 (Comm.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 EEC Observer expressed surprise that all the Subarea 2, 3, and 4
stocks, including the stocks inside the Canadian fisherles zone, should be included. However, he would not
oppose the action. He noted that the December 1976 amendments to Conventlon 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 ralsed by the delegate of Portugal, asked why the Commission did not
discuss the Subarea 1 and Statistical Area { Canada-Denmark overlapping stocks or the Subdiv. 3Ps stocks

and asked when these other issues and stocks would be discussed. The Chalrman 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 arrangementa for all.

21. fThe Chairman then drew attention to Annex X of the Report of the Second Preparatory Meeting on Future
Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, Ottawa, June 1977, entitled "Report of the
Working Group on Transitional Arrangements™ (Comm.Doc. 77/VI/14). The Plenary agreed that, with regard to
paragraph 2 of the Working GCroup's Report (see Appendix III) concerping the transfer of ICNAF assets and
the financial discharge of its obligatioms prior to its termination, no action need he taken by TCNAF until
new multilateral arrangements were adopted., The Plenary then gave careful consideration to an amendment

to the ICKAF Convention drafted by the Working Group (see Appendix IT 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 smendment
proposala 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
waa really necessary- He noted that, if the Member Countries of ICNAF withdrew at the same time, it would
Temove the need for an amendment to the Convention with its lengthy ratification procedure. The Chairman
noted 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 Group's Report which the Plenary agreed would
go forward to the final sesafon 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 XVII of the Convention, at a Special Commission Meeting din
October 1977:

"The Commission

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

"Desirous of effecting an orderly tramsition from ICNAF to the proposed (RAFCO);

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

"MArticle 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 Conventiou)
entered into force.
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2. TFollowing the entry into force of the (name of NAFCO Convention), the Commission shall
not adopt any proposal under Artiele VIII,""

22. The Chairman declared the First Plenary Session adjourned at 1630 hrs, 9 June.
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Serial Ne. 5110 Proceedinga No. 3
{(B.b.27) Appendix II

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

. Plenary Sessions

Agenda
PROCEDURES
1. Opening
2. Agenda

3. Publicity
ADMINISTRATICN

4.  Approval of draft report of Proceedings of Ninth Special Commission Meeting (Swmm.Doe. 77/VI/2)
5. Panel memberships (Comm.Doc. ?7/VI/5)
6. Administrative Report (Conmi.Doe. 77/VI/6)

FINANCE

7.  Auditor's Report, 1975/76

8. Financial Statement, 1976/77

9.  Budget Estimate, 1977/78 (dppendiz I to STACFAD Agenda)
10.  Budget Forecast, 1978/79 (Appendiz II to STACFAD Agenda)

COMMISSION PROPOSALS
11. Status of proposals adopted by the Commission (Comm.Doe. 77/VI/7)}

(a) for changes in the Convention
(b) for regulation of fisheries

INTERNATIONAL CONTROL

12. Annual Returns of Infringements (Comm.Doe. 77/VI/9)
13. Scheme of Joint International Enforcement (Zomm.Doc. ?77/VI/8)
l4. Research vessel notification and fishing vessel registration (Comm.Doe. 77/VI/10)

FUTURE OF COMMISSTION

15. Discussion of the future of the Commission and its potential role under extended coastal gtate
jurisdiction (Comm.Doe. ?7/VI/11)

CONSERVATION

16. Conservation of cod stocks in Subareas 1, 2, and 3

17. Conservation of redfish stocks in Subareas 2 and 3

18. Conservation of silver hake stocks in Subarea 4

19. Conservation of American plaice stocks in Subareas 2 and 3

20. Conservation of witch flounder stocks in Subareas 2 and 3

21. Conservation of yellowtail flounder stocks in Subarea 3

22. Conservation of Greenland halibut stocks in Statistical Area 0 snd Subareas 1, 2, and 3
23. Conservation of roundnose grenadier stocks iIn Statistical Area 0 and Subareas 1, 2, and 3
24, Conservation of argentine stock in Subareaz &

25. Conservation of capelin stocks in Subareas 2 and 3

26. Conservation of squid (Illex) stock in Subareas 3 and 4

27. Conservation of northern deepwater prawn in Subarea 1

28. Conservation of Atlantic salmon in the Convention Area

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND PANELS

29, Report of Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES)

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canmada B2Y 3Y9
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND PANELS (continued)

30.

