PART I

Report of the General Council Meeting
(GC Doc. 05/4)

27" Annual Meeting, September 19-23, 2005
Tallinn, Estonia

1. Opening of the Meeting (items 1-7 of the Agenda)

Opening by Chair
The Meeting was opened by the Chair of the General Council, David Bevan (Canada).

The Representatives of eleven (11) Contracting Parties were present: Canada, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe
Islands and Greenland-DFG), the European Union, France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Japan,
Republic of Korea, Norway, Russia, Ukraine and the United States of America (Annex 1). Bulgaria and Cuba
were unable to attend.

The Chair welcomed delegates to the 27" annual meeting of NAFO (Annex 2). He noted that NAFO faces
significant challenges and that the organization had never before been submitted to so much scrutiny. During
this meeting NAFO would consider an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management. In addition, the call
for evaluation of fisheries bodies would require that NAFO takes a look into its own operations.

The Heads of Delegations from Canada, European Union, Republic of Korea, United States of America,
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland-DFG), Russia, Ukraine, Japan, Iceland, and France (in
respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon) addressed their opening statements to the assembly (Annexes 3-11).

Appointment of Rapporteur

The Executive Secretary of NAFO, Johanne Fischer, was appointed as Rapporteur whose duties included
maintaining a record of decisions agreed upon by the General Council (Annex 12).

Adoption of Agenda
The adopted Agenda is attached in Annex 13.

Admission of Observers

The Executive Secretary reported that invitations has been transmitted to the Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO), International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT),
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission
(NAMMCO), North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization (NASCO), North East Atlantic Fisheries
Commission (NEAFC) and North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission (NPAFC). In response to these
invitations, FAO was represented by Mr. Hiromoto Watanabe (Fishery Liaison Officer, Fishery Policy and
Planning Division), ICCAT by Mr. Driss Meski (Executive Secretary), and NAMMCO by Ms. Gudridur
Kristjansdottir (Icelandic Delegate). No applications of NGO’s have been received at the NAFO Secretariat
pursuant to Rule 9 of the Rules of Procedure.

The representatives of FAO, ICCAT, and NAMMCO delivered a statement to the General Council (Annex 14
and 15).

Publicity

Participants agreed that no statements should be made to the media until after the conclusion of the meeting,
when the NAFO Secretariat would issue a Press Release (Annex 16). The NAFO Media Policy adopted last
year (GC Doc 04/4) foresees that the opening and closing sessions of NAFO bodies are public as well as
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additional sessions designated by participants at the meeting. For this meeting participants agreed that the joint
FC/GC/SC Ecosystem Approach Session be open for media attendance.

Guidance to STACFAD necessary for them to complete their work

No items were deferred to STACFAD apart from the “Administrative Report” under agenda item 13.

Guidance to STACFAC necessary for them to complete their work
Canada suggested that STACFAC discuss NCP vessels that were recently sighted in the NRA.

Il. New Initiatives (items 8 — 11)

FC/GC/SC Joint Session (chaired by FC): Discussion of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries
Management

Dr. Gabriella Bianchi from FAO introduced the concept of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management
(EAF). The PowerPoint presentation was well received and many delegates thanked Dr. Bianchi for her
excellent presentation. It was pointed out that ecosystem considerations also play a role in the proposals
discussed under agenda items 10 and 11 in this Session. Further information on the discussion of the EAF can
be found in the Fisheries Commission Report under agenda item 8.

Report by Canada on the St. John’s Conference on the Governance of High Seas Fisheries and the UN
Fish Agreement — Moving from Words to Action

Canada introduced this item. The St. John’s Conference (1-5 May 2005; http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fgc-cgp/
conf report e.htm) called for actions to change the governance regimes for high seas fisheries. A Round Table
of 19 invited Ministers culminated in the release of a Ministerial Declaration (Annex 17) that urged all States to
ratify international agreements, such as the United Nations Fish Agreement, and to modernize the regional
organizations used to manage high seas fisheries. Specifically, it urged these organizations to provide a
mechanism to address disputes, improve decision-making, use the precautionary and ecosystem approach, and
strengthen the monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms. Contracting Parties thanked Canada for the
initiative it took organizing this conference. It was remarked that many regional fisheries organizations often are
different with regards to their regimes and their approaches but that it would be desirable that Parties should
strive for coherency in their position taken in the organizations in which they are members. It was also
mentioned that the St. John’s Conference had provided a good context for the 2005 North Atlantic Fisheries
Ministers' Conference.

The NAFO Convention in the context of recent developments concerning ocean governance

Norway introduced GC Working Paper 05/1 (Annex 18) suggesting that NAFO should examine its Convention
to determine whether there is a need for change in view of new conservation approaches and the ongoing
modernization of RFMOs. Norway compared NAFO’s Convention with that of a number of other fishery bodies
(CCAMLR, SEAFO, SIOFA and NEAFC) that could serve as references for an evaluation of the NAFO
Convention. In conclusion, Norway believed that an amendment to the NAFO Convention might be desirable to
take into account the new developments. Contracting Parties commended Norway for this interesting
comparative approach. It was noted that this agenda item was linked with the other agenda items under section
II which all related to the interest of a reform of NAFO.

Modernization of RFMOs — Proposal for NAFO

Canada introduced GC Working Paper 05/5 (Annex 19) that outlines proposed changes to the governance of
NAFO inspired by the Ministerial Declaration of the St. John’s Conference. These include changes to the
decision-making process including dispute settlement procedures, implementation of the Precautionary and
Ecosystem approaches, capacity management, and strengthening Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS)
systems to address Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported (IUU) fishing.

