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PART 1

Report of the Meeting of the Fisheries Commission

16th Annual Meeting, 19-23 September 1994
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada

1. Opening Procedures (items 1-5 of the Agenda)

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Mr. H. Kaster (EU) on 20 September
1994 ac 11:15 hours. Representatives from the following Contracting Parties were
present: Canada, Cuba, Denmark {in respect of the Faroce Islands and Greenland},
Estonia, the European Union (EU}, Iceland, Japan, Republic of Korea, Latvia, Lithuania,
Norway, Poland, and the Russian Federation. {Annex 1)

Mr. R. Steinbock (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

The provisional agenda was adopted. (Annex 2} On the request of Canada the wording
"Management and technical measures for the following stocks, if available in the
Regulatory Area in 1995: i) Cod in Div, 3L" was reinserted under agenda item 18.9. The
EU disagreed since this language does not properly reflect the decisions taken by the
Fisheries Commission as from 1992. The EU proposed that this agenda item should read
"cod in 2J3KL". The Chairman noted the different views.

Representatives of the United States of America were welcomed to the Meeting as
observers.

It was agreed that narmal NAFO practice should be followed in relation to publicity and
that no statements would be made to the media until after the conclusion of the meeting
when a press release would be adopred by the General Council and issued by the NAFO
Secretariat to the public.

2. Administrative (item 6)

The Repubtic of Korea was welcomed as a Member of the Fisheries Commission pursuant
to the decision of the General Council under provisions of Article XIII-of the
Convention.

3. Conservation and Enforcement Measures {items 7 to 15)

Item 7, Incorporation of a Catch Reporting System into the Hail System {(Canadian
proposal in FC Doc 92/3} was referred to STACTIC and the budgetary aspects were
referred to STACFAD. The Representative of Canada suggested that the Commission
ask STACTIC to review the Canadian proposal and working on the assumption that the
concept in principle is acceprable, determine if there are any amendments that could or
should be made to the proposal to increase its effectiveness ot to make it more acceptable
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3.2

33

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

on an operational basis to Contracting Parties. The Representative of the EU agreed
with this reference but emphasized that the effective functioning of the current hail
system should be ensured. The EU Representative emphasized that the full functioning
of the current hail system should be ensured before upgrading it.

At the closing session, the Commission decided to defer this item to the 17th Annual
Meeting.

Item 8, Effort Plans for the Vessels of Contracting Parties operating in the Regulatory
Area, was referred to STACTIC. It was clarified that the Canadian proposal was to
require notification of effort plans with a view to increasing transparency regarding quotas
and fishing effort.

At the closing session, the Commission decided to defer this item to the 17th Annual
Meeting.

Item 9, Nominal Catches by Contracting Parties Exceeding Quotas, was referred to
STACTIC with a request to suggest improvements to the current proposed table. On
presentation by STACTIC, the madified table was adopted by the Meeting.

Item 10, NAFO Rules Regarding Incidental Catches, was withdrawn ar the request of
the Representative of Canada. This item was a Canadian proposal at the 1993
STACTIC meeting and was no longer considered appropriate by Canada.

Item 11, Annual Return of Infringement, Surveillance, Inspection Reports, was referred
to STACTIC. )

At the closing session, the Commission accepted in principle the Canadian proposal on
the understanding that the Contracting Parties will do their best in accordance with
their legislation to increase "transparency” of disposition of apparent infringements.

Item 12, Fishing Vessel Registration, was referred to STACTIC, which recommended
to discontinue this presentation. This was agreed by the Meeting.

Regarding Item 13, Review of the NAFQ Observer Scheme Pilot Project, the Chairman
of STACTIC (D. Brock - Canada) reported the conclusions of the Special Meeting of
STACTIC, August 30-September 1, 1994 (FC Doc 94/5). The Representative of the EU
questioned the effectiveness of the observer scheme. Following a suggestion by the
Representative of Canada, it was agreed to refer the following three questions to

STACTIC:

1) How can we best ensure that key fisheries {i.e. 3M:shrimp, 2+3 Greenland
halibut} are targeted for observer coverage, rather than the current system where
10% coverage is spread over all fisheries?

2) How can we make the program more time relevant thereby allowing the
observer to call attention to sericus infringements on a timely basis so that
inspectors, or Contracting Party authorities, can deal with the situation
immediately?
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3} Could STACTIC advise on the criteria to be used for evaluation ot an chserver
scheme?

At the closing session, it was proposed to extend the Pilor Project until 31 December
1995 with medification targetting on Greenland halibut fishery (up to 20% coverage).
The representative of the EU noted that if the Pilot Project should be continued that
he could only agree with an unchanged extension. The Chairman suggested to extend
the Pilot Project unchanged and that the Fisheries Commission would recommend to
Contracting Parties to ensure 20% observer coverage in the Greenland halibur fishery.

The Commission agreed with the unchanged extension and the recommendation as
suggested by the Chair. (Annex 3)

- Ttemn 14, Minimum Fish Size (witch, redfish, Greenland halibut) and Minimum Size of

Processed Fish (witch, redfish, Greenland halibut, cod, A. plaice, vellowtail flounder) was
referred to STACTIC. The Scientific Council could not provide advice to STACTIC
on minimum sizes for Greenland halibut and flatfishes since the necessary data had not
been made available (SC Working Paper 94/44).

The Representative of Canada noted the Canadian proposal in STACTIC to establish
processed length equivalents for minimum fish sizes (STACTIC Working Paper 94/15)
but asked that it be withdrawn at this time to permit further discussions on the subject.
The Representative of Denmark noted the difficulty in addressing this issue given that
some Parties have legislation prohibiting discards, The Fisheries Commission decided to
defer this item to the 17th Annual Meeting.

Irem 15, Report of STACTIC at the Annual Meeting, was presented by the Chairman
of STACTIC (D. Brock - Canada) at the closing session on 23 September 1994, and the
report was adopted by the Commission (see Part Il of the Fisheries Commission Report).

The STACTIC Chairman noted an absence of agreement on many of the agenda items.

He summarized STACTIC's conclusions as follows:

a) Re the Canadian proposal regarding disposition of details on infringements, there was
no consensus in favour of the Canadian proposal but agreement was reached on the
commitment to make returns in a timely manner and to pursue specific points of interest
bilaterally.

b) Re NAFO Observer Scheme Pilot Project, the Special Meeting of STACTIC was
held through 31.08-01.09.94 at NAFO Headquarters, and the report was presented to the
Fisheries Commission for comments and adoption (FC Doc. 94/5). At the current
meeting, delegations concluded that the Fisheries Commission, on the hasis of advice
from the Scientific Council; should recommend te Contracting Parties what the target
species should be for conservation purposes. It was agreed not to put forward
recommendations in respect of enforcement targets. Regarding the expeditious handling
of serious infringements, difficulties had been raised about changing the role of the
observer. It was not possible to develop assessment criteria but it was felt by some that
the relationship between costs and benefits of the program could be outlined.
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¢) Re Minimum fish sizes, there was broad support for the principle of establishing
minimum processed length equivalents however the EU envisaged practical difficulties
and Russta could not accept the principle.

- d) Re operation of the Hail System, costs of any enhancements to the existing system

were a key concern of delegations. It was suggested that the pilot project Phases [ and
H of a Communication Project for the NAFO Hail System be concluded at the earliest
opportunity so that an appreciation of the technical difficulties and costs could be better
understood before further consideration by STACTIC.

e} Re the Canadian proposal to remove fishing vessels less than 19.8 metres from
notification of Fishing Vessels List. STACTIC had been unable to fully discuss this
matter and further consideration had to be deferred to the next STACTIC meeting.

f) Re Review of the Inspectors Manual, no substantive discussion took place. It was
agreed that Contracting Parties would send any commerns 1o the Executive Secretary on
the understanding that no changes would be made to the manual without STACTIC's
review.

g} Re the Canadian proposal for effort plan notification for the vessels operating in the
Regulatory Area, the STACTIC Chairman suggested that the plans be entitled "Planned
effort in fishing days in the NAFO Regulatory Area for regulated species”. He noted that
as non-regulated species were not covered, the plans therefore could not be really
representative of the total effort in the Regulatory Area. He noted the EU delegation's
concerns with difficulties in linking effort with quotas given the difficulty in anticipating
the extent of fishing opportunities.

h) Re nominal carches by Contracting Parties exceeding quotas, there was support for
amendments to the current table which could refer to all species and quotas, hawever the
Canadian delegation wished to delere the entry for autenomous quotas.

i) Re report on registration of vessels fishing in the Regulatory Area, it was concluded
that this report was no longer necessary and need not be produced in future.

Canada tabled a proposal (FC Working Paper 94/19 - Annex 4) providing specific criteria
against which the Pilot Scheme could be evaluated as well as criteria for an intersessional
meeting of STACTIC to evaluate the affectiveness of the Pilot Project Observer Scheme.

4. Conservation of Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area (items 16 to 20)

The Chairman of the Scientific Council (Mr. H. Lassen - EU), gave a summary of the
June 1994 Report of the Scientific Council {SCS Doc. 94/19) and the Preliminary Report
from the Scientific Council (SC Working Paper 94/44) which provided the following
management advice for 1995 for fish stocks in the NAFO Regularory Area (NRA):

- Cod 2J3KL in NRA no directed fishery
- Cod 3M no directed fishery
- Cod 3NO no direcied fishery
- Redfish 3M 20 000 tons

- Redfish 3LN not exceeding 14 000 tons
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- American plaice 3M not exceeding 1 000 tons

- American plaice 3LNO no directed fishery

- Yellowtail flounder 3INO no directed fishery

- Witch flounder 3NO no directed fishery

- Capelin 3NO no directed fishery

- Squid (SA 3 and 4) no advice

- Greenland halibut (2+3) ' Reduce effort and catches

- Shrimp 3M Continue mandarory use of grates

in shrimp fishery but bar spacing of
less than 28 mm be enforced.
(appropriate spacing unknown at
present)

This presentation was followed by a number of questions and requests for clarification.