31.
3z,

Report of Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD)
Report of Standing Committee on International Comtrel (STACTIC)
Reports of Panels 1 and 3, and other Panels, if necessary

OTHER MATTERS

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

Election of Chairman and Vice—Chairman for 1977/78 and 1978/79
Date and location of 1978, 1979, and 1980 Annual Meetings
Press Statement

Other Business

Adjournment
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Serial No. 5110 Proceedings No. 3
(B.g.49) Appendix ITI

(also Annex X of Report of
Second Preparatory Meeting on
Future Multilateral Cooperatiom
in the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries (Comm.Doc. 77/VI/14))

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 representatives 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 Internatiomal
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 Group
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 termimation, 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 peint out that ICNAF could include in its financlal regulations, when NAFCO had already come into exist-
ence, some Iinstruction for the discharge of its financial obligations and the transfer of assets to NAFCO,

3. The Group discussed the transfer of the Executive Secretary and staff from ICNAF to NAFCO. No legal
difficulty was envisaged. There 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 WNAFCO would come into force,
for example in 1979 (see suggested timetable for transition from ICNAF to NAFCO at Annex 1), and ICNAF was
still in force, at the first WAFCO meeting, the Executive Secretary and staff of ICRAF could be appointed
to serve NAFCO, thereby serving ICNAF and NAFCO at the same time without pay from NAFCO 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 paragraph 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 provide for termination of

the ICNAF Convention on 31 December of the year NAFCO entered into force. The suggested amendment is pre-
sented at Annex 2 for consideration in ICNAF.

10 June 1977

% Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Serjal No. 5110 Proceedings No. 3
{B.g.49) Appendix IIT
Annex 2

{also Appendix II of Annex X
of Report of Second Preparatory
Meeting on Future Multilateral
Cooperation in the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries (ICRAF
Comm.Doc, 77/VI/14))

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Regolution to amend the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

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 __ )}

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 remumbered 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.

2. TFollowing the entry into force of the (name of NAFCO Convention), the Commission shall not adopt
any proposal under Article VIII.™

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

Serial No. 5111 Proceedings No. &
(B.f.4

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Note by the Secretariat:

Proceedings Ne. 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 200-mile limit. Any decisions regarding overlapping stocks would be
considered jointly by these two coastal states.

Resulte 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, ICRAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Seria] No, 5112 Proceedings No. 5
(B.e.77)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Report of Joint Meeting of Papels 2, 3, and 4

Tuesday, 7 June, 1530 hrs

1. Opening. The Chairman of the Commission opened the meeting with delegates of all Member Countries
present. He explained that, after consultation with the Chairman of the Informal Intergovermmental 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 1t 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
Canadlan fisherles jurisdiction. It would be very difficult, if not impossible, at this meeting to sort
out all overlapping stocks from those entirely within Canadian fisheries Jurisdictiom.

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

2. Appointment of Rapporteur. Mr L.S5. 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 Informazl Intergovermmental Consultations convened by Canada, i.e., all stocks listed in
Comm.Doc. 77/VI/4 with the exception of silver hake.

4, Conservation Requirements. The Chairman, Mr R. Letaconnoux (France), requested the Chairman of the
Informal Intergovermmental Consultations, Dr A.W.H. Needler (Canada), to report on the results of those
consultations. The Chairman of the Informzl Intergovernmmental Consultations presented a table of TACs and
national allocations (Table 1) which embodied the results of the comsultations. He indicated that those
TACs and allocations adopted by the Joint Meeting cf the Panels, with Canadian comcurrence, 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 limita. 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. 2J43KL and Div. 3N0. The delegate of Spain also Indicated that his comments on proposals for cod
stocks in Div. 2J+3KL and Div. 380 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 Capnada said that the tables concerning the referred cod stocks had, in fact, been
presented to the Informal Intergovermmental 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. 23+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 Piv. 2J+3KL. The delegate of Portugal stated that, with respect to stock conservatiom,
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
eatablished 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 sotio-economic reasons, he would prefer the
constant catch appreoach. 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 asgessment process provided a