In the subsequent debate, Parties expressed support for the initiative to reform NAFO. Issues referred to in this
context for discussion included the need to strengthen the decision-making process, developing a more
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integrated oceans management policy, developing dispute settlement procedures, streamline the structure of the
organization, enhanced sharing of benefits, responsibilities as well as various issues relating to management of
stocks and control, enforcement and follow up to violations.

The EU and Canada subsequently tabled a joint proposal on NAFO Reform.

This proposal was adopted (Annex 17).

I11. Supervision and Coordination of Organizational, Administrative and Other Internal Affairs

(items 12-17)

Review of Membership
Thirteen (13) Contracting Parties are currently members of the General Council and Scientific Council. Twelve
contracting Parties are also members of the Fisheries Commission (those members participating in the fishery in
the NAFO Regulatory Area). Bulgaria did not participate in any NAFO fishery and is therefore not a member of
the Fisheries Commission.
Administrative Report
Discussion of the Administrative Report was referred to STACFAD. At the closing session, on the advice of the
Chair of STACFAD, the Report was adopted by the General Council.
Enhancement of Public Relations
The Executive Secretary introduced the newly designed public NAFO WebPages, pointing out that they
represent an important tool for public relations and asked participants to provide feedback.

NAFO Journal

The Executive Secretary announced that the NAFO Journal website is accessible at http://journal.nafo.int and
invited NAFO Members to view the Journal and give feedback to the Secretariat.

Consideration of the Renewal of the Executive Secretary

It was decided that the contract of the present Executive Secretary will be extended for another term of four
years starting 2007. Negotiations regarding the new contract will take place over the next year.

Consideration of Staff Rule 4.1 — Maximum Renewal of Terms of the Executive Secretary
This matter was deferred to the 2006 Annual Meeting.

1V. Coordination of External Affairs

Report of Executive Secretary on miscellaneous meetings of: FIRMS, CWP, COFI, RFB, and NARFMO
(North Atlantic Regional Fisheries Management Organizations)

The Executive Secretary briefly reported on these meetings pointing out some of the highlights. The full
meeting reports are accessible through the NAFO WebPages (link).

e FIRMS (Fishery Resources Monitoring System) Steering Committee Meeting. To date, FIRMS still only
exists in a draft version that is being finalized with input from all partners by FAO. Technical details of the
version presented to the meeting as well as a draft FIRMS website were discussed.

e Coordinating Working Party on Fishery Statistics. CWP reviewed the recommendations from the FAO
Expert Consultation on Data Formats and Procedures for Monitoring, Control and Surveillance including
their suggestion to adopt the North Atlantic Format (NAF) for developing international standards for VMS
position and catch reporting. In response, CWP established a working group coordinated by NAFO to
propose possible amendments to the present NAF that would ensure its usefulness for assessment and
scientific purposes. Hans Lassen was elected as chairperson and Johanne Fischer as vice-chairperson for the
next session.
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Immediately prior to the CWP Meeting a 2-day Workshop on The Role of Regional Fishery Bodies in the
Implementation of the FAO Strategy for Improving Information on Status and Trends of Capture
Fisheries (RFB-STF Workshop) took place resulting in a number of recommendations to promote the STF-
Strategy including transparent and complete national data collection of fisheries

o Committee on Fisheries (COFI). The Committee reviewed issues of an international character and the
programme of work of the FAO Fisheries Department in fisheries and aquaculture. Topics of interest to
NAFO included the ecosystem approach to fisheries, the International MCS Network, deepwater demersal
fisheries (with recognition of the need to improve data collection on deep sea fish), and a review of the
performance of RFMOs in meeting their objectives and the obligations and principles set forth in relevant
international instruments.

¢ Regional Fishery Bodies Meeting. The meeting agreed to change its name to “RFB Secretariats Network” to
better reflect its informal scope and nature. Subject matters discussed included the role of regional fishery
bodies, external factors affecting fisheries management, harmonization of catch documentation, relations
between RFBs and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the status of FIRMS, the MCS
Network, a Vessel Detection System (VDS), and the ecosystem approach to fisheries management (EAF).
The meeting also discussed the importance that RFBs raise their profiles in terms of education or information
dissemination. Regarding IUU Fishing, the Meeting agreed that the Rome Ministerial Declaration on TUU
Fishing should be brought to the attention of all RFBs’ members (http://www.fao.org/docrep/
meeting/009/j5030e.htm).

e Secretariats of the North Atlantic Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (NARFMOs). The
group met for about 2 hours and briefly exchanged views on a number of issues including practical
cooperation on IUU fishing, usefulness of VMS, status of EAF in NARFMOs, cooperation with ICES, the
recently adopted dispute settlement procedures by NEAFC, and the new NAFO media policy.

V. Fishing Activities in the Regulatory Area Adverse to the Objectives
of the NAFO Convention (items 19-21)

Consideration of Non-Contracting Party activity in the NAFO Regulatory Area and agreement on the
task of STACFAC at the current meeting.

This issue was dealt with under agenda item 7.
Report of STACFAC at the Annual Meeting and decisions on actions

The Chair of STACFAC, Nadia Bouffard (Canada), presented the report at the Annual Meeting. With regard to
NCP vessels in the Regulatory Area, she noted that as a result of NAFO demarches seven vessels previously
sighted in the NAFO RA were deflagged by Dominica. She also reported that STACFAC is now compiling
NCP-IUU activities in a tabular format and the information will be automatically shared with other regional
fishery bodies and FAO. STACFAC also continued the discussion on the proposal for a new Scheme to
Promote Compliance by Non-Contracting Party Vessels. STACFAC recommended that:

e a letter signed by the President of NAFO with a table listing information on NCP vessels sighted in the NRA
be provided to RFMOs on an annual basis as appropriate;

e a letter signed by the President of NAFO be provided to RFMOs with the table listing information on the
seven NCP vessels sighted in 2005 in the NRA;

e a letter signed by the President of NAFO be sent to Dominica enquiring about steps taken before
deregistration;

e the General Council review bracketed text in Articles 7.2(d), 10 (3) and 11 on the proposal for a new NCP
Scheme;

e Norway’s proposal on a joint scheme between NAFO and NEAFC be moved up on the agenda next year.