With respect to Greenland halibut 2+3, the Representative of Canada sought
confirmation that a reduction in effort weuld require a catch level below 40 000 tons.
The Chairman of the Scienrific Council noted that a projection of the catch in 1995 at
1993 effort levels is estimated to be 40 000 tons, however there was considerable
uncertainty to the catch estimates for 1991, 1992 and 1993. He could not advise the
actual reduction in effort and catch which would be necessary to halt the decline in the
bicmass and secondly to allow the rebuilding of the stock.

The Representative of Japan expressed concern about the significant amounts of redfish
by-carch in the shrimp fishery and requested a table showing shrimp catches, the
corresponding estimated by-carches of redfish and future yield losses of redfish. The
Representatives of Norway and Iceland reported that experiments with the spacing in
separator grates had shown that at 23mm redfish by-catch could be reduced significantly
without any loss of shrimp catches. The Representative of Denmark suggested that a
working group of experts could help determine the optimal spacing to reduce redfish by-
catch.

With respect to Greenland halibut, the Representarive of the EU asked about the source
for determining the status quo predicted catch level of 40 000 tons and the degree of
uncertainty attached to this determination. The Chairman of the Scientific Council
noted that this figure was derived as a matter of judgement based on catch rates, biomass
estimates and the expected reduction in catch rates. He noted that while a number of
stock surveys pointed to a sharp decline in biomass, the uncertainty about catch estimates
complicated the inevitable uncertainty from surveys.

The Representative of the EU asked whether the Scientific Council had examined all
the scientific data to date for 3NO cod. The SC Chairman confirmed that the
preliminary results of the Canadian spring 1994 survey had been incorporated and these
indicated extremely low stock size.

In response to a question from the EU regarding the impact of a food subsistence fishery
permitted by Canada for 2J3KL. cod during 1994, the Representative of Canada provided
a clarification which indicated a catch in the range of 700-750 tons (FC Working Paper
94/13).
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With respect to 3M cod, the Representative of Denmark noted the strength of the 1990-
91 year classes upon which he expected a fishery would continue in 1995. He expressed
concern about cod by-catches in the 3M shrimp fishery and the need for better technical
measures to protect juvenile fish. The Representative of Canada stated that Canada's
approach was to follow the Scientific Council's advice for no directed fishery. He asked
what would be the potentia! benefits of a continued moratorium and how soon could
these benefits be expected. The SC Chairman advised that as the 1990-91 year classes
will enter into the spawning stock at age 6, we could expect an increased spawning stock
for 1996-97. He would try to advise on when a fishery could be opened and what
quantity of fish could be expected at that time.

With respect to 3M shrimp, the Representative of Denmark noted its approach was for
appropriate conservation measures to permit continuation of the fishery. He proposed
a working group to examine shrimp management issues and the reduction of by-catches.

Concerning 3NO cod, the Representative of Canada stated that consistent with the
scientific advice, he took the view that a continued ban on directed fishing was the only
way to protect the 1989 vear class and allow rebuilding of the stock.

Consistent with the SC advice for 3LNQ American plaice, 3LNO Yellowtail flounder
and 3NO Witch, the Representative of Canada expressed the position that continuation
of the current bans on directed fishing was essential to halt the decline and allow
rebuilding of these stocks.

With respect to 3NQ capelin, the Representative of Norway expressed the view that the
current fishing ban on directed fishing should be continued.

With respect to 3L cod, the Representative of Canada endorsed the SC position for no
directed fishery.

With respect to Greenland halibut, the Canadian side gave a Geographic Information
Systems ((GIS) presentation to illustrate the status of the stock as per the SC advice and
to show catch and biomass trends inside the Canadian zone relative to those in the
Regulatory Area. The tables used in the presentation were provided as FC Working Paper
94/14. The Representative of Canada took the position that Greenland halibut in 2+3
needs to be managed as a single stock complex. The Representative of Canada noted
the clear SC advice for reduction in fishing effort. He outlined various options that
could be considered - in ascending order of risk to the conservation of the stock: firstly,
no fishing in 1995, secondly to set a TAC at 25% of the recent catch levels which would
allow a TAC of about 15 000 tons for 1995, which would be comparable to the
reductions that Canada had taken inside its zone in July 1994. A third option, and a
higher risk to conservation would be a TAC of 20 000 tons based on the average stable
catches from 1981-1986 of 25 000 tons but taking into account the age composition of
the biomass. He stated that 15 000 tons would seem a reasonable compromise and would
be Canada's preferred approach. He acknowledged that there were comments that actual
catches may have been as low as 42 000 tons rather than the 62 C00 tons figure used by
the Scientific Council. He stated that these differences showed the need for a targeted
observer scheme for Greenland halibut. He also noted the need for coordinated deep
water research on this stock for which Canada was open to cooperate with the other
Parties.
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The Representative of the EU noted that increases in catches also had occurred for
Greenland halibut in Areas 0 and 1. He noted the uncertainties as background to the
SC stock assessment. There was uncertainty in the SC advice regarding the harvest of
2+3 Greenland halibut, i.e. as high as 62 000 tons and perhaps as low as 42 000 tons.
He also noted the questions regarding the quality and comparability of the daia, the
uncertainty regarding Catch per Unit of Effort, all of which allowed room for different
interpretations. However he understood the SC advice recommiending that fishing effort
be reduced so as not to exceed a harvest of 40 000 tons. He noted that the EU was
cognizant of the fact that 2+3 Greenland halibut may need to be regulated and that he
would listen to other delegations' statements on how rthe situation could e improved.
He noted the EU's support for preparation of a list of research items on 2+3 Greenland
halibut by the Scientific Council and that the EU would try to allocate the necessary
funds towards this research. The Representative of Canada noted that in Area 0, Canada
had cut its 1994 quota from 12 000 tons to 5 500 tons in June 1994, He also clarified
that the SC was not recommending a TAC of 40 000 tons; rather that current effort
levels were esrimated to catch 40 000 tons and there was a need for a significant cut in
this effort.

5. Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks in the
Regulatory Area (items 17.1 to 17.4)

Cod 3M

The Representative of Denmark proposed a TAC of 11 000 tons which was supported
by the Representative of the EU. The Representative of Canada stated that in view of
the scientific advice for no directed fishery in 1995, Canada could nor support the
proposal. Following a vore, a TAC of 11 000 tons was adopted. The vote was carried
by six Parties in favour (Denmark {in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland),
Estonia, EU, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland). Four Parties abstained {Japan, Korea, Norway
and Russia) and three Parties opposed (Canada, Cuba and Iceland).

Redfish 3M
The Representative of Russia proposed a TAC of 26 000 tons.
A TAC of 26 000 tons for 1995 was adopted by consensus.

American plaice 3M

The Representative of Canada proposed no directed fishery consistent with the scientific
advice. It was clarified that the expected by-catches would be approximately 1 000 tons.

It was agreed by consensus that no directed fishery shall be carried out in 1995,

Shrimp 3M and 3LNO

The Chairman of the Working Group, Mr. E. Lemche, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe
[slands and Greenland) provided a report of the Working Group on Shrimp in the
Regulatory Area (FC Working Paper 94/15). He noted that the discussions were
constructive and highlighted a number of problems. The Working Group recommended
that the 40mm mesh size for shrimp fisheries in 3M be continued for 1995 and that the
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Fisheries Commission ask the Scientific Council to identify research activities necessary
to assess the status of the 3M shrimp stock, however it could not reach consensus on the
other issues with respect to 3M and 3LNO shrimp.

The SC Chairman reported on the loss of yield of 3M redfish as a result of by-catches
(FC Working Paper 94/15, FC Working Paper 94/12 - Third Revision). In response to
a question from the Representative of Estonia, the SC Chairman noted that seasonal and
area variations in by-catches were well docurnented for one year so far however it was
not known whether these occurred regularly on an annual basis.

Following discussions by heads of delegations, the Chairman summarized a proposal for
shrimp as follows:

1)
z)
3)

4}
5)

No shrimp fishery in 3LNO for 1995;

In 3M shrimp, reduce the bar space from 28 to 22mm;

In 3M shrimp, reduce the groundfish by-catch ceiling from 10% to 5% which
triggers the requirement to move fishing grounds;

In 3M shrimp, maintain the same level of observer coverage as in 1994 10%;
In 3M shrimp, maintain the same mesh size at 40 mm.

The foregoing proposal was adopted. (Annex 3)

6. Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks Straddling

National Fishing Limits (items 18.1 to 18.10)

Cod 3NO

The Representative of Canada proposed a continuation of the moratorium in light of the
scientific advice. The Representatives of Russia and Cuba supported the proposal.

[t was agreed by consensus that no directed fishery shall be carried our in 1995.

Redfish 3LN

The Representative of the EU proposed a TAC of 14 000 tons.

A TAC of 14 000 tons was adopted by consensus.

American plaice 3LNO

The Representative of Canada proposed continuation of the morarorium.

It was agreed by consensus that no directed fishery shall be carried out in 1995.

Yellowtail flounder 3LNO

The Representative of Canada proposed a continued moratorium.,

[t was agreed by consensus that no directed fishery shall be carried out in 1995.
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Witch flounder 3NO

The Representative of Canada proposed no directed fishery.

It was agreed by consensus that no directed fishery shall be carried out in 1995.
Capelin 3NO

The Representative of Norway proposed no directed fishery for 1995,

It was agreed by consensus that no directed fishery shall be carried cut in 1995.
Squid (Illex) Subareas 3 and 4

The Representative of Cuba proposed to maintain the TAC a.: 150 £C0 romns.

A TAC of 150 000 tons for 1995 was adopted by consensus.

Shrimp 3LNO

This was covered under item 5.4.

Management and Technical Measures for the following stocks, if available in the
Regulatory Area in 1995: Cod in Division 3L

The Representative of Canada proposed in light of the available scientific advice for a
moratorium that directed fisheries for cod in Division 3L in the Regulatory Area should
continue to be prohibited in 1995.

This proposal was adopted by consensus.

Greenland halibut 2+3

On the basis of the EU's understanding of the best scientific advice, the Representarive
of the EU proposed a TAC of 40 000 tons. There was no support for this proposal.