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, Canada B2Y 3Y9 <. 137
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built-in safety mechanism to take account of recruitment fluctuations, so that any dangercus siteation could
be detected in due time and the TAC adjusted. It would be preferable soclo-ecomomically to set a fixed TAC
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 TAC 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 aware of the difficulties this
would create for countries fishing In the Canadian zone. He drew attentlon to the fact that Camada had
first 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 inte account the comments of other countries,
Canada had modified its proposal to 135,000 tons. The combined obhjectives 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 suxrplus in 1978, the Canadian approach would provide & 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 = 0.1645. Under a constant catch of 160,000 tons from 1979 onward, the fishing mortality rate would be
less than under the constant F option corresponding to a 1978 TAC of 135,000 tons. He 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 that TAC, 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 cut that the Canadian approach
hinged on a target spawning bilomass of 1.5 million metric toms. 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 biomaass
well within the target could be achleved with a fixed TAC of 160,000 tons for a relatively short peried
(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 thig 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 Govermment 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
rebulld the inshore fishery was an extremely important issue in Canada and that the Canadian Government had
taken a middie~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 recovers, the avallability of fish (CPUE) is likely to increase quite rapidly. It is possible
that the 1978 proposed requirement of 100,000 metric toms might not be large enough. Under the fixed catch
proposal, there would be no surplus in 1980 and possibly not im 1979. He noted that it would be impossible
socially to limit the inshore fighery. The delegate of Portugal mnoted that, although he did not agree with
the proposed TAC of 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. BHe expressed the view that, with the increasing
coastal state requirement, there was no future for the foreign fishery for this astock. This would happen
whether the Ganadian or Portuguese proposals were to be adopted. With the Canadian proposal, in order to
reech 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, abcording to the Canadian proposal, the surplus would be
35,000 tons. In 1980, the incresse of CPUE would bring the Canadian catch without increase in effort to
141,000 tons, but as they were obviously plamnning increases of around 50% per year, the Canadian cateh
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 delepgate of USSR noted
that Canada had considered the views of other countries and that the Canadisn 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 comsider the cod im Div. 3N0.

(b) Cod in Div. 3HO0. 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 TAC, 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 experiencing 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 gquotas in earlier years was not
really significant, because prior to 1977 they had access to other more attractive parts of the Comvention
Area which were now closed. The delegate of Portugal noted that the catch by Portugal, both in Div. 3K0
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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congsidered 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.

{c) After considerable discuseion 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, as
far as the Div. 2J4+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 astock. The delegates of
Portugal, USSR, apd Spain were of the opinfon that the alternmative 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
sesslon,

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 ICNAY to discuss the TAC and its allocationm.
The proceedings did make that abundantly clear. Portugal had stated that it would accept what Canada had
laid down within its 200-mile zome, because as the coastal state it was within its exclusive right to do
s0. 50, when the Panels were deciding to adopt Table 1, Portupgal would have to reserve its position im
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 as part of the Table the column dealing with the Div. 2J+3L cod atock, without
taking a vote on it and recording the reservations of the two countries.

The question of the Piv. 3NO cod stock was different since the Chairman, without going into the problem
of which stocks were both within and without the 200-mile fisheries zone, ruled that the Div. 3N0 cod stock
was certainly, at least partly, within the jurigdiction of ICNAF 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 comsistent,.

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

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5116 Proceedings No. 6

(B.e.77)

1.

2.

3.

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Report of Meetings of Panel 3

Wednesday, 1 June, 1030 hrs and 1430 brs
Wednesday, 8 June, 1015 hrs

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

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

Adoption of Agendz. 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 Intergovermmental Consultations convened by Canada, prior
to thelr 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 imvolved (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 fisherles 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.

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

The EEC Observer read the following statement to Panel Members:
"My Chairman:

"The delegation of the Buropean Economic Commmity would like to make a statement, outlining the
Community's approach to the work of this meeting in the light of ite common fisheries policy.

"is the spokesman for the Community pointed out at the Special Meeting of the Commission in
December 1976, the Member States of the European FEconomic Community have delegated to the Community
powera in respect of external relations in fiaheries maiters.

"In ewercising these competences the Community wishes to take an active part in multilateral
ecooperation for the comservation of fishery resources in waters outeide the 200-mile zones.

"The Community intends in this context to participate in regional fiehery organisations, acting
as a single coastal state.

"It follows that the present situation in which the Community as such iz not a Contracting Party
to ICNAF is unsatisfactory and the Community, therefore, wishes that the successor organization to
ICNAF becomes @ veality as scom as possible.

"However, we realize that the new Comvention ecannot enter into foree from 1 January 1978 and that
it 18, therefore, desirable that transitional arrangements be adopted. Such arrangements should take
into account the existence of the common fisheries policy of the Community.

"If the problems of transition are to be sclved by the establishment now of quotas, within the
framework of ICNAF, for the entire year 1978, the Community is prepared to accept this solution on
the condition that, where applicable, one single quota ia set for the Comminity.

"Phe Community would reserve the right to determine the allocation of this overall quota between
ite Member States."

..143



-2 -

With regard to the global quota request of the EEC, the delegate of Portugal noted that EEC 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 ICNAF 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. Purauant to the Convention in force, allocations for 1978 may be
given only to individual Member Countries of ICNAF. After considerable discussion, it was agreed to defer
conslderation of the EEC request to the end of Panel 3 discussions on conservation requirements and catch
allocations.