Delegates adopted all recommendations by STACFAC.

Regarding modification of the Scheme to Promote Compliance by Non-Contracting Party Vessels, the EU
proposed to adopt those measures on which the group could agree, including an TUU list and to discuss issues
related to trade sanctions at future meetings. Other Contracting Parties agreed and STACFAC WP 05/4 (rev.)
was adopted (Annex 20).
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Dispute Settlement Procedures

The General Council Chair invited views of CPs on how best to continue the work on the Dispute Settlement
Procedures. The EU proposed to include this subject matter in the discussions of the Working Group for the
modernization of NAFO. This was accepted by other Contracting Parties.

VI. Finance (items 22-23)

Report of STACFAD at the Annual Meeting

The Chair of STACFAD, Fred Kingston (EU), went briefly through the recommendations of this Committee to
the General Council:

e STACFAD recommended that the 2004 Auditor’s Report be adopted.

e STACFAD recommended that Contracting Parties take immediate action to meet their financial obligations
and bring financial stability to the Organization.

e STACFAD recommended that outstanding contribution from Bulgaria ($31,175.31) be deemed uncollectible
and that this amount be applied against the accumulated surplus.

e STACFAD recommended that the minimum balance in the Accumulated Surplus Account remain at
$125,000. STACFAD also recommended that the Secretariat bill Contracting Parties in two instalments to
encourage part of the contributions to be paid earlier and thus enable the Secretariat to have sufficient cash
flow to operate in early 2006.

e STACFAD recommended that the proposal for new salary categories as identified in STACFAD Working
Paper 05/9 be approved along with budget provisions for employment insurance and overtime.

e STACFAD recommended the adoption of STACFAD WP 05/1 Revised.

e STACFAD recommended that General Council appoint the three nominees for the Staff Committee (Judy
Dwyer, Fred Kingston, Joanne Morgan).

e STACFAD recommended that General Council adopt the specific goals drafted by STACFAD for
evaluating the eligibility of the Executive Secretary for a performance bonus in 2006.

e STACFAD recommended that (a) Contracting Parties be urged to submit their reports in English; (b) that
the electronic form be developed quickly; and (c) that the Secretariat receive the necessary funds to translate
and digitize the current and past fishery reports submitted by Contracting Parties.

e STACFAD endorsed that the Secretariat pursue a re-tendering of the VMS service provider with the
understanding that the technical specifications given in the call for tender are adequate for the NAFO VMS
database.

e STACFAD recommended that the budget for 2006 of $ 1,519,000 be adopted.

e The dates for the 2007-2008 Annual Meeting be as follows with the location in Halifax, unless an invitation
to host is extended by a Contracting Party and accepted by the Organization:

2007 Scientific Council - 24 September — 3 October
General Council - 24-28 September
Fisheries Commission - 24-28 September

2008 Scientific Council - 22-26 September
General Council - 22-26 September
Fisheries Commission - 22-26 September

Adoption of Budget and STACFAD Recommendations for 2006

Several Delegates expressed deep concern about missing or delayed contributions to the Organization. The USA
explained that it has to set priorities regarding its international obligations and that unfortunately, in view of the
inability of the USA to achieve an adequate share of fishing opportunities in the NAFO fisheries, NAFO has to
take a back seat when USA funds for international commitments are allocated. The Representative of Korea stated
that their outstanding contributions would be paid as early as possible and also reiterated their concern regarding
the level of contributions versus quota allocated to Korea.

The proposed budget for 2006 was accepted.
All other recommendations of STACFAD were adopted without further discussion.
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VII. Closing Procedures (items 24-28)

Election of Chair and Vice-Chair

The present Chair, David Bevan (Canada), and Vice-Chair (Terje Lobach) were re-elected for another term of
two years.

Time and Place of the Next Annual Meeting

The 28" Annual Meeting will be held in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, at the following dates:

Scientific Council - 13-22 September 2006
General Council - 18-22 September 2006
Fisheries Commission - 18-22 September 2006

Other Business

The Secretariat asked Contracting Parties to consider a request by the High Seas Task Force to submit vessel
information. Several Contracting Parties expressed concern to release information that is confidential. It was
agreed that the Secretariat seek consent by individual Contracting Parties to submit their vessel information to
the HSTF.

Press Release

The Executive Secretary drafted a Press Release that reflects the changes by the NAFO President and interested
Contracting Parties (Annex 16).

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 11:00, September 23, 2005.
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Annex 1. List of Participants

CANADA

Head of Delegation

David Bevan, Assistant Deputy Minister, Fisheries and Aquaculture Management, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200
Kent Street, Ottawa, Ontario K1A OE6
Phone: +613 990 9864 — Fax: +613 990 9557 — bevand@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Alternate (General Council)

Guy Beaupré, Director General, International Affairs Directorate, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street,

Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6
Phone: +613 993 1873 — Fax: +613 993 5995 — E-mail: beaupreg@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Representatives

David Bevan (see address above)

Earle McCurdy, President, Fishermen, Food and Allied Workers Union/CAW, P. O. Box 10, St. John's,
Newfoundland & Labrador A1C SHS

Phone: +709 576 7276 — Fax: +709 576 1962 — E-mail: emccurdy@ffaw.nfld.net

Derrick Rowe, President, Fishery Products International, Fishery Products International, 70 O’Leary Ave., P. O. Box
550, St. John’s, Newfoundland & Labrador A1C 5L1