The Representative of Norway proposed in the spirit of compromise a TAC of 27 000
tons. The Representatives of Russia and Canada supported this proposal.

A catch limitation of 27 000 tons was adopted by the Fisheries Commission. The
European Union abstained.

Quota Table

The Representative of Korea requested an allocation of 2 000 tons of squid for 1995.
The Representatives of Canada and Cuba supported an allocation of 2 000 tons to be
transferred from the Squid - "Others" Quota. This proposal was adopted by consensus.
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The Representative of Russia objected to the block quotas and to footnote 1 of the
Quota Table. The Representative of Estonia stated that the block quota was harmful and
undermined the principle of compliance with the TAC. He requested afl Contracting
Parties to contribute to a speedy resolution of this issue and called upon the countries
sharing the collective quota to stop fishing once the quota has been reached. The
Representative of Latvia supported the statements of Russia-and Estonia and requested
that resolution of the block quotas be added o the agenda of the Special Meeting of the
Fisheries Commission. The Representative of Lithuania also supported the need to
resolve the block quota question. The Meeting agreed to handle this issue at a Special
Meeting of the Fisheries Commission Meeting.

With respect to Greenland halibut in Subareas 2+3, the Meeting agreed that decisions
on allocation of quotas to Contracting Parties would be made at a Special Meeting of the
Fisheries Commission to be called by the Fisheries Commission before January 1, 1995.
The Meeting further agreed that until these decisions are made, the provisions of Part
I, Section A.3 of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures shall apply and
that any catches taken as from January 1, 1995 by a Contracting Party would be
deducted from the quota of this Contracting Party to be agreed by the Fisheries
Commission at its Special Meeting. This was noted in footnote 6 of the Quota Table.
With respect to the timing of the Special Meeting, the Chairman announced that "the
Fisheries Commission has requested the Chair to call for a Special Meeting of the
Fisheries Commission before the first of January 1995. The Chair will undertake all
efforts to organize this meeting before this dare".

The Fisheries Commission adopted the Quota Table as attached (Annex 3), in
accordance with Schedute 1 of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures with
the exception of four Parties - Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Russia, for which a'block
quota" was allocared on the same conditions as last year as is noted in footnote 1 thereto.

7. Formulation of Request to the Scientific Council for Scientific Advice
on the Management of Fish Stocks in 1995 (item 19)

Following a proposal by the Representative of Canada, it was agreed to submit a request
to the Scientific Council {Annex 6) for scientific advice on management in 1996 of
certain fish stocks in Subareas 3 and 4. It was agreed to amend this working paper to
also include the recommendation of the Shrimp Working Group to identify research
activities necessary to assess the status of the 3M shrimp stock. [t was noted that the
Scientific Council had provided a report on research needed to address the uncertainties
about stock structure and status of Greenland halibut (Annex 7).

8. Transfer of Quotas Between Contracting Parties (item 20)

It was agreed that the NAFO Executive Secretary would prepare a table outlining any
transfer of quoras during 1994.

9. Closing Procedures (items 21 to 23)

The 17th Annual Meeting will be held on 11-15 September 1995 in the Halifax-
Dartmouth area subject to the decision of the General Council.
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9.2 There was no other business to discuss at the Meeting.
93 The Representative of Canada thanked the Chairman of the Fisheries Commission on
behalf of the Meeting for his efforts and objectivity in conducting the meetings of the

Fisheries Commission.

9.4 The Annual Meeting of the Fisheries Commission was adjourned at 1330 hours on 23
September 1994.

Adoption of Report

The Report of the Fisheries Commission was reviewed and adopted by unanimous consent by the
Fisheries Commission on 12 January 1995 (according to GF/94-633 of 12 December 1994).
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W. B. Brodie, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, NAFC, Box 5667, St. John's, Newfeundland A1C 5X1

B. Bursey, Intergovernmenral Affairs Secretariat, Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, Confederation Bldg., P. O.
Box 8700, St. John's, Newfoundland A1B 4]6

B. Chapman, P. O. Box 8900, St. John's, Newfoundland, ALB 3R9

H. M. Clarke, Fisheries Resource Conservarion Council, 200 Kent Streer, Ottawa, Ontario KiA 0E6

E. B. Dunne, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. Q. Box %667, St. John's, Newfoundland- AIC 5X1

V. Edgar, Cffice of Deputy Minister, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street, Ottawa, Onrario KIA 0E6

D. Elie, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent 5t., Ortawa, Ontario K1A OE&

J. Elt, Nunavut Wildlife Management Board, Box 1379, [qawir, Northwest Territories

A. A. Erchegary, Chairman, Nfld. Government Provincial Fisheries Council, P. O, Box 328, RR 1, Paradise, Newfoundland
AlL 1C1

R. Gelinas, Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street, Ortawa, Ontario K1A Q0E6

D. L. Gill, Internarional Directorate, Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent St., Ottawa, Ontarie K1A 0E6

J. Gough, DFC Communications, P. Q. Box 550, Halifax, Nova Scotia B3) 257

J. E. Haché, Fisheries Operations, Depr. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kenr St., Orrawa, Ontario K1A 086

D. R. Jennings, DFO Communications, P. O. Box 550, Halifax, N.S. B3] 257

A. A. Longard, Marine Resources, N. S. Depr. of Fisheries, P. O. Box 2223, Halifax, Nova Scotia B3] 3C4

C. F. MacKinnen, Marine Advisor, Groundfish and Seaplants, Nova Scoria Depr. of Fisheries, P. O. Box 2223, Halifax,
N. S. B3] 3C4

E. McCurdy, cfo FFAW/CAW, P. O. Box 10, 2 Steers Cove, St. John's, Newfoundland A1C 5H5

P. McGuinness, Vice-President, Fisheries Council of Canada, #806-141 Laurier Avenue West, Otrawa, Ontario K1P 5]3

E. ]. Maher, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, B. O. Box 350, Halifax, Nova Scotia B3] 257

N. Melanson, Office of Deputy Minister, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street, Ortawa, Ontario K1A OE6
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B. Mewdell, Dept of Fisheties and Oceans, 200 Kent St., Room 1412, Ottawa, Onrario K1A 0E6

E. Mundell, Mission of Canada to the European Communiries, Avenue de Tervuren, 2, B-1040 Brussels, Belgium

W. M. Murphy, Mersey Sea Foods, ['. O. Box 1290, Liverpool, Nova Scotia BOT 1KQ

D. G. Parsons, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. Q. Box 5667, St. John's, Newfoundland A1C 5X1

J. Quintal-McGrath, Dept of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Streer, Otrawa, Ontario K1A 0E6

E. R. Roe, Clearwater Fine Foods, 757 Bedford Highway, Bedford, Nova Scotia

M. Rowe, Dept of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent St., 15th Floor, Otrawa, Ontario K1A OE6

W. Sanford, Office of the Ambassador for Fisheries Conservation, Dept of Foreign Affairs, 125 Sussex Drive, Ottawa,
Ontario K1A 0G2

M. Short, Bain Johnson Bldg., 8th Floor, St. John's, Newfoundland

M. Showell, BIO/MFD, P. O. Box 1006, Dartmourh, N. S. BZY 4A2

R. Scioccherti, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. Q. Box 550, Halifax, Nova Scotia B3] 257

K. Sonnenberg, Box 123, Seal Cove, New Brunswick EOG 3BO

R. Steinbock, Dept of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street, Ortawa, Onrario K1A 0E6

G. B. Stenson, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's, Newfoundland ALC 5X1

R. C. Stirling, Seafood Producers Association of N.S., P. Q. Box 991, Darimouth, N.S. B2Y 376

L. Strowbridge, Offshore Surveillance, Nfld. Region, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P.O. Box 5667, St. John's,
Newfoundland AIC 5X1

G. Traverse, Director, Resource Management Div., Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. . Box 5667, St. John's,
Newfoundland A1C 5X1

P. Veitch, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's, Newfoundland A1C 5X1

W. E. Wells, Fishery Products International, 70 O'Leary Ave., P. O. Box 550, St. John's, Newfoundland A1C 5L1

E. Wiseman, Direcror, International Fisheries, Atlantic, Depr. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Streer, Ortawa, Ontario
K1A QE2

CUBA

Head of Delegation

J. M. Benjamin, Depucy Minister of Fisheries, Ministerio de la Industria Pesquera, Barlovento, Jaimanirtas, Municipio Playa,
Ciudad de la Havana

Representative

J. M. Benjamin {sec address above)

Advisers

]. Lopez Piedra, Ministeric de la Industria Pesquera, Barlovento, Sta Fe, Playa, La Habana

R. Dominguez, Cuban Fishing Fleet Representative, 1881 Brunswick St., Apt. 908, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

DENMARK (in respect of Faroes and Greenland)

Head of Delegation

E. Lemche, Director, Gronlands Hjemmestyre, Pilestraede 52, Box 2151, Copenhagen, Denmark
Alrernate

K. P. Mortensen, Foroya Landsstyri, P. O. Box 87, FR-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
Representatives

E. Lemche (see address above)
K. P. Martensen: {see address above)
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Advisers

D. M. Carlsson, Greenland Fisheries Research Institute, Tagensvej 135, 1., DK-2200 Copenhagen, Denmark
H. P. Egede, APU, Box 310, DK-3500, Nuuk, Greenland :

J. ). Engelstoft, Greenland Fisheries Research Institute, Box 570, 3900 Nuuk, Greenland

H. Fischer, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Div. N.5, Asiatisk Plads 2, DK-1448 Copenhagen K, Denmark
H. Leth, Direkraratet for Fiskeri, Fangst and Landbrug, Box 269, DK 3900, Nuuk, Greenland

A. Nicolajsen, Fiskirannsoknarstovan, Noatun, P. O. Box 3051, FR-100 Torshavn, Faroe Islands

K. Nygaard, Biological Station, Box 570, 3900 Nuuk, Greenland

M. H. Pedersen, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2 Asiarisk Plads, 1448 Copenhagen, Denmark

P. M. Pedersen, P. O. Box 310, 3500 Nuuk, Greenland

8. A, Pedersen, Greenland Fisheries Research Institute, Tagensvej 135.1, 2200 Copenhagen N, Denmark
B. Petersen, Shipowners Assoc., 410 Kollafjerd, Faroe Islands