5. Report of Sclentific Advisers to Panel 3. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to Joint Panels 2,
3, and 4, Dr G.H. Winters (Canada), presented the Report of the Scientific Advisers (Redbook 1977, Part C)
as it related to Tdv, 3M. The delegate of Capada 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 & TAC of 40,000 tons, as recommended by STACRES, be adopted for Div. 3M ced 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, Polish vessels
caught quantities of redfish from Div. 3M and requested an allocation for 1978 of 1,000 tons. The Panel
decided that an increase in the "Qthers" category to 500 tons would provide a possibility for Polish activity
in this area. Panel 3

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 16,000 tone, 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 showm
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 Div. 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, 1 June.

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

9. The Chairman noted that stocks on the Agenda of Panel 3 other than Div. 3M stocks had been dealt with
in the Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4. TACs and allocations for these stocks are contained in the
Report of the Joint Meeting (Proceedings No. 5). The Panel noted that the delegate of Portugal had abstained
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and the delegate of Spain had voted against the proposed TAC and allocations for cod in Div. 3KO.

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. Date and Place of Next Meeting. The Panel agreed that the next meeting of Panel 3 should be held in
conjunction with the next Anmual Meeting,

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

13. OQther Business. The Chairman noted that the request by the EEC Observer for a global quota for the
EEC 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 hrs, 8 June.

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

cop REDFISH Agig;g;“
3M M M

TAC recommended
by Scientific 40,000 16,000 4,000
Advisers
Bulgaria - - -
Canada 2,100 4,400 500
Cuba 1,900 1,400 -
Demmark 6,840 - -
France 6,650 - -
Fzgeé:imisgublic 500 - _
German Democratic _ _ -
Republic
Lceland - - -
Italy - - -
Japan - - -
Norway 1,330 - -
Poland 1,460 - -
Portugal 10,000 500 500
Romania - - -
Spain 2,090 - -
USSR 4,940 9,200 2,000
UR 2,090 - -
Others 100 500 1,000
Total 40,000 16,000 4,000
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NOT TC BE CITED WITHOQUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSIQN*

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 5118 Pzoceedings No. 7
(B.t.77)

ARNUAL, MEETING -~ JUNE 1977

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

Wednesday, 8 June, 1100 hrs
1. Opening. The meeting was opened by the Chairman elect, Mr D.R. Bellivar (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).

5. Consideration of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement

(a) The Chairman invited attention to Agenda Item 5(a), Present status of implementation, mnoting that
Denmark, Iceland, Ttaly, 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 (Comm.Doc.
77/V1/8). The delegate of Demmark indicated that Demmark was not able to carry out inspections outside 200-
mile zones, and provided the name and address of the Flag State authorities desipgnated to receive immediate
notice of and respond to apparent infringements under the Scheme (Appemdix 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 ite reservation to the Scheme. The delegate of Spain noted the addition to the list of desig-
nated authorities {(Appendix II).

(b) The Chajrman drew attention to Agenda Item 5(b), Status of withdrawal of reservations to the
Scheme, noting that with withdrawal of the Romanian reservation there would be no longer amy reservations
to the Scheme.

(c) The Chairman then drew attention to Agenda Item 5(c), Raports of cooperative enforcement, and
Item 5(d), Plans for participation in the Scheme, inciuding nationally designated authorities to receive
and respond to notices of infringements. No comments were received on Item 5(c), and the Chairman noted
that Item 5(d) had already been dealt with under Item 5(a).

(d) The Chairman drew attention to Agenda Item 5(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 cut by the helicopter hoist method had been incorporated inte the Scheme
at the 1976 Anpual Meeting, and that this procedure was defined in detail in Comm.Doc. 77/VI/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 outslde the
limits of nationsl 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-water 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
outeide 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 teke intgo 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

% Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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might be suitable for adoption by the new North Atlantic fisheries hody. He agreed that maintemance 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

ne 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 "frozer" in an Annex to the new Conventiom which,

as an integral part thereto, would be bureaucratically difficult to amend. The Chairman suggested that,