Phone: +709 570 0000 — Fax: +709 570 0479 — E-mail: drowe@fpil.com

Advisers

Marina Asari, Head of the Office, Office of the Canadian Embassy, Toom-Kooli 13, 11 floor, Tallinn, 10130, Estonia
Phone: +372 6 273 311 — Fax: +372 6 273 312 — E.mail: marina.asari@canada.ee
Chris Allen, Senior Advisor, Fisheries, Environment & Biodiversity Science Directorate, Dept. of Fisheries and
Oceans, 200 Kent Street, 12" Floor, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6
Phone: +613 990 0105 — Fax: +613 954 0807 — E-mail: allenc@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Sophie Bélisle, Administrative Assistant, International Affairs, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 8E-218, 200 Kent St.,
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6
Phone: +613 9931852 — Fax: +613 993 5995 — E-mail: belisles@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Nadia Bouffard, Director, Atlantic Affairs and International Governance, International Affairs Directorate, Dept. of
Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent St., Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6
Phone: +613 993 1860 — Fax: +613 993 5995 — E-mail: bouffardn@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Bill Brodie, Science Br., DFO, Newfoundland & Labrador Region, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's, Newfoundland &
Labrador A1C 5X1
Phone: +709 772 3288 — Fax: +709 772 4105 — E-mail: brodieb@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Willie Bruce, Regional Director, Fisheries Management, DFO, Newfoundland and Labrador Region, P. O. Box 5667,
St. John’s, NL A1C 5X1
Phone: +709 772 4543 — Fax: +709 772 2046 — E-mail: brucew@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Bruce Chapman, Executive Director, Groundfish Enterprise Allocation Council, 1376 Revell Drive, Manotick, Ontario
K4M 1K8
Phone: +613 692 8249 — Fax: +613 692 8250 — E-mail: bchapman@sympatico.ca
Eugene Colbourne, Science Br., DFO, Newfoundland & Labrador Region, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's,
Newfoundland & Labrador A1C 5X1
Phone: +709 772 6106 — Fax: +709 772 4105 — E-mail: colbourn@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Tom Dooley, Director, Resource Policy, Dept. of Fisheries and Aquaculture, P. O. Box 8700, St. John's,
Newfoundland & Labrador A1B 4J6
Phone: +709 729 0335 — Fax: +709 729 6082 — E-mail: tdooley@mail.gov.nf.ca
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Judy Dwyer, International Programs and Corporate Services, Fisheries Management Br., Dept. of Fisheries and
Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's, Newfoundland & Labrador A1C 5X1

Phone: +709 772 8831 — Fax: +709 772 2046 — E-mail: dwyerji@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Marta Farsang, International Fisheries Advisor, Atlantic Affairs Div., DFO, 200 Kent Street, Rm 8E216,0ttawa,
Ontario K1A OE6

Phone: +613 990 9387 — Fax: +613 993 5995 — E-mail: farsangm@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Wayne Follett, Regional Director General, Newfoundland Region, Dept. of Fisheries, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's,
Newfoundland & Labrador A1C 5X1

Phone: +709 772 4417 — Fax: +709 772 6306 — E-mail:_follettw(@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Wilson Fudge, Fishery Products International, 70 O’Leary Ave., P. O. Box 550, St. John’s, Newfoundland &
Labrador A1C 5L1

Phone: +709 570 0424 — Fax: +709 570 0479 — E-mail: wfudge@fpil.com
Neil Greig, Makivik Corporation, Box 179, Kuujjuaq, Quebec JOM 1CO

Phone: +819 964 2925 — Fax: +819 964 2613 — E-mail: n_greig@makivik.org

Jon Hansen, Senior Advisor, Resource Management, Scotia-Fundy Sector, 176 Portland St., 5" Floor, Marine
House, P. O. Box 1035, Dartmouth, N.S. B2Y 4T3

Phone: +902 426 9046 — Fax: +902 426 9683 — E-mail: hansenj@mar.dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Randy Jenkins, Chief, Enforcement Programs, Conservation and Protection, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 13" Floor,
Room 13W126, Stn. 13116, 200 Kent St, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6

Phone: +613 990 0108 — Fax: +613 941 2718 — E-mail: jenkinsr@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Morley Knight, Director, Conservation and Protection Div., Fisheries Management, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P.
0. Box 5667, St. John’s, NL A1C 5X1

Phone: +709 772 4494 — Fax: +709 772 3628 — E-mail: knightm@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Ben Kovic, President, Baffin Fisheries Coalition, P. O. Box 6008, Igaluit, Nunavut X0A 0HO

Phone: +867 979 3066 — Fax: +867 979 3068 — E-mail: benkovic@bfcoalition.ca

Sylvie Lapointe, Head of International Relations, International Affairs Directorate, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans,
200 Kent Sreet, Ottawa, Ontario K1A OE6

Phone: +613 993 6853 — Fax: +613 993 5995 — E-mail: lapointesy@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Brian Lester, Advisor, Resource Management, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent Street, Ottawa,Ontario
KI1A 0E6

Phone: +613 990 0090 — Fax: +613 990 7051 — E-mail: lesterb@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Keith Lewis, Oceans Law Section (JLOA), Oceans and Environmental Law, Foreign Affairs Canada, 125Sussex
Drive, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0G2

Phone : +613 944 3077 — Fax : +613 992 6483 — E-mail : keith.lewis@jinternational.gc.ca

Brian McNamara, President, Newfound Resources Ltd., 90 O’Leary Avenue, St. John’s, Newfoundland & Labrador
AlIB 4Gl