H. Siegstad, Greenland Fisheries Research Institute, P. O. Box 570, DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland

ESTONI1A
Head of Delegation
L. Vaarja, General Director, National Estonian Board of Fisheries, Lai Streer 39/41, EE 0100 Tallinn
Representative
L. Vaarja {see address above)
Advisers

R. Aps, National Estonia Board of Fisheries, Lai 39/41, EE 0100 Tallinn
K. End, Faehimani 4-8, Tallinn

T. Lukk, Ravala Str. 9, EE-0100 Tallinn

E. Noor, Dagomar, Pae Str. 12, EE-0014 Tallinn

V. Ruul, Vaike-Posti 11, EE-3600 Parnu

EUROPEAN UNION (EU)
Head of Delegation

Q. Tougaard, Commission of the European Union, 200 Rue de Loi, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium
Representative

Q. Tougaard (see address above) .

Advisers

]. R. Beck, Ambassador, Delegation of the Commission of the EU, 1110-350 Sparks Street, Ortawa, Onsario KIR 758

H. Koster, Commission of the European Union, Rue Joseph 11, 99, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

A. Astudillo, Commission of the European Union, DGXLV, Rue Joseph 11 99, 1049 Brussels

P. A. Curran, Direcrorate General for Fisheries, Commission of the Eurapean Union, Rue Joseph 11 99, 7/20, B-1049
Brussels, Belgium

E. Penas, Commission of the European Union, DG XIV-B.1, 200, Rue de la Loi, 1049 Brussels

P. Heller, Commission of the European Union, Rue de la Loi 200, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

D. Dunkley, Directorate General for Fisheries, Commission of the European Union, Rue Joseph 11 99, B-1049 Brussels,
Belgium

H. B. Baggendorff, Eurostar, Commission of the EU, Batiment Jean Monnet, BP 1907, L-2920 Luxembourg

D. Cross, Eurostar, Commissicn of the EU, Batiment Jean Monnet, BP 1907, Luxembourg

G. F. Kingston, Sentor Assistant {Economic and Comemercial Affairs), Delegation of the Commission of the EU, 1110-350
Sparks St., Ottawa, Ontaric KIR 758
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T. Cramer, Bundesministerium fur Emahrung, 53123 Bonn, Germany

G. Conrad, Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Rochusstr. 1, 53107 Bonn, Germany

V. Cody, Council of the European Union, Rue de la Loi 170, B-1048 Brussels

B. Buch, Repr. Permanente du Danemark, Rue D'Arlon 73, 1040 Brussels, Belgium

M. Stein, Institut fur Seefischerei, Palmaille 9, D-22767 Hamburg, Germany

H. P. Cornus, [nstitut fur Seefischerei, Bundesforschungstanstalt fuc Cischerel, Palmaille 9, 22767 Hamburg, Germany

J. F. Gilon, Ministere de {'Agriculture et de la Peche, Head of Missior, Dept. International Affairs, 3 Place Fontenoy,
75007 Paris, France

J. Herrero, Secretaria General de Pesca Maritima, Jose Ortega y Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid, Spain

C. Asencio, Secretaria General de Pesca Maritima, Jose Ortega v Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid, Spain

J. T. Santos, Secretaria General de Pesca Maritime, Ortega y Gasser, 57, Madrid, Spain

J. R. Fuertes Gamundi, Cooperativa Armadores Pesca Vigo, Apartado 1078, Vigo, Spain

P. E. Franca, ADAPI- Edific dos Armadores, 13-A, Docapesca-Pedroucos, 1400 Lisboa

M. lriondo, Avda. Ategorrieta, 11, San Sebastian, Spain

I. M. Liria, ANAMER, Aparrado 1.078, Vigo, Spain )

J. L. Meseguer, Asociacion de Empresas de Pesca de Bacalao, Especies Afinesy Asociadas (ARBAC), Enrique Lameta 10,
Madrid 28036, Spain

A. M. Paiac, ADAPI- Edifio dos Armadores, 13-A, Docapesca-Pedroucos, 1400 Lisboa

A, Vazquez, Instituto de Investigaciones Marinas, Muelle de Bouzas, Vige, Spain

E. deCardenas, Instituto Espanol de Oceanografia, P. Q. Box 240, Santander, Spain

M. H. Figueiredo, Direccao Geral das Pescas, Edificio Vasco da Gama, Alcantara, 1300 Lisbon, Portugal

A. Avila de Melo, Instituto Nacional de Invesrigacao das Pescas, Av. Brasilia 1400, Lisbon, Portugal

M. L. Gedinho, Instituto Nacional de Investigacao das Pescas, Av. Brasilia, Alges Praia, 1400 Lisbon, Portugal

H. Lassen Danmark Fiskeri-og Havundersogelser, Charlottenlund Slot, DK-2920 Charlottenlund, Denmark

1.-C. Mahe, [FREMER, BP 4240, F-97500 St. Pierre et Miguelon

C. C. Southgate, Room 428, Nobel House, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Smith Square, London SW1P 3HX

C. Bowles, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Nobel House, 17 Smith Square, Room 427, London SW1P 3jR

J. Casey, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Directorate of Fisheries Research, Fisheries Laboratory, Pakefield
Road, Lowesteft, Suffolk, United Kingc]om

ICELAND
Head of Delegation
A. Halldorsson, Minisery of Fisheries, Skulagara 4, 150 Revkjavik
Representatives
A. Halldorsson (see address above)

F. J. Amgrimsson, Linnarbrant 1, 170 Seltjarnarmes
U. Skuladottir, Marine Research Institute, Skulagara 4, P. O. Box 1390, Reykiavik

JAPAN

Head of Delegation

K. Yonezawa, cfo Fishery Division, Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku,
Tokyo

Representatives

K. Yonezawa (see address above)

Advisers

K. Hanafusa, Deputy Director, Inzernational Affairs Div., Fisheries Agency, Government of Japan, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki,

Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
H. Inoue, Japan Fisheries Association, Suite 1408, Duke Tower, 5251 Duke Street, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada B3] 1P§
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M. Sato, Fishery Division, Economic Affairs Burcau, Ministry of Foreipn Affairs, 2-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ky,
Tokyo .

K. Yokawa, Fishery Biologist, Distant-Water Groundfish Section, National Research Institute of Far Seas Fisheries, 5-7-1
Orido, Shimizu 424

M. Yoshida, Japan Deepsea Trawlers Association, 601 Yasuda Bldg., 3-6 Kanda, Ogawa-Cho, Chiyoda
“ku, Tokyo

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Head of Delegation

Y. ]. Jung, Embassy of the Republic of Korea, 151 Slater Street, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

Representatives

Y. I. Jung (sec address above)

Advisers

Y. H. Chung, Narional Fisheries Administratien, 19th Floor, Daewoo Bldg., 541, 5 Ga Namdaemoenro, Chung-Gu, Seoul
B. R. Yang, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Rescurces Div., 177 Sejongro, Jongrofu, Secul

LATVIA
Head of Delegation
A. Ukis, Vice-Minister, Ministry of Maritime Affaivs, Republic of Latvia, 63,.Kr. Waldemara str., Riga, 226492
Representative
AL Ukis (see address above)
Advisers
N. Riekstins, Ministry of Maritime Affairs, Republic of Latvia, 63, Kr. Valdemara str, Riga, 1V-1142
LITHUANIA
Head of Delegation

A. Rusakevicius, Depury Minister-Direcror of Fisheries Dept, Ministry of Agriculture, Republic of Lithuania, 9,
Juozapavichiaus str, Vilnius 2600

Representatives
A. Rusakevicius (see address above)
NORWAY
Head of Delegation
P. Gullestad, Direcrorate of Fisheries, P. O. Box 185, 5002 Bergen
Representative
P. Gullestad (see add%ess above)
Adviser

A, Maraak, P. O. Box 94, 5001 Aalesund
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POLAND

Head of Delegation

]. Fota, Consul, Polish Trade Commissioner's Office, 3501 Avenue du Musee, Montreal, Quebec, Canada H3G 2C8
Representative

]. Fota (see address above)

Alternate

- L. Dybiec, Ministry of Transport and Maritime Economy, Sea Fishery Dept,, Chalubinskiego Str. 4/6, 00-958 Warsaw
RUSSIA

Head of Delegation

A. Rodin, First Deputy Chairman, Fisheries Commirree of the Russian Federation, 12 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow
103031

Representative
A. Rodin (see address above)
Alternates

V. Fedorenko, Chief, Deparrment of [nternational Cooperation, Fisheries Committee of Russian Federation,
12 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow 103031

V. Tsoukalov, Chief, Department of Fisheries Resources, Fisheries Committee of Russian Federation, 12 Rozhdestvensky
Boul., Moscow 103031

Advisers

G. V. Goussev, Fisheries Committec of Russian Federation, 12 Rozhdestvensky Boul., Moscow 103031

V. P. Torokhov, Sevryba Co., Murmansk, 183000

V. N. Sclodovnik, Embassy of the Russian Federation, 1609 Decatur St. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20011

E. M. Troyanovsky, Director, Knipovich Polar Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and Oceanography (PINRO), .
6 Knipovich St. 183763, Murmansk

Y. Videneev, Representative of the Russian Federarion in Canada on Fisheries, 2074 Robie St., Halifax, Nova Scotia,
Canada B3K 3L3

OBSERVERS

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Blankenbeker, National Marine Fisheries Service-NOAA, 1335 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, MD 20910

H. Milter U.S. Dept. of State (OESOMC), 2201 C Street, Washington, D.C. 20520

Bootes, National Marine Fisheries Service, Dept. of Commerce, 1335 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, MD» 20910

S, Tinkham, Office of Marine Conservation, QES/OMC Room 7820, U).S. Department of State, Washingren, D.C.
205207818 ’

L. Tobey, U.S. Consulate General, Cogswell Tower #910, Scoria Square, Halifax, N.5., Canada B3] 3K1

K.
K
R
H.
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. L. I. Chepel, Executive Secretary
. Amaratunga, Assistant Executive Secretary
. H. Champicn, Administrative Assistant
Keating, Accounting Officer
Cruikshank, Senior Secretary
. Perry, Desktop Publishing/Documents Clerk
C. A. Auby, Clerk-Typist
Moultor, Statistical Officer
. A. Myers, Graphic Arts/Prinring Technician
T.
L.
L.
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Crawford, Graphic Arts/Printing Technician
Marshall, Statistical Clerk
Kerr, Staristical Clerk

NEmPOD:



10.