if the presemt Scheme were not to be annexed to the new Convention, consideration of possible chenges 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 STACTIC in which the Chairman wrote to Members
inviting submission of proposals for improvements. In addition, he propesed the establishment of a working
group to meet in advance of the 1978 Annual Meeting to consider any submissions. The delegate 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 tc 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 2A, Appendices 1-22), and dispesition
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 attemntion
was drawn to the summary of returns by inspected countries on disposition of infringements observed by
ingspecting countries in 1976 (Table 2B) and the lack of reports by certain countries. The Chairman suggested
that, 1f 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 pf Portugal said that Portugal requested that thelr lack of reporting be recorded as a report
of nil returns. The delegate of the Federal Republic of Germany agreed that it wae necessary to obtain full
reports but wondered if some of the lack of reperting was due to some administrative prcoblems im the various
countries. 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 im this area, but noted that the procedure to be followed 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 whom 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, ot the category of fishing from “Others" quotas without prior nmotice 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 Engaping in
Fisheries Research, which arose from Proposal (1) from the June 1975 Annual Meeting. He drew attention to
Appendix I of Comm.Doc. 77/VI/10 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 delepate
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 LCNAF of research vessels operating within 200-mile zones,
wondering if the Canadian and French vessels were operating outside the 200-mile zone. The Chairman sald
that this factor would not explain the lack of notification in 1976,

8. The Chairman proceeded to consideration of Agenda Item 8, Revlew 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 tham 50 gross tons must be registered with the ICRAF Secretariat. He referred
to Appendiceé II and III of Comm.Doc. 77/VLI/10 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 Germsny, German
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Democratic Republic, Iceland, Italy, Portugal, Romanias, 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 Sesslon (Proceédings 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
recomnending that the reporting be discontinued. STACTIC agreed that the report should be discontinued.

10. Adjournment. STACTIC adjourned at 1220 hrs, 8 June, and would reconvene during the 1978 Annual Meeting.
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NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
BREFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION*

Serial No, 5118 Proceedings No. 7
(B.t.77) Appendix I

ANNUAL MEETING ~ JUNE 1977

Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)

Agenda
1. Election of Chairman®
2, Participants
3. Appointment of Rapperteur
4. Adoption of Agenda
5. Reyiew of Scheme of Joint Internatiounal Enforcement

(a) Present status of Implementatiom (Comm.Doc. ?7/VI/8)

(b) status of withdrawal of reservations to Scheme

(c) 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 Amnual Return of Inspections, Infringements, and Disposition of Infringements for 1976
{Comm.Doe. 77/VI/9)

7. Review of notification by nationals of vessels engaging irn fisheries research (Proposal (1) from June
1975 Annual Meeting) (Comm.Doe. 77/VI/10)

8. Review of registration by nationals of vessels engaged in fishing or treatment of sea fish (Proposal
(3) from September 1975 Spec.Comm.Mtg.} (Comm.Doe. 77/VI/10)

9. Election of Chairman for 1977/78
10. Other Business

11. Adjournment

8 Withdrawal of USA from Commission effective 31 December 1976 leaves chairmanship occupied by W.G. Gordon
(USA) vacant.

*# Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Camada B2Y 3Y9
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Serial No. 5118
(B.t.77)

Present status of jimplementation - Scheme of Joint International Enforcement

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977

Amendments
to

NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRIOR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION*

Proceedings No. 7

Annex B - Flag State authorities designated to receive immediate notice of and respeond to apparent

(Comm.Doc. 77/Vi/B)

infringements under the ICNAF Joint Enforcement Scheme

Page 6 - Denmark Add:

Page 7 - Spain Add:
Page 7 - USSR Delete:
Add:

* Executlive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0, Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9

Faroese Home Government

by Post; Fiskivinovstovan

3800 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
by Phone: 042 11080
by Telex: 81235 tingns fa.

Mr V. Bermejo

by Post: 2 Toronto Street
S5t. John's, Nfld.
Canada

by Phone: (709) 753-5885

by Telex:

Mr V.S. Belov

Mr I. Nikonorov

(same address, etc.)

Appendix TT
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NOT TO BE CITED WITHOUT PRICR
REFERENCE TO THE COMMISSION*

the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

International Commission for

Serial No. 5120 Proceedings No. 8
{(B.c.27)

ANNUAL MEETING ~ JUNE 1977

Report of Meeting of the Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD)

Thursday, 9 June, 1030 hrs

1. The meeting of STACFAD was called to ovder by the Chairman, Mr E.B. Young (Canada).
2. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur,

3. Mewbership. Representatives were present from Canada (Ms D. Pethick, Mr M. Bunter, and Mr L.S.
Parsons), Federal Republic of Germany (Dr D. Booss), 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. Obgervers were present from USA (Mr D. Crestin and Mr D.A. Reifsnyder),

4.  The provisional Agenda was adopted.

5. Panel Membership. STACFAD 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 jurlsdiction 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
80 that the financial commitments of the Commission may be met until the new multilateral orgaenization
comes into being.