Phone: +709 579 7676 — Fax: +709 579 7668 — E-mail: nri@nfld.com

Joanne Morgan, Science Br., DFO, Newfoundland & Labrador Region, P. O. Box 5667, St. John’s, Newfoundland &
Labrador AIC 5X1

Phone: +709 772 2261 — Fax: +709 772 4105 — E-mail: morganj@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Brent Napier, International Fisheries Officer, International Affairs Directorate, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 8E
-234, 200 Kent St., Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6

Phone: +613 998 3805 — Fax: +613 990 9557 — E-mail: napierb@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Heather Olson, Dept. of Justice, Counsel, Legal Services, Fisheries and Oceans, Room 800, 200 Kent Street,
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6

Phone: +613 990 8520 — Fax: +613 990 9385 — E-mail: olsonh@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Dave Orr, Science Br., DFO, Newfoundland & Labrador Region, P. O. Box 5667, St. John’s, Newfoundland &
Labrador AIC 5X1

Phone: +709 772 7343 — Fax: +709 772 4105 — E-mail: orrd@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Greg Peacock, Director, International Affairs, Maritimes Region, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 176 Portland
Street, P. O. Box 1035, Dartmouth, N.S. B2Y 4T3

Phone: +902 426 3625 — E-mail: peacockg@mar.dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Christine Penney, Director of Corporate Affairs, Clearwater Seafoods Ltd. Partnership, 757 Bedford Highway,
Bedford, Nova Scotia B4A 3Z7

Phone: +902 457 2348 — Fax: +902 443-8443 — E-mail: cpenney@clearwater.ca
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Rosalind Perry, Executive Director, Northern Coalition, P. O. Box 6421, 189 Water St., Suite 301, St. John’s,
Newfoundland & Labrador

Phone: +709 722 4404 — Fax: +709 722 4454 — E-mail: rwalsh@nfld.net

Claire Poulin, Ambassador, Canadian Embassy, Baznicas iecla 20\22, 6" Floor, Riga LV-1010, Latvia

Phone: +371 781 3949 — Fax: +371 781 3960 — E-mail: claire.poulin@international.gc.ca

Kym Purchase, Senior Advisor, International Affairs, Atlantic Affairs Div., Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent
St., Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6

Phone: +613 993 1862 — Fax: +613 993 5995 — E-mail: purchasek@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Lori Ridgeway, Director General, International Coordination and Policy Analysis, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200
Kent St., Ottawa, Ontario K1A OE6

Phone: +613 993 1914 — Fax: +613 990 9574 — E-mail: Ridgewayl.@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Mike Samson, Deputy Minister, Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture, Government of Newfoundland and
Labrador, P. O. Box 8700, St. John’s, Newfoundland & Labrador A1B 4J6

Phone: +709 729 3707 — Fax: +709 729 4219 — E-mail: msamson@gov.nl.ca

Wendell Sanford, Deputy Director, Oceans Law Section (JLOA), Oceans and Environment Law Div., Foreign
Affairs Canada, 125 Sussex Drive, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0G2

Phone: +613 996 2643 — Fax: +613 992 6483 — E-mail: wendell.sanford@international.gc.ca
Allison Saunders, First Secretary (Fisheries & Environment), Mission of Canada to the European Union, Avenue de
Tervuren, 2, 1040 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 (0) 2 741 0688 — Fax: +32 (0) 2 741 0629 — E-mail: allison.saunders@international.gc.ca

Bev Sheppard, Manager, Harbour Grace Shrimp Co. Ltd., P. O. Box 580, Water Street, Harbour Grace,
Newfoundland & Labrador AOA 2M0

Phone: +709 596 8000 — Fax: +709 596 8002 — E-maill: bsheppard@hgsc.ca

Max Short, Special Advisor, NAFO, Fisheries Management Br., Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St.
John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador A1C 5X1

Phone: +709 772 6369, Cell +709 682 5110 — Fax: +709 772 2046 — E-mail: shortm@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Paul Steele, Director-General, Conservation and Protection, Fisheries Management, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans,
200 Kent Street, Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6

Phone: +613 990 0109 — Fax +613 941 2718 — E-mail: steelep@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Bob Steinbock, Senior International Fisheries Advisor, Atlantic Affairs & International Governance Div.,
International Affairs Directorate, Fisheries & Aquaculture Management, Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans, 200 Kent
St., Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E6

Phone: +613 993 1836 — Fax: +613 993 5995 — E-mail: steinbob@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Leo Strowbridge, Director, International Programs and Corporate Services, Fisheries Management Br., Dept. of
Fisheries & Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St. John’s, Newfoundland & Labrador A1C 5X1

Phone : +709 772 8021 — Fax : +709 772 2046 — E-mail : strowbridgel@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Jerry Ward, CEO, Baffin Fisheries Coalition, P. O. Box 6008, Igaluit, Nunavut X0A 0HO

Phone: +867 979 3066 — Fax: +867 979 3068 — E-mail: jvward@roadrunner.nf.net

Ben Whelan, Chief, NAFO Unit, International Programs and Corporate Services, Fisheries Management,
Newfoundland Region, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St. John’s, Newfoundland and
Labrador A1C 5X1

Phone : +709 772 0928 — Fax : +709 772 2046 — E-mail : whelanb@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Janice Woodford, Fisheries and Oceans, P. O. Box 5667, St. John’s, Newfoundland & Labrador A1A 3J4

Phone: +709 772 — Fax: +709 772 4880 — E-mail: woodfordj@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

DENMARK (IN RESPECT OF FAROES AND GREENLAND)
Head of Delegation

(General Council)

Emanuel Rosing, Head of Unit, Department of Fisheries and Hunting, Greenland Home Rule, Postbox 269, DK-3900,
Nuuk, Greenland

Phone: +299 345332 — Fax: +299 324704 — E-mail: emanuel@gh.gl

(Fisheries Commission)