11.

1.

13

14.

15.

141

Annex 2. Agenda

1. Qpening Procedures
Opening by the Chairman, H. Koster (EU)
Appointment of Rapporteur
Adoption of Agenda
Admission of Obsesvers
Publicity
Ii. Administrative
Review of Commission Membership
I11. Conservation and Enforcement Measures
Incorporation of a Catch Reporting System into the Hail System
Effort Plans for the Vessels of Contracting Parties Operating in the Regulatory Area
Nominal Catches by Contracting Parties Exceeding Quotas
NAFO Rules Regarding Incidental Catches
Annual Return of Infringement, Surveillance, Inspection Reports
Fishing Vessel Registration in the Regulatory Area
Review of the NAFO Observer Scheme Pilot Project
13.1 Reports by Contracting Parties on the results of pilot projects
13.2  Evaluation of any administrative or operational problems of the program
13.3  Assessments of the effectiveness and the costs of the program
134  Appropriateness of including an observer scheme in the NAFO Conservation
and Enforcement Measures

13.5  Decision on proposals for a NAFO Observer Scheme

Minimum Fish Size {witch, redfish, Greenland halibut} and Minimum Size of Processed
Fish (witch, redfish, G. halibut, cod, A. plaice, yellowtail flounder)

Report of STACTIC at the Annual Meeting
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

22

23,

1V. Conservation of Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area

Summary of Scientific Advice by the Scientific Council

Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area

17.1
17.2
17.3
174

Cod in Div. 3M

Redfish in Div. 3M
American plaice in Div. 3M
Shrimp in Div. 3M

Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks Straddling National Fishing Limits

18.1
18.2
18.3
18.4
18.5
18.6
18.7
18.8
18.9

18.10

Cod in Div. 3NO

Redfish in Div. 3LN

American plaice in Div. 3LNO

Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LNO

Witch flounder in Div. 3NO

Capelin in Div. 3NO

Squid (Illex) in Subareas 3 and 4

Shrimp in Div. 3LNO

Management and Technical Measures for the foliowing stocks, if available in the
Regulatory Area in 1995:

i} Cod in Div. 3L

Greenland halibut

Formulation of Request to the Scientific Council for Scientific Advice on the
Management of Fish Stocks in 1996

Transfer of Quotas Between Contracting Parties

V. Closing Procedures

Time and Place of the Next Meeting

Other Business

Adjournment
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Annex 3. Decisions by the Fisheries Commission on the
Conservation and Enforcement Measures in the Regulatory Area

To amend: Part I - Management, Other Measures, item E
to read: Cod in Div. 3L

Noting differences that have been expressed on the subject of 2J3K1. cod by Contracting
Parties,

Naoting the need to avoid prejudice to the legal position of any Contracting Party on this
subject,

Noting the current moratorium that is being applied by Canada to the fishing of this
stock,

Noting the available scientific advice,

Directed fisheries for this cod in Division 3L in the Regulatory Area shall not be
permitted in 1995.

To amend: Part I, - Management, Other Measures, items F & G
to read: Shrimp in Div. 3M and 3LNO
F. Vessels fishing for shrimp in Division 3M in 1995 shall use nets with a

minimum mesh size of 40 mm.

Vessels fishing for shrimp in Division 3M in 1995 shall use sorting grids or
grates with maximum spacing between the bars of 22 mm.

In the event that total by-catches of all regulated groundfish species in any haul
exceed 5 percent by weight, vessels shall immediately change fishing area
(minimum of 5 nautical miles} in order to seek to avoid further by-catches of
regulated groundfish.

A Contracting Party shall ensure that its vessels fishing shrimp in Division 3M
in 1995 are included in its implementation of the pilot project for a NAFO
observer scheme, as outlined in Part VI of the Conservation and Enforcement
Measures. A Contracting Party shall further deploy observers so as to ensure
that 2 minimum of 10 percent of the Contracting Party's total estimated fishing
days on ground for shrimp in Division 3M in 1995 are subject to observation.

G. Due to biological considerations, all Contracting Parties shall ensure that their
vessels shall not conduct a directed fishery for shrimp in division 3LNO in 1995.

To amend: Part VI-Pilot Project for a NAFO Observer Scheme
to modify: The Pilot Project shall be extended to 31 December 1995 and all dates
in Part VI be modified accordingly.
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Annex 4. Canadian Proposal to Continue the Pilot Project Observer
Scheme to Increase Coverage Levels, and to Define Criteria Which
Could be Used to Measure the Effectiveness of the Pilot Project

Background

The pilot project observer scheme was implemented on January 1, 1993. The project requires
Contracting Parties, that anticipate their annual fishing operations to exceed 300 fishing days, to
deploy trained individuals on 10% of their vessels to monitor compliance with the Conservation
and Enforcement Measures.

At a Special Meeting {August 30 - September 1, 1994), STACTIC could not reach a conclusion
on the effectiveness of the pilot project observer scheme.

Some STACTIC representatives expressed the view that observer deployments simply confirmed
information reported by inspectors while others felt that masters were deterred from committing
apparent infringement by the presence of observers.

It is important that the Fisheries Commission be provided with a detailed assessment of the pilor
project observer scheme to determine if such a scheme is an appropriate and effective means to
monitor compliance by fishing vessels with Conservation and Enforcement Measures.

The current pilot project terminates December 31, 1994.

Proposal

Canada proposes that the Fisheries Commission continue the pilot project observer scheme
continue in 1995.

Canada further proposes that coverage levels for certain fisheries be increased. Specifically,
coverage levels should be increased to 20% for the Greenland halibut and shrimp*. This proposal

would require minor amendments to paragraph 3(b} of Part VI of the Conservation and
Enforcement Measures.

Paragraph 3(b} of Part VI should be amended as follows:

3(b)  Deploy those observers appropriately to cnsure that a minimum of 20% of the
Contracting Party's total estimated fishing days for Greenland halibut and shrimp in the
Regulatory Area during 1995 are subject to observation. Other fisheries in the Regulatory
Area should be subject to coverage levels of 10%.

Increased coverage levels will provide additional information on the levels of compliance by
fishing vessels with all Conservarion and Enforcement Measures. Increased coverage levels will
also provide additional data against which the pilot project could be properly evaluated.

* NOTE: Canadian Representative noted at the Meeting that 20% coverage for shrimp
should be changed to 10% as result of earlier agreement at the Commission.
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To ensure that the effectiveness of the pilot project can be properly assessed, Canada proposes that
the Fisheries Commission instruct STACTIC to develop specific criteria against which the scheme
can be evaluated.

These criteria should, as a minimum, include comparative analysis of the fishing practices of
abserved and non-observed vessels. This analysis should focus on observed and non-observed

vessels that fish in the same NAFO divisions during similar time periods and could include
analysis of:

- variations in compliance levels for significant Conservaticn and Enforcement Measures
- variations in reported by-carch and discard levels
- variations in reported catches of regulated and non-tegulated species

Other analyses could include a comparison of the costs/results of observer coverage and inspection
vessels.

STACTIC should meet in advance of the 17th Annual Meeting to evaluate the effecriveness of

the pilot project Observer Scheme and present a report to the Fisheries Commission at the 17th
Annual Meeting.
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Annex 6. Fisheries Commission's Request for Scientific Advice on
Management in 1996 of Certain Stocks in Subareas 3 and 4

The Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the Coastal State as regards the
stocks below which occur within its jurisdiction, requests that the Scientific Council, at
a meeting in advance of the 1995 Annual Meeting, provide advice on the scientific basis

for the management of the following fish and invertebrate stocks or groups of stocks in
1996:

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

Redfish {Div. 3LN; Div. 3M)

American plaice (Div. 3LNO; Div. 3M)
Witch flounder (Div. 3NQ)

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

Squid (Subareas 3 and 4)

Shrimp (Div. 3M)

Greenland halibut (Subareas 2 and 3)

The Commission and the Coastal State request the Scientific Council to consider the
following optiens in assessing and projecting future stock levels for those stocks listed
above:

a) For those stocks subject to analytical dynamic-pool type assessments, the status
of the stock should be reviewed and management options evaluated in terms of
their implications for fishable stock size in both the short and long term.  As
general reference points the implications of fishing at Fy, Fjgg and F in
1996 and subsequent years should be evaluated. The present stock size and
spawning stock size should be described in relation to those observed histerically

and those expected in the longer term under this range of options.

Opinions of the Scientific council should be expressed in regard to stock size,
spawning stock sizes, recruitment prospects, catch rates and TACs implied by
these management strategies for 1996 and the long term. Values of F
corresponding to the reference points should be given and their accuracy
assessed,

b) For those stocks subject to general production-type assessments, the time series
of data should be updated, the starus of the stock should be reviewed and
management options evaluated in the way described above to the extent
possible. In this case, the general reference points should be the level of fishing
effort or fishing mortality (F) which is calculated to be required to rake the
MSY carch in the long term and two-thirds of that effort level.

c) For those resources of which only general biological andfor catch data are
available, no standard criteria on which to base advice can be established. The
evidence of stock status should, however, be weighed against a strategy of
optimum yield management and maintenance of stock biomass at levels of about
two-thirds of the virgin stock.
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d) Spawning stock biomass levels that might be considered necessary for
maintenance of sustained recruitment should be recommended for each stock.
In those cases where present spawning stock size is a matter of scientific concern
in relation to the continuing productive potential of the stock, management
options should be offered that specifically respond to such concems.