6. Report of Annual Meeting of the International Fisheries Commissions Pension Society (IFCPS). The Exe-—
cutive Secretary drew attentlon to Comm.Doc. 77/VI/2, the Report of the Meeting of IFCPS, Halifax, Canada,
12-13 May 1977, and reported that the Soclety members had spent one-half day with the members of the ICNAF
Secretariat in mutually beneficial discussions. STACFAD was plessed to note that its Chairman, Mr Young,
was a member of the Society for Camada,

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 recelved 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 Commfasion showed a surplus of approximately $13,000.
He drew attention to the 1976/77 contributions which were still outstanding from Member Countries as follows:

Bulgaria § 300 approx.
Cuba $ 18,965
Spain $ 23,582

$ 41,847

STACFAD

% Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9 153



recommends

that the Administrative Report with the Financial Statements for 1976/77 (estimated from 30 April
1977) be adopted. . ) .

g. Working Capital Fund (WCF). STACFAD reviewed the WCF (approx. $49,000) and agreed that, in view of
the pessibility of transitional changes from ICNAF 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. Budget, 1977/78. STACFAD examined the 1977/78 budget estimates (Appendix I to STACFAD Agenda). 1In
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 D-1 level was no longer
appropriate for the ICNAF Executive Secretary. Taking into account the Executive Secretary's outstanding
performance and Government of Canada's domestic salary guidelines and the relativity of staff salaries
governed by these guidelines to the salary of the Executive Secretary, STACFAD

Igcommends

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 Meetipg 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);

i1} 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 Coumtries 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 im July 1978 (Appendix I).

12. Budget Forecast, 1978/79. STACFAD considered the Budget Forecast for 1978/79 as presented in Appendix
IIT 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 Meeting 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 Comm.
Doc, 77/VL/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

1 that, should an invitation be extended, the Commisslon accept to hold its 28th Ammual Meeting
in Bonn, Federal Republic of Germany, from 30 May to & June 1978 inclusive;

ii) that the 1979 and 1980 Annual Meetings, 1f necessary, be held at the Commission's Headquarters,
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia.

16. Election of Chairmam. 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 hrs, % Jume.
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1977/78 Expenditures to be Covered by Appropriations
from Contracting Govermments and from Other Sources
Proposed estimates
1977/78
1. Personal Services

(a) Salaries $ 235,000
(b) Superannuation 7,000
(c) Additional help 2,000
{d) Group medical and insurance plans 3,000
(e) Contingencies 14,000
2. Travel 6,000
3. Transportation of Things 1,000
4. Communications 25,000
5. Publications 25,000
6. Other Contractual Services 20,000
7. Materials and Supplies 12,000
8. Equipment 5,000
9. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings 25,000
10. Computer Services 35,000
11. Contingencies 10,000
Total Ordinary Expenditures $ 425,000

Appropriation from Working Capital Fund to support joint internationally-
sponsored Symposium on Biological Basis for Pelagic Fish Stock Management $ 5,000

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 319
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Preliminary Calculation of Billing for Member Countries against
Proposed Estimates of $425,000 for 1977/78 Fiscal Year

Budget: $ 425,000.00
Deduct: Estimated advance from Miscellaneous Fund 40,629.00
Funds required to meet 1977/78 administrative budget $ 384,371.00
Total Total billing
Wo. of billing Basic charge 17 Countries

Countries Panels 1976/77 (17 Governments) 63 Panels
Bulgaria 3 § 14,347.20 $ 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 23,582.00 300.00 30,331.00
Partugal 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 $ 384,370.60
($ 4,617.40) (3 5,966.20)
per Panel) per Panel)

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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1978/79 Estimated Expenditures to be Covered by Appropriastions
from Contracting Governments and from Other Scurces

Forecast estimates

1978/79

1. Personal Services
(a) Salaries $§ 260,000
(b) Superannuation 7,000
(¢) Additional help 2,000
{d} Group medical and insurance plans 3,000
{e) Contingencies 14,000
2, Travel 6,000
3. Transportation of Things 1,500
4. Communications 25,000
5. Publications 25,000
6. Other Contractual Services 22,000
7. Materials and Supplies 12,000
8. Equipment 7,500
9. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings 25,000
10. Computer Services 40,000
i1. Contingencies 20,000
Tetal Ordinary Expenditures $ 470,000

* Fxecutive Secretary, ICNAF, P.O. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9 157
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Report of the Final Plenary Sessions

Thursday, 9 June, 1705 hrs
Friday, 10 June, 1020 hrs

1. The Chairman, Dr D, Booss (Federal Republic of Germany), opened the meeting.

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 sclentific 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 1, 2, 3, and 4 and Statistical Area 0. Advice on the seal stocks had been
requested in a memorandum from Camada (Comm.Doc. 77/VI/13). The Plenmary 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 Chalrman of the Commission, 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 his election
as Chalrman of STACRES for, at least, the ensuing year.