Kate Sanderson, Counsellor, Prime Minister's Office, Dept. of Foreign Affairs, FO-100 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
Phone: + 298 35 10 55 — Fax: +298 35 10 15 — E-mail: kas@tinganes.fo
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Advisers

Nicolai Peter Arendt, Gronlands Fiskerilicenskontrol, Postbox 501, DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland
Phone: +299 258446 — Fax: +299 323235 — E-mail: nipa@gh.gl
Johan Joensen, Faroe Shipowners Association, Gongin 10, P.O. Box 361, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
Phone: +298 311800 — Fax: +298 320380 — E-mail: shipown@post.olivant.fo
Simun Joensen, Fisheries Inspection, Ministry of Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Heykavegur 6, FO-110 Torshavn,
Faroe Islands
Phone: +298 353030 — Fax : +298 313981 — E-mail: simunj@vb.fo
Andras Kristiansen, Ministry of Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, P. O. Box 347, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
Phone: +298 353 030 — Fax: +298 353 241 — E-mail: andrask@fisk.fo
Martin Kruse, Adviser, FMC-Manager, Fisheries Inspection, Ministry of Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, P. O. Box
347, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands
Phone: +298 311065 — Fax: +298 313981 — E-mail: mk@vb.fo
Mads Trolle Nedergaard, Fiskerilicensinspektor, Head of Unit, Gronlands Fiskerilicenskontrol, Postbox 501,
DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland
Phone: +299 345377 — Fax: +299 323235 — E-mail: mads@gh.gl
Arni Olafsson, Counsellor, Udenrigsministeriet, Asiatisk Plads 2, DK-1448 Copenhagen K, Denmark
Phone: +45 33 92 04 87 — Fax: +45 33 920170 — E-mail: arnola@um.dk
Rogvi Reinert, Adviser, Ministry of Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Heykavegur 6, P. O. Box 347, FO-110 Torshavn
Phone: +298 353 030 — Fax: +298 353 037 — E-mail: rogvir@fisk.fo
Frederik Schmidt, Head of Section, Department of Fisheries and Hunting, Greenland Home Rule, P. O. Box 269, DK
-3900, Nuuk, Greenland
Phone: +299 345329 — Fax: +299 324704 — E-mail: frsc@gh.gl

EUROPEAN UNION

Head of Delegation

J. Spencer, Head of Unit, International and Regional Arrangements, European Commission, Fisheries Directorate
General, 200 Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 295 6858 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: edward-john.spencer@cec.eu.int

Advisers

(EU Commission)

Staffan Ekwall, Principal Administrator, European Commission, DG FISH, External Policy and Markets, International
and Regional Arrangements, Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat 200, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 299 6907 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: staffan.ekwall@cec.eu.int

Martin Newman, Principal Administrator, European Commission, DG FISH, Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat 200, B-1049
Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 295 7449 — Fax: +32 2 296 2338 — E-mail: martin.newman(@cec.eu.int

Susana Junquera, European Commission, Joseph II 99, B-1040 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 298 4727 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: susana.junquera@cec.cu.int

Jose Mesquita, European Commission, DG FISH, Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat 200, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 296 0706 — Fax: +32 2 296 2338 — E-mail: jose.mesquita@cec.eu.int

Fergal Nolan, European Commission, DG FISH, Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat 200, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 299 6923— Fax: +32 2 — E-mail: fergal.nolan@cec.eu.int

Vicente Pons Mateau, Council Secretariat of the European Union, Rue de la Loi 175, 4040GH37, B-1048 Brussels,
Belgium

Phone: +32 2 285 7217 — Fax: +32 2 285 6910 — E-mail: vicente.pons@consilium.eu.int

Fred Kingston, Senior Adviser, Economic and Commercial Affairs, Delegation of the European Commission in
Canada, 45 O’Connor Street, Suite 1900, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada K1P 1A4

Phone: +613 238 6464 — Fax: +613 238 5191 — E-mail: fred.kingston@delcan.cec.eu.int
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(EU Council)
Mariano Abad Menendez, Principal Administrator, Council of the European Union, General Secretariat, DG-BIII
-Fisheries, Rue de 1a Loi 175, B-1048 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 285 5093 — Fax: 32 2 285 6910 - E-mail: mariano.abad@consilium.eu.int
(EU — United Kingdom)
Mike Rimmer, Sea Fisheries Conservation Div., Dept. For Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Area A 6th Floor,
Whitehall Place, London SW1A 2HH

Phone: +44 (0)20 7270 8308 — Fax: +44 (0)207270 8309 — E-mail: mike.rimmer@defra.gsi.gov.uk
(EU Parliament)
Jesus Manuel Pardo, Commmission de la Peche, Parlement Europeen, Direction Générale des Commissions et
Délégations, B-1047 Brussels

Phone: +32 2 284 3675 — Fax: +32 2 284 4909 — E-mail: jpardolopez@europarl.eu.int
(EU — Estonia)
Els Ulman-Kuuskman, Leading Inspector, Estonian Environmental Inspectorate, Kopli 76, Tallinn 10416
Phone: +372 696 2218 — Fax: +372 696 2237 — E-mail: els.ulman@kki.ee
Kaire Martin, Fishery Resources Dept., Ministry of the Environment, Narva mnt 7a, 15172 Tallinn

Phone: +372 626 0718 — Fax: +372 626 0710 — E-mail: kaire.martin.@ekm.envir.ee
Rajar Miller, Lextal Law Firm, Joe 5, 10151 Tallinn