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

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

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

- a graph of catch options for the year 1996 over a range of
fishing mortality rates (F} at least from Fj; to F,,.

- a graph showing spawning stock biomass at 1.1.1997
corresponding to each catch option.

- graphs showing the yield-per-recruit and spawning stock per-
recruit values for a range of fishing mortality.

ii) for stocks for which advice is based on general production models, the
relevant graph of production on fishing mortality rate or fishing effort.

In all cases the three reference points, actual F, F_,

and F;; should be shown.

The Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the Coastal State requests that the
Scientific Council continue to provide information, if available, on the stock separation
in Div. 2J+3KL and the proportion of the biomass of the cod stock in Div. 3L in the
Regulatory Area and a projection if paossible of the proportion likely to be available in
the Regulatory Area in future years. Information is also requested on the age
composition of that portion of the stock occurring in the Regulatory Area.

The Scientific Council is asked to review all data available on the implications of using
90 mm minimum mesh size in mid-water trawls when fishing for redfish in Div. 3LN, in
comparison to 130 mm. This should include consideration of fish lost during haulbacks.

Noting that the Scientific Council held a Symposium on Seals in the Ecosystem, the
Fisheries Commission requests a derailed report on the nature and extent of analyses that
were tabled at the Symposium with respect to the interrelation between seals and
commercial fish stocks, together with recommendations on research needed to quantify
further interactions.
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Noting the Scientific Council's recommendations for coordinated research on Greenland
halibut, the Fisheries Commission and the two Coastal States emphasize the urgency of
acquiring information on the distribution and stock status. The Scientific Council is
requested to pursue its coordinated efforts and member countries are urged to commit the
necessary tesources to the research.
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Annex 7. Request From Fisheries Commission With Respect to
Research Requirements for Greenland Halibut

In response to a request of the Fisheries Commission, the Council reviewed the research
requirements considered necessary to significantly enhance knowledge on the biology and
assessment of Greenland halibut in NAFO Subareas 2 and 3.

The major requirements are

1) survey coverage of the total stock area to depths of at least 1500 meters

2) dara from the commercial fisheries including biological data
At present, part of the distribution area is being surveyed but coverage of deep strata has not been
carried out except on an occasional basis. It is recognized that for proposals for expanded surveys
to deeper water than usual some vessels currently used do not the capacity to carry out surveys
in deeper waters. Therefore, vessels with the necessary capability to fish deep water would be

required as a complement.

In reviewing the current survey activity in comparison to the major requirement the Council
noted that:

1) There has been no recent stratified random bottom trawl survey in Divisions
2GH.
2) The annual Canadian groundfish surveys conducted in autumn in Divisions

2]+3K and 3LNO extends only to 1000 meters and to 730 m respectively.

3) The only deeper water survey in 3KLMN was a Canadian survey carried out in
the winter of 1994. 1f this is repeated, it should (at least} use the same design,
gear and the same or similar vessel as used in 1994. In addition, the survey
should be expanded to caver additional area in Divisions INO to where the
commercial fishery has also expanded in recent years.

4) The annual groundfish survey conducted by the European Union in Division 3M
during summer {mainly July)} does not extend below 700 meters nor does it
include the area of the Flemish Pass.

3) The European Union proposed Greenland halibut survey in the NAFO
Regulatory Area using longlines to depths of 2000-2500 meters should be carried
out in autumn 1995 in conjunction ,and as a complement, to the Canadian
groundfish surveys.

6} There is a need to expand sampling of the commercial fishery for biological data
such as length, sex, maturity and age especially from deepwater fixed gear
fisheries in Canada's far north where current sampling is very limited.
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7) For the purpose of examining migratory patterns especially in the deepwater of
3LMNOQO, tagging studies should be conducted. As a first initiative, this should
be conducted, in part, during the proposed European Union longline survey
since longline gear offers an increased chance of survival from tagging.

8) In response to continued requests from the Fisheries Commission regarding
minimum landing size for Greenland halibug, some gear selectivity studies using
current regulated mesh size would be informative.

In addition to the above proposals, it would be advisable to continue the trawl surveys in Subarea
1 being the longest continuous survey time series on the stock in recent years, and further to
supplement this with surveys in Division OB offshore so as to cover the offshore distribution area.

Besides a thorough collection of biological data including length, sex, maturity, fecundity, diet
etc., from the above proposed surveys and expanded surveys, a complete set of appropriate
environmental observations should be collected.
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Annex 8. List of Decisions and Actions by the Fisheries Commission
(16th Annual Meeting; 19-23 September 1994)

Substantive issue (propositions/motions)

Decistonf/Action {(FC Doc. 94/13; item)

1. Incerporation of a Catch Reporting
System in the Hail System

2. Effort Plans for the Vessels of
Contracting Parties Operating in the
Regulatory Area

3. Nominal Catches by Contracting Parties
Exceeding Quotas

4. NAFO Rules Regarding Incidenral
Catches

5. Annual Return of Infringement,
Surveillance, Inspection Reports

6. Fishing Vessel Repistration

7. NAFO Observer Scheme Pilot Project

8. Minimum Fish Size {(Part .D of the
Measures)

9. Report of the STACTIC Special
Meeting (30.08-01.09.94} on the Pilot
Project Observer Scheme {FC Doc. 94/5)

10. Report of STACTIC at the 16¢th
Annual Meeting (Part II, FC Doc. 94/13})

11. TACs/Regulatory Measures for major
species for 1995 in the Repulatory Area:

Cod in Div. 3M

Redfish in Div. 3M

A. plaice in Div. 3M
Cod in Div. 3NQO
Redfish in Div. 3LN

A. plaice in Div. 3LNO
Y. flounder in Div. 3LNO

Deferred to 17th Annual Meeting {item 3.1}

Deferred to 17th Annual Meeting (item 3.2)

Modified (item 3.3)
Withdrawn {item 3.4}
Canadian .proposal adopted as Revised (item

3.5)

Agreed to discontinue this presentation
(itern 3.6)

Extended to 1995 (item 3.7)

Deferred to 17th Annual Meeting {item 3.8)

Adopted (item 3.9)

Adopted (item 3.9)
Adopted (items 5 and &)

11,000 tons
26,000 tons
no directed fishery
no directed fishery
14,000 tons
no directed fishery
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Substantive issue (propositions/motions)

Decision/Action {(FC Doc. 94/13; item}

Witch flounder in Div. 3NQ
Capelin in Div. 3NO
Squid in Subareas 3+4

12. Regulatory Measures for shrimp fishery
IM and 3LNO

13. No directed fishery for Cod in Div. 3L
of the Regulatory Area in 1995

14. Regulatory Measures for Greenland
halibut in 2+3: Catch limitation of
17,000t

15. Schedule 1-Quota Table for 1995 for
NAFO Conservation and Enforcement
Measures {Part V} for internaticnal
regulation of the fisheries for particular
stocks

16. Request to the Scientific Council for

scientific advice on management of fish
stocks in 1996

na directed fishery
no directed fishery
150 000 tons

Adopted (item 5.4)

Adopted (item 6.10)

Adopted (item 6.11)

Adopted (item 6.12)

Adopted (item 7.1)
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PART 11

Report of the Standing Committee on Intémational
Control (STACTIC)

16th Annual Meeting, 19-23 September 1994
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada

1. Opening of the Meeting (item 1 of Agenda)

The Chairman of STACTIC, D. Brock (Canada)} welcomed the delegates to the meeting. The
STACTIC delegations comprised Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and
Greenland), the EU, Estonia, Iceland, Japan, Republic of Korea {Korea), Latvia, Lithuania,
Norway, Poland and Russia. (Annex 1)

2. Appointment of Rapporteur (item 2)
Miss C. ]. Bowles {EU) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Adoption of Agenda (item 3)

The Chairman invited observations on the Provisional Agenda. The Canadian delegation
proposed that Agenda item 10a) be amended to read:

"Canadian proposal regarding notification of fishing vessels",
and that an item 10b) be added:
"Canadian proposal regarding disposition of apparent infringements".

~The Russian delegation indicated that they would be submitting additional information to
supplement the report to be considered under agenda item 7 - Review of the NAFO Observer
Pilot Project.

There were no further comments on the Agenda which was adopted as amended above and by
those items referred by the Fisheries Commission {Annex 2).

4. Review of Annual Return of Infringements and Canadian Proposal
Regarding Disposition of Apparent Infringements (item 4)

4.1 The Chairman invited comments on the Annual Return (FC Working Paper 94/3,
Revised) which represented the first report compiled in the new format. The Canadian
delegation sought clarification of the summary totals information which the Executive
Secretary explained enabled the data from Canada/Denmark/EU ta be condensed to a
single entry. The Danish delegation considered this could be further clarified by moving
the country names above the summary total.
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The Canadian delegarion sought clarification of the terms "cited" and "convicted” in the
column headed "Disposition of apparent infringements and/or catch record discrepancies".

The EU delegation explained that "cited" was used when their own review of inspection
reports led them to add missing details which were then notified to the flag states.
Derails of what was covered by "convicted" were not to hand but could be obtained by
other Contracting Parties should they request specific information. Other data missing
from the report on disposition of infringements would be forwarded as soon as possible
to the Executive Secretary. Canada pointed out the EU had provided detailed
information on fines in previous years.

The Canadian delegation explained the instances in which warning letters were sent to
vessel owners. These were used in respect of only minor infringements, where, for
instance, vessels might be unfamiliar with the hail system and report catch in pounds
instead of kilograms. The Danish and Russian delegations provided updates to the annual
report which the Executive Secretary would further amend in the light of discussions.

The Canadian delegation introduced its proposal regarding disposition of apparent
infringements (STACTIC Working Paper 94/19-Canadian Proposal for Enhanced
Reporting on Disposition of Apparent Infringements) by which it sought to give greater
precision to the requirement to report "in specific terms" on the penalties imposed by flag
states in respect of infringements. In addition, the proposal sought to change the
reporting period from an annual to a quarterly basis. In clarification to the EU
delegation, the Canadian delegation explained that written warnings would be included
under the proposed heading of "administrative action”.