3. The Ceremonial Opening (Proceedings No. 2) was adopted.

4, The Report of the First Plenary Session (Proceedings No. 3) with its Appendix, "Report of the Working
CGroup on Transitional Arrangements”, was adopted.

3. The Chairman noted that there was no Report of Pamel 1 since the Flemary had agreed that no meeting
would be held. A meeting of Sclentific Advisers to Panel 1 was held and its report 1s at Redbook 1977,
Part C.

6. The Report of Panel 3 (Proceedings No. 6), with ite summary table of recommended 1978 TACs and natiomal
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 noted the election of Mr D.R.
Bollivar (Canada) as Chalrman and that a working group consisting of representation from Canada, Cuba,
Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany, France, German Democratic Republic, Norway, and Portugal, wounld meet
one day in advance of the 1978 Annual Meeting (29 May 1978) to consider improvements to the Scheme of Joint
Interpational Enforcement.

8. The Report of STACFAD (Proceedings No. B), with its recommendation to maintain the number of member-
ships in the Panels of the Commission 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
Commigsioner 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 from 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 Consultatione 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 Chalrman of the Commission for the period 1977/78 and 1978/79. Dr
Booss thanked the delegates for thelr confidence and ssid 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.

* Executive Secretary, ICNAF, P.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9 ..159



-2 -

11. Time and Place of Future Meetings. The Chairman, Dr Booss, extended, on behalf of his Govermment, 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 Jume 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 Commission in Bonn,
Federal Republic of Germany.

12, The Plemary recessed at 1755 hrs, 9 June, after being reminded that the last sesslion of the Second
Preparatory Conference to accept 1ts 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 Conference'.

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 natiomal allocations for 19 stocks which occur
completely within the Canadian 200-mile fisheries zone or which overlap the 200~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 TAC and allocations and the delegate of Portugal abstained.

14, The Chairmean 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 alsc constituted & proposal for
international quota regulation in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area, with the June 1974 Propesal
(4) as amended providing the management procedure. The Plenary agreed

that the Commission transwit 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 delepate of Canada was pleased to record that the present meeting had demonstrated
that international cooperation was continuing in ICNAF. Canada was grateful for the parts played by all
participants in this meeting and is anxious that such good cooperation comtinue. 1In the last two or three
yvears, MSY (maxisum sustainsble yield) has glven 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. ICNAF 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 resoutces, that ICNAF 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 everyome.

16. Adjournment. The Chairman thanked all for their part in bringing to a successful conclueion 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 Plenarv Session
on 10 June 1977

That the total allowable catch and national quota allocatione 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.0. Box 638, Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
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Press Rotice

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-10 June 1977. About 140 repregentatives attended from all 17 Member Countries: Bulgaria,
Canada, Cuba, Denmark, Frence, Federal Republic of Germany, German Democratic Republie, Iceland, Italy,
Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and United
Kingdom. Observers were present from the European Economic Community (EEC), the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the International Commission for the Scutheast Atlantic
Fisheries (ICSEAF), and the United States of America.

Purpese of the Meeting

An important item for discussion was the future of the Commission and its petential 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 200-mile
fisheries zone of Canada were considered in informal intergoverumental comsultations convened and
chaired by Canada.

Scientific Advice

The Commission's Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) met at the Commission's Head-
quarters in Dartmouth, Nova Scotla, 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 Demnmark on four stocks in the northern part of
the ICNAF Area (Statistical Area 0 and Subarea 1) which lie within the 200-mile fisheries zone of these
countries; at the request of Canada, advice was provided on 18 stocks which lie completely within or
overlapping the 200-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 200-mile fisheries zone of the coastal
states, As was done in the preceding year, the advice was presented on the basis of a management
cbjective whereby options for the total allowable catches (TACs) were advised at catch levels somewhat
lower than those associzted with the maximum sustainable yield.

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
200~mile fisheries zone. The Commission alsc considered 19 other stocks which oecur completely within
the Capadian 200-mile zone or which overlap the 200-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,

Enforcement of Fishery Repulations

The Commission's Standing Committee on International Comtrol (STACTIC) reviewed the present procedures
of internatiomal control of fishing activities. It was noted that present ICNAF procedures apply to
fishing outside the 200-mile fisheries zone of coastal states, and that fishing inside the 200-mile
zone was subject to coastal state regulations and enforcement.

Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman

Dr D. Booss, Federal Republic of Germany, who has acted as Chairman of the Commission since the
resipgnation of Mr E. Gillett, United Kingdom, in December 1976, was elected Chairman for 1977/78 and
1978/79. Mr S. Ohkuchi, Commissioner of Japan to ICNAF, was ele¢ted Vice-Chairman of the Commission
for 1977/78 and 1978/79.