Phone: +372 611 6080 — Fax: +372 611 6081 — E-mail: rajar.miller@lextal.ce
Mare Ojarand, Ministry of the Environment, Narva mnt 7a, 15172 Tallinn
Phone: +372 626 0715 — Fax: +372 626 0710 — E-mail: mare.ojarand@envir.ee
Tarvo Roose, Deputy Director General, Estonian Environmental Inspectorate, Kopli 76, 10416 Tallinn

Phone: +372 6962233 — Fax: +372 6962237, E-mail: tarvo.roose(@kki.ee
Viino Ruul, High Sea Fisheries Director, AS Hiiu Kalur, Vaike-Posti 11, 80011 Parnu

Phone: +372 447 1317 — Fax: +372 447 1316 — E-mail: vainoruul@hot.ee
Toomas Saat, Director, Estonian Marine Institute, 10A Maealuse Str. 12618, Tallinn

Phone: +372 6718 901 — Fax: +372 6718 900 — E-mail: tsaat@sea.ce
Tarmo Sild, Attorney-at-Law, Lextal Law Firm, Joe 5, 10151 Tallinn

Phone: +372 611 6080 — Fax: +372 611 6081 — E-mail: tarmo.sild@lextal.ee

Silver Sirp, Head of Observers Working Group, Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu, 10A Maealuse St.,
12618, Tallinn

Phone: +372 529 5396 — E-mail: silver.sirp@ut.ee
Arne Sona, Manager, Reyktal AS, Veerenni 39, 10138 Tallinn

Phone: +372 6276 552 — Fax: +372 6276 555 — E-mail: reyktal@trenet.ee
Ain Soome, Director General, Fishery Resources Dept., Ministry of the Environment, Narva mnt 7a, 15172 Tallinn
Phone: +372 626 0711 — Fax: +372 626 0710 — E-mail: ain.soome@ekm.envir.ee
Toomas Tamme, Attorney-at-Law, Alvin Law Office, Roosikrantsi 2, 10119 Tallinn

Phone: +372 6110810 — Fax: +372 6110811 — E-mail: toomas@alvinab.ee
Herki Tuus, Ministry of Agriculture, Lai 39/41, 15056 Tallinn 15056

Phone : +372 625 6101 — E-mail : herki.tuus@agri.ce
Kristina Uibopuu, Ministry of Agriculture, Lai 39/41, 15056 Tallinn 15056

Phone : +372 625 6284 — Fax : +372 625 6500 — E- mail : kristina.uibopuu@agri.ce
Indrek Ulla, Head of Environmental Dept., Estonian Environmental Inspectorate, Kopli 76, Tallinn 10416
Phone: +372 696 2244 — Fax +372 696 2237 — E-mail: indrek.ulla@kki.ce
Lauri Vaarja, Ministry of the Environment, Narva mnt 7a, 15172 Tallinn

Phone: +372 626 2895 — Fax: + 372 626 2801 — E-mail: laurivaarja@hot.ee
Ottar Yngvason, Director, Reyktal AS, Veerenni 39, 10138 Tallinnonia

Phone: +372 6276 552 — Fax: +372 6276 555 — E-mail: reyktral@trenet.ee

(EU — Finland)
Jarmo Vilhunen, Maaja metsatalovsministere-KRO, Valtioneuvoeto, Helinski

E-mail: jarmo.vilhunen@mmm. fi

Pirjo Tyrvainen, EU Assistant, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Dept. Of Fisheries and Game, Mariankatu 23,
Helsinki

Phone: +358 9 1605 2646 — Fax: +358 9 1605 2640 — E-mail: pirjo.tyrvainen@mmm. fi
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(EU — France)

Christophe Lenormand, Direction des péches maritimes et d I’aquaculture, Bureau de la ressource, de la
réglementation et des affaires Internationales, Ministére de I’agriculture et de la péche, 3, place de Fontenoy 75007
Paris
Phone: +33 149 55 82 38 — Fax: +33 1 49 55 82 00 — E-mail: christophe.lenormand@agriculture.gouv. fr

Jean-Dominique Le Garrec, Domestic/International Business Development, 5 Forbes Terrace, Pittsburgh, PA 15217
Phone: +412 521 4585 — Fax: +412 726 5893 — E-mail: jd-legarrec@verizon.net
(EU — Germany)

Hermann Pott, Bundesministerium fur Verbraucherschutz, Ernahrung und Landwirtschaft, Rochusstr.1, 53123 Bonn
Phone: +49 228 529 4124 - Fax: +49 228 529 4410 — Email: Hermann.Pott@bmvel.bund.de

Uwe Richter, Assistant der Geschafstleitung, Euro-Baltic Fischverarbeitungs GmbH, Im Fahrhafen Sassnitz, 18546
Sassnitz-Neu Mukran
Phone: +49 383 9 263 3-439 — Fax: +49 383 9 263 3-406 — Email: uwe.richter@eurobaltic.de
Eckart Riediger, Geschaftsfuhrer, Doggerbank Seefischerei GmbH, Gronlandstrabe 1, D-27572 Bremerhaven
Phone: +49 471 9 265 00 — Fax: +49 471 9 265 02 30 — E-mail: e.riediger@doggerbank.de
Manfred Stein, Institut fur Seefischerei, Palmaille 9, D-22767, Hamburg
Phone: +49 40 389 05174 — Fax: +49 40 38905 263 — E-mail: stein.ish@bfa-fisch.de
(EU — Latvia)

Normunds Riekstins, Director, National Board of Fisheries, Ministry of Agriculture, 2, Republikas laukums, LV-1010
Riga
Phone: +371 732 3877 — Fax: +371 733 4892 — E-mail: fish@latnet.lv
Miks Veinbergs, Deputy Head of Operative Division, Latvian Marine and Inland Waters Administration, Voleru 2,
Riga LV-1007
Phone: +371 838 2287 — E:mail: miks.veinbergs@ziup.gov.lv
Dmitrijs Kalinovs, Director, Burinieki Ltd., Brivibas gatve 215% — 46, Riga 1039
Phone: +371 754 2471 — Fax: +371 755 2593 — E-mail: skaga@]latnet.lv