Both the Russian and Danish delegations expressed their support for the Canadian
proposal.

The EU defegation had both difficulties of principle and of practice. In practice, because
of judicial secrecy, it would be difficult to supply some of the information sought while
litigation was pending. In principle, it doubted the value of having the detail requested,
particularly relating to amounts of fines as they could vary greatly depending on
circumstances.

The EU delegation suggested that renewed commitment be given to the regular and
timely submission of information to NAFO and that Contracting Parties could seek
further details on a bilateral basis on particular cases of interest.

The Chairman concluded that there was no consensus in favour of the Canadian
proposal, but agreement was reached on the commitment to make returns on the
disposition of infringements in a timely manner and to pursue specific points of interest
bilaterally.

5. Review of Surveillance and Inspection Reports (item 5)
The Canadian delegation presented its report on surveillance activities and inspections

in the Regulatory Area (STACTIC Working Paper 94/14). There were no comments
or questions from the other delegations.
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5.3

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

7.1

The Russian delegation reported an observer of the Russian Federation on board its vessel
"Vaypach" sighted a Honduran vessel {*Danica") engaged in fishing activity in Div. 3M
of the Regulatory Area.

There were no comments on the annual returns from Canada and the EUJ summarized
in FC Working Paper 94/7.

6. Review of Registration of Vessels Fishing
in the Regulatory Area (item 6)

The Chairman introduced the report, FC Working Paper 94/6. The Executive Secretary
pointed out that general information on the total number of vessels sighted was available
bur not necessarily reported by individual vessel. The Chairman asked delegations to
indicate how useful they found this summary table.

The EU delegation queried the usefulness of giving data on sightings when the hail
already gives an indication that vessels are in the Regulatory Area. He asked the
Canadian delegation to comment in the light of some of its vessels being excluded from
the obligation to hail.

The Canadian delegation outlined the requirement for all groundfish vessels and offshore
shrimp vessels to hail. Those fishing for other species not under the control of NAFO
are not required to hail. In the case of inshore vessels with an allocation of straddling
stocks where they could take thar allocation within or outside the 200-mile limit
complicated this registration process. This latter complication would be addressed by the
proposal to be considered under Agenda item 1Ca).

The EU delegation referred to the desirability of minimizing needless enforcement action
in respect to vessels fishing in the Regulatory Area but not under NAFO control. It
suggested producing appropriate lists for inspectors' use. The Canadian delegation agreed
that there was a problem to be solved and suggested, in respect of its own vessels, that
this was best done by its own internal measures. It would be able to make available a
list of those Canadian vessels which might enter the NAFO Regulatory Area but which
would be fishing for those species in respect of which no hail is necessary. This should
be made available as soon as possible and in any case before the start of the 1995 fishing
$eason.

As a result of further discussion, delegations concluded that the report in its current form
would only be made useful with considerable effort. They expressed their gratitude to the
Executive Secretary for his efforts but concluded thar this report need not be produced
in future. ‘

7. Review of the NAFQ Observer Scheme Pilot Project (item 7)

The Chairman introduced the two reports comprising this item (NAFO/FC Doc. 94/5
and NAFO/FC Doc. 94/6). The Russian delegation supplied further information to
supplement the reports (STACTIC Working Paper 94/21) and explained its conclusions
that the pilot project had not demonstrated any particular benefits. The Cuban
delegarion explained that it had not participated in the pilot scheme over the past two
years but intended to do so next year.
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" The Chairman outlined the three questions which the Fisheries Commission had

remitted to STACTIC in connection with the NAFO Pilot Observer Scheme:

- how could observers be targetted on fisheries of concern;
- how could sericus infringements be handled expeditiously; and,
- was it possible to develop criteria to evaluate the observer scheme.

In respect of the first question, delegations, after some clarification, concluded that the
Fisherics Commission, on the basis of advice from the Scientific Council, should
recommend to Contracting Parties what the targetted species should be for conservation
purposes. It was agreed not to put forward recommendations in respect of enforcement
targets. The Fisheries Commission recommended that 3M shrimp and Greenland halibut
should be targetted. The EU delegation asked whether those delegations with experience
of deploying observers in the previous two years could comment. The Dianish delegation
outlined how its observers had specifically monitored both shrimp and redfish by-catches
and offered to make this information available to interested Contracting Parties.

Turning to the second question, the EU delegation drew atrention to the consequences
of changing an observer's "innocent” status, the difficulties getting vessels to accept
observers; how would serious infrinpements be determined, and how an observer would
go about cantacting an inspection vessel. The Russian delegation was not in favour of
changing an observer's role and felt it would be resisted by vessel owners.

As far as criteria for assessment were concerned, the EU delegation repeated its
suggestion that, given that it had previously proved impossible to draw up criteria, the
best solution was to try to show the relationship between, on the one hand the costs of
the observer scheme plus the difficulties encountered, (ie training, recruitment and
declining performance after prolonged periods at sea) compared to the benefits derived.

The Chairman took note of the range of views expressed. In accordance with Fisheries
Commission decision, 3M shrimp and Greenland halibut would be targetted. On the
question of handling serious infringements he would make the Fisheries Commission
aware of the delegation's opinions and ask chem to indicate in the light of these whether
there should be a change of the role of observers if the pilot observer scheme was to be
continued. He would further report STACTIC's opinions on the assessment criteria.

8. Minimum Fish Size {Witch, Redfish, G. halibut) and
Minimum Size of Processed Fish (Witch, Redfish,
G. halibut, Cod, A. plaice, Yellowtail) (item 8)

The Chairman invited the Canadian delegation to speak on its proposal (STACTIC .
Working Paper 94/15 - Canadian Proposal to Amend the NAFO Conservation and
Enforcement Measures to Establish Processed Length Equivalents for Minimum Fish
Sizes).

The Canadian delegation explained that there are already minimum fish sizes for three
species and that the views of the Scientific Council in respect. of Witch, Redfish,
Greenland halibur were expected. There was an additional issue, namely whether
processed length equivalents could be established in order to be able to determine
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8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

whether certain forms of processed fish were below the minimum fish size. The Chairman
explained that the Chairman of the Scientific Council (Mr. H. Lassen) was asked to
provide some data, on a minimum size for Greenland halibut (STACTIC Working Paper
94/22 -Minimum Legal Length of Greenland Halibut in ICES Subareas 1 and 11} and
suggested criteria for legal by-catch of shorter specimens. This was presented for
inforration only and it should be referred to the Scientific Council for consideration.

Discussion on the proposal revealed differing views on the treatment of undersized fish.
The Russian delegation reported that its views remained unchanged from the previous
STACTIC meeting. It also referred to its own requirements that all fish be retained on
board without discarding, and vessels moving from the area where small fish in excess of
10% in any one haul were encountered. The Norwegian delegation referred to a ban on
catching and a ban on landing undersized fish as two approaches of tackling this
management problemn.

The Danish delegation felt that the Canadian proposal plugged a loophole. The
Icelandic delegation also sympathized with the proposal's intention but it would be
necessary to reflect on the processed length figures selected. Iceland echoed the Russian
delegation's stance on discards and made the point that landing all fish generated
important information on the numbers of undersized fish caught.

The Canadian delegation explained that the processed length eqguivalents it was
proposing were derived in part from consultations with its industry. The views of other
delegations on these equivalent would be welcomed as would further consideration of the
principle of using minimum sizes for some forms of processed fish.

[ further discussion, delegations again considered whether it was possible to specify those
absolute minimum processed equivalent lengths which, taking account of national
processing variations, could, with certainty show that fish were below a minimum landing
size. The Russian delegation maintained its opposition to the proposal and referred to
difficulties it had encountered in trying to obtain convictions from using similar evidence.
It felt that the Scientific Council should again be asked for its views but was additionally
of the view {as was the Estonian delegation) that the proposal exceeded the mandate of
the NAFO Convention because it meant the Contracting Parties were now being asked
to concern themselves with fish processing.

The Chairman suggested that the Scientific Council could be asked for its judgement on
what percentage of the length of a fish of average size was comprised of the head. This
could result in a means of arriving at a processed length equivalent.

In an attempt to progress matters, the Chairman asked delegations to indicate whether
they agreed to the principle of establishing minimum processed length equivalents. The
Danish, Japanese, Norwegian, Cuban, Estonian and Korean delegations could accept, with
Canada, the principle of establishing these minima. The EU delegation could accept the
principle subject to what it saw as the practical difficulties {ie its application o
Contracting Parties operating a discard ban and the question being able to prove a
violation of 2 minimum processed fish size. The Russian delegation could not accept the
principle of having processed fish equivalents. '
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The Chairman indicated he would report the views of STACTIC to the Fisheries
Commission.

9. Review of the Operation of the Hail System (item 9)

The Chairman introduced the three papers, STACTIC Working Papers 94/13, 94/16 and
94/17 - Operation of the Hail System, Canadian Report re Operation of the NAFO Hail
System, Canadian Proposal re Incorporation of ETA and Port of Landing, respectively.
He clarified that the reference in the first line of the first paragraph describing the
operation of the hail system (STACTIC Working Paper 94/13) was to a 24 hour period -
3 pm of one day to 3 pm of the day following. The Japanese delegation pointed out
that the entry in column 1 "Number of vessels" in respect of Japan should read "2" rather
than "3".

' The Chairman reminded delegations that the Fisheries Commission had asked STACTIC

to consider the Canadian proposal (FC Working Paper 94/10-Canadian Proposal re
Addition of Catch Reporting to the Hail System)} and to comment on the advantages
{if any) of incorporating catch data into the hail system.

Tuming to STACTIC Working Paper 94/16, Canadian Report re Operation of NAFO
Hail System, the Canadian delegation drew attention to the key points in the paper. In
answer to a request for clarification from the EU delegation it explained that the final
paragraph under the heading "Assessment” referred to occasions where it appeared that
in some instances, after an overflight the hail would take place later on the same day.
Canadian officials were conducting an analysis of this possible practice and would report
on it at the next meeting.