* Executive Secretary, ICRAF, P.0. 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, tc consider and adopt new multilateral arrangements
for future moltilateral cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic fisheries.

B. 1978 Annual Meeting

At the kind invitation of Dr D. Booss, on behalf of the Govermment 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 Statistica (STACRES) and on International Control (STACTIC).

17 June 1977 0ffice 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 mesasures were considered at the 1977
Annual Meeting for Subareas 2, 3 and 4.

Catches (000 tons) TACs (000 tons)?
Stock
Species area 1974 1975 1976 1976 1977 1978
Cod 26H 4 7 6 . 20 20 20
2431, 373 288 214 300 160 135
I 25 22 22 40 25 40
INo 73 44 24 43 30 15
Redfish 243K 10 26 27 30 30 30
M 35 16 17 16 16 16
ILN 22 18 21 20 16 16
30 13 15 15 16 16 20
Amer. plaice 243K 6 6 6 8 8 6
M 2 2 1 2 2 4
3LNO 46 43 51 47 47 47
Witeh flounder 2J+3KL 16 12 11 17 17 17
3N0 8 6 6 10 10 10
Yellowtail 3LNO 24 23 8 g 12 15
€. halibut 2+3KL 27 29 24 30 30 30
R. grenadier 2+3 28 27 21 32 35 35
Argentine 4VWE 17 15 7 25 20 20
Capelin 243K 127 199 216 237+° 212,54 212.55
3L 58 34 34 45 50 50
INO 101 132 110 126, 161, 141,
3IPs 2 2 + 9 9 9
: Provisional statistics compiled for 1977 Annual Meeting.

TACs include quantities estimated to be taken both inside and outside

the 200-mile fisheries zone, where applicable,

In addition, countries without specific allocations may each take up

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 RECOMMENDATIOQNS

PAﬁT I - PROCEEDINGS OF THE NINTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING ~ DECEMBER 1976

Amendment te Convention

1

re Continuing functioning of Commission

Congervation Proposals

1
2)
3
4}

5)

6)

7

B)

)]

10)

Harp and Hooded Seals ~ catch and seasons for 1977
Northern Deepwater Prawn (Shrimp) - mesh size
Trawl Fisheries - small-mesh, bottom—trawl — Div. 4VWX

Silver and Red Hakes - areas, season and exemption -
Div. 5Z and Statistical Axea 6

Herring - area, season and exemption for 1977 -
Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6

Squid (Lolige and Illex) - areas, seasons and
exemption for 1977 — Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6

Mackerel - areas, season, gear and exemption for 1977
- Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

Fishing Gear — repeal of regulation in Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6

Squid (Loligo and Illex) - commitment to revise 1977
catch re-allocations at 1977 Annual Meeting

TACs and Allocations - 9 stocks {(first tier) deferred
from 1976 Annual Meeting and group of stocks (second
tier) for 1977 — Convention Area amd Statistical Area

Resolutions

1
2)

re Development of future multilateral ccoperation

re Transfer to Spain from 1977 cod quota allocations
in Subareas 2 and 3

PART II ~ PROCEEDINGS OF TWENTY-SEVENTH ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 18977

Conservation Proposals

1

TACs and Allocations for 1978 fish stocks in
Subareas 2, 3, and 4

Resolutions

1)

Draft resolution to amend Internatienal Convention
for the Northwest Atlantic Flsheries

Future of Commission

Finance

Panel memberships — freezing number

Proc.

Proc.

Proc.

Proc.

Proc.

Froc.

Proc.

Proc.

Proc.

Proc.

Proc.

Proc,

Proc.

Proc.

Proc.

Proc,

Proc.,

3 with app. III

4 with App. III
5 with App. I

6 with App. I

8 with App. II

8 with App. III

8 with App. IV

8 with App. V

8 with App. VI

8 with App. VII

11 with App. II

3 with App. IV

9 with App. 1

9 with App. I

3 with App. III,
Annex 2

2 and 3

Pages

14,

51,

37,

82,

84,

87,

90,

94,

102,

14,

98,

160,

122,

117,

153,

24, 101

101
101

il

101

102

102

102

102

102

104

25, 101

101

161

134, 159

119

159
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PART II - PROCEEDINGS OF TWENTY-SEVENTH ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1977 (cont'g)

Finance (cont'd) Pages
Budget — 1977/78 Proc. 8 with App. I 155, 159
- 1978/79 Proc. 8 with app. III 157, 159
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