The Canadian delegation introduced its proposal for enhancing the hail system with the
addition of prior notification of intended port of landing and estimated time of arrival
{(STACTIC Working Paper 94/17). The Russian delegation explained its voluntary
participation in the hail system. It was not convinced they received any benefits from
the existing system and did not support any enhancements. It was further concerned
about excessive bureaucracy. It supported comments made by the Lithuanian and
Japanese delegations concerning the problems of applying this proposal to trans-
shipments. In response the Canadian delegation accepted that trans-shipments could
cause problems, but its aim was to try to produce a proposal to imptove the existing
system, even if it was not perfect.

The EU delegation referred to STACTIC's requirement to advise the Fisheries
Commission on control and enforcement measures in the NAFO Regulatory Area. It did
not consider that this proposal was in keeping with this responsibility and wondered
whether it stemmed from a misapprehension about the effectiveness of the control
measures Contracting Parties already had in place.

The Estonian and the Icelandic delegations both felt rhat the propesed change was not
unduly onerous. The Icelandic delegation further thought that it was appropriate to
consider these issues and problems cccurring outside the NAFQ Regulatory Area. The
EU Delegation understood that the additional to the hail system might not be onerous
but what it was seeking answers on was whether it provided any additional control.

)
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The EU delegation suggested that existing measures operated by Contracting Parties
could be adequate. The EU indicated their system for EU vessels tackles the problem
widely. Advance notice for landings to other than the flag state is required. Also notice
of landings outside the EU are required to the flag state. Notice of landings to the flag
state are required to flag state authorities but not to EU NAFQO authorities in Brussels.
The Chairman asked all delegarions to explain their domestic controls. The Russian
delepation explained the system of control, in respect of the Barents Sea and their
experiment in satellite position recording. The Danish delegation which supported the
Canadian proposal had this system of advance notification in place as did the following
delegations: lceland, the EU, Poland, Norway (partial system} Canada and Japan
{although most fish is transhipped at sea). Lithuania and Estonia were both working to
introduce systems.

The Canadian delegation outlined its proposal (FC Working Paper 94/10}, explaining
that it had not changed from the previous version. The advantages it saw were: a)
enhanced quota monitoring and prevention of quota overruns, b) the potential of
deterring misreporting and detection of apparent infringements, and ¢) better deployment
of inspection platforms.

The EU delegation questioned the advantages attributed by the proposal of the Canadian
delegation, especially given that difficultics with the system to date had to call into
question its functioning within “real time®. 1t suggested, that in general the Contracting
Parties arrangements for quota management, such as the completion of iogbooks were
already adequate. The Russian delegation echoed these comments and referred
additionally to the cost of hailing and the additional costs this proposal could entail.

The Chairman took note of delegations' comments on all of the above papers and
concluded, that (with the exception of the Canadian delegation), delegations had
expressed the view they had doubts that the advantages were sufficient to outweigh the
costs.

The EU delegarion indicated it may be appropriate to await the findings of the pilot

project aimed at automating information transfer between Brussels, Canada and the
NAFO Secretariat. '

Costs of any enhancements to the existing hail system were a kéy concemn of delegations.

The Chairman indicated he would ask the Fisheries Commission to have the pilot project
Phase I and Il concluded at the earliest opportunity so that an appreciation of the
technical difficulties and costs could be better understood before STACTIC consider
these matters any further.

10. Discussion of Qther Conservation and Enforcement
Measures (by Fisheries Commission request) (item 10)

Canadian proposal regarding notification of fishing vessels (item 10a of the Agenda)

10.1

The Canadian delegation introduced its preposal set out in STACTIC Working Paper |

94/18, Canadian Proposal to Remove Vessels Less than 19.8 Metres (65') from
Notification of Fishing Vessels List. By altering the current exemption from notificarion

.
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from vessels of less than 50 Gross Registered Tons to those of less than 65 feer (19.8 m)
overall length, this would fit in better with Canada's management systems. This
particular lengrh would describe vessels of Canada's inshore fishing fleet which might
rarely wish to take their allocations of straddling stack in the Regulatory Area. The
number of vessels likely to do so were small but unpredictable. The alternative of
including them all in the notification to NAFO would be o increase Canada's already
lengthy list by some 4,000 vessels. Even if exempted from notification these vessels
would have to comply with the hail requirements and all conservation and rechnical
measures.

In response to other delegations' questions, the Canadian delegation explained that trying
to gauge future activity from those inshore vessels who might had gone into the NAFO
area over the last two years was unlikely 1o be helpful because of the effects of the
moratorium. Making this propesal was not an attempt to circumvent the Canadian
proposal to submit effort plans for these vessels to be introduced later at the Fisheries
Commissien.

The Danish delegation stated its support for the Canadian proposal. The Russian
delegation teserved its position, considering that since only a very few vessels were
involved they should all be subject to notification.

The Chairman concluded that STACTIC had on this occasion been unable to fuily
discuss the matter. Further consideration would be deferred to the next STACTIC
meeting.

Canadian proposal regarding disposition of apparent infringements (item 10b of the Agenda)

{Discussion reported under Agenda item 4)

11.1

11. Review Inspector's Manual (item 11)

No substantive discussion of this item took place. It was agreed that Contracting Parties
would send any comments to the Executive Secretary on the understanding that no
changes would be made to the Manual without STACTIC's prior consent.

12. Items Referred to STACTIC during the Annual Meeting
by the Fisheries Commission (item 12}

Canadian proposal regarding effort plans for the vessels of Coﬁtracting Parties operating in the
Regulatory Area (FC Working Paper 94/11)

12a.1

The Canadian delegation referred to the brief presentation of the proposal made to the
Fisheries Commission. It stressed that the plans were not something to which
Contracting Parties would in any way be bound; they were designed to be a
demonstration that Contracting Parties were responsible over marters of conservation by
indicating planned fishing effort in relation to fishing opportunities.
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12a.2  The Cuban delegation had some doubts that the nature of its industry's fishing could be
meaningfully described in such a plan. The Japanese delegation suggested that its fishing
patterns meant that it would prefer to give information on the total number of days in
the Regulatory Area but not on a by species/by division basis. The Russian delegation
drew attention to the problems where vessel owners mighr not be able to disclose
detailed information.

12a.3  The EU delegation felt that further consideration needed to be given to whether or not
to cover non-regulated species. Either option had the potential to distort the "planned"
fishing effort in respect of quota species, thereby undermining the usefulness of effort
plans.

12a4 The Chairman asked whether delegations could support the idea suggested by the
Japanese delegation. The Danish delegation suggested that the plans could be expressed
in terms of maximum numbers of fishing days. The Russian delegation felt that it could
support an idea of not splitting plans down by NAFO division, but that more thorough
study was needed. It would be important to highlight in the title of the plans their
provisional nature. Plans should be drafted only in respect of regulated species since
fishing for unregulated species was often done on an ad hoc basis.

12a5 The Chairman suggested that the plans be entitled "Planned effort in fishing days in the
NAFO Regulatory Area for regulated species”. In reporting to the Fisheries Commission
he would indicate that non-regulared species were not covered, and that the plans could
not therefore be said to be really representative of total effort in the Regulatory Area.
The EU delegation asked that the Fisheries Commission additionally be told that there
were difficulties in linking effort with quotas given the difficulty in anticipating the
extent of fishing opportunities.

Nominal catches by Contracting Parties exceeding quotas (item 12b of the Agenda)

12b.1  The Chairman explained that STACTIC had been asked to reconsider the format of the
report (FC Working Paper 94/8) to see if it could be rendered more useful. He also
reminded delegations that in the Fisheries Commission the Canadian delegation had
proposed abandoning the form whereas the Danish delegation had spoken in favour of
its retention. '

12b.2  The Danish delegation outlined the reasons for drawing up the form. Whilst there was
existing tnformation detailing quotas and catches there was nowhere simply stated the
position of quotas taking account of transfers. Nor was there a statement of the "others"
quotas and autonomous quotas. [t was necessary to-set these out in order more fully to
explain what might otherwise register as an overfish. All this information was valuable,
but the way it was set out as present might cause confusion.

12b.3  Delegations considered what the purpose of the rable was. It was generally concluded
that in a suitably amended form, it could refer to all species and quotas. The Chairman
proposed that the table should in future consist of the following columns:

- NAFQ areafspecies
- Name of Contracting Party
- Original NAFO quota
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- NAFO quota after any transfers. The source of quota transfers to be given as
a footnote.

- Autonomous quotas (where applicable)
- Catch figures

12b4  All delegations could accept the Chairman's proposal, with the exception of the
Canadian delegation which wanted 1o delete the entry for autonomous quotas. The
Chairman undertcok to report this to the Fisheries Commission accordingly.
13. Time and Place of Next Meeting (item 13)
The nexr.: meeting of STACTIC will take place subject to the Fisheries Commission decision.
14. Other Matters {item 14)
There was no other business.
15. Adoption of Report (item 5)
The Report was adopted by the Committee.

16. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 1830 hrs on 22 September 1994.
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Annex 2. Agenda

Opening by the Chairman, D. Brcljck {Canada)

Appointment of Rapporteur

Adoption of Agenda

Review of Annual Returns of Infringements

Review of Surveillance and Inspection Reports

Review of Registration of Vessels Fishing in the Regulatory Area
Review of the NAFO Observer Scheme Pilor Project

Minimum Fish Size {(Witch, Redfish, G. Halibur} and Minimum Size of Processed Fish
(Wirch, Redfish, G. Halibut, Cod, A. Plzice, Yellowrail)

Review of Operation of the Hail System

Discussion of Other Conservation and Enforcement Measures (by Fisheries Commission
request)

a) Canadian proposal regarding notification of fishing vessels
b) Canadian proposal regarding disposition of apparent infringements

Review Inspector's Manual

ltems Referred to STACTIC during the Annual Meeting by the Fisheries Commission

a) Canadian proposal regarding effort plans for the vessels of Contracting Parties
operating in the Regulatory Area !

b) Nominal catches by Conrtracting Parties exceeding quotas

Time and Place of the Next Meeting

Other Matters