Alexandra Kozlovskis, Deputy Director, Latvian Fish Resources Agency, Daugavgrivas 8, Riga LV-1048
Phone: +371 761 8712 — Fax: +371 761 6946 — E:mail: alexandra.kozlovskis@]latzra.lv
(EU — Lithuania)

Aidas Adomaitis, Director, Fisheries Dept. under the Ministry of Agriculture, J. Lelevelio str. 6, LT-01103 Vilnius
Phone: +370 253 71174 — Fax: +370 253 71176 — E-mail: aidasa@zum.lt
Algirdas Rusakevicius, Deputy Director, Fisheries Department under the Ministry of Agriculture, J. Lelevelio str. 6,
LT-01103 Vilnius
Phone: +370 5239 1183 — Fax: +370 5 239 1176 — E-mail: algirdasr@zum.lt
Genadijus Babcionis, Chief Specialist, European Community and International Affairs Division, Fisheries Dept. under
the Ministry of Agriculture, J. Lelevelio str. 6, LT-01103 Vilnius
Phone: +370 5239 1180 — Fax: +370 5 239 1176 — E-mail: genadijusb@zum.lt
Bernadas Satkovskis, Councillor of the Minister, Ministry of Agriculture, Gedimino ave. 19, LT-01103 Vilnius
Phone: +370 620 41279 — Fax: +370 5 261 6458 — E-mail: bernardas@zum.lt
Alejandro Alvarez Rivas, ¢/Animas 5, 30, 36208 Vigo, Spain
Phone: +34 636 481 100 — Fax: +34 986 209 505 — E-mail: albri@albri.com
Einar Gudbjornsson, Owner, JSC “Norgertus”, Nemuno 139, LT 93262 Klaipeda
Phone: +370 46 340043 — Fax: +370 46 340043 — E-mail: norgertus@norgertus.w3.1t ; einar@sea.is
Valerijus Sarapovas, Direktorius, JSC “Norgertus”, Nemuno 139, LT 93262 Klaipeda
Phone: +370 46 365 592 — Fax: +370 46 340 043 — E-mail: norgertus@norgertus.w3.1t
Romas Statkus, Fishery Research Lab., P. O. Box 108, LT-91001 Klaipeda
Phone: +370 4639 1122 — Fax: +370 4639 1104 — E-mail: statrom@gmail.com
Virginija Staskiene, Director of Finances, JSC ‘NORGERTUS’, Nemuno str. 139, LT 93262 Klaipeda
Phone: +370 46 34 00 43 — Fax: +370 68752242 — E-mail: norgertus@norgertus.w3.1t
Saulius Staskus, JSC "NORGERTUS", Nemuno 139, Klaipeda
Phone: +370 46 34 00 43 — Fax: +370 46 340043 — E-mail: norgertus@norgertus.w3.1t
Rasuole Jusiute, Administrator, “MARESTANA”, M. Gimbutienes str. 35, 52337 Kaunas
Phone: +370 370656 — Fax: +370 370664— E-mail: nmarestana@jijo.net
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(EU — Poland)
Leszek Dybiec, Deputy Director, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, Fisheries Department, 30 Wspolna
Street, 00-930 Warsaw

Phone: +48 22 628 9684 — Fax: +48 22 623 2204 — E-mail: leszek.dybiec@minrol.gov.pl
Jerzy Janusz, Dept. of Biology and Fish Resources Conservation, 1, Kottataja str., 81-332 Gdynia

Phone: +48 58 620 1728 ext. 214 — Fax: +48 58 620 2831 — E-mail: jjanusz@mir.gdynia.pl
Boguslaw Szemioth, North Atlantic Producers Organization, ul. Parkowa 13/17/123, 00-759 Warsaw

Phone: +48 22 840 8920 — Fax: +48 22 840 8922 — E-mail: szemioth@paop.org.pl
Jaroslaw Zielinski, North Atlantic Producers Organization, ul. Parkowa 13/17/123, 00-759 Warsaw

Phone: +48 22 840 8920 — Fax: +48 22 840 8922 — E-mail: jarek@paop.org.pl

(EU — Portugal)
Eurico Monteiro, Director-General, Direccao-Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Avenida da Brasilia, 1449-030 Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 303 5887 — Fax: +351 21 303 5965 — E-mail: euricom@dgpa.min-agricultura.pt
Emilia Batista, Directora de Servicos, Departamento dos Recursos, Direccao Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Avenida
da Brasilia, 1449-030 Lisbon

Phone: +351 213 035 850 Fax: +351 213 035 922 E-mail: ebatista@dgpa.min-agriculture.pt
Ricardo Alpoim, Instituto Nacional de Investigacao Agraria e das Pescas (INIAP/IPIMAR), Av. de Brasilia, 1449
-006 Lisbon

Phone: +351 21 302 7000 — Fax: +351 21 301 5948 — E-mail: ralpoim@jipimar.pt
Jose Taveira da Mota, Lisbon, Portugal

Phone: +351 234 397 530 — Fax: +351 234 364 090
Pedro Franca, Presidente, A.D.A.P.I. — Associacao Armadores das Pescas Industriais, Docapesca, Edificio da Gama,
Bloco-C, Piso 1, Rua General Gomes d’ Araujo, Alcantara-Mar, 1399-005 Lisbon

Phone: +351 21397 2094 — Fax: +351 213972090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt.
Anibal Machado Paiao, Director, A.D.A.P.I.-Associacao dos Armadores das Pescas Industriais, Docapesca, Edificio da
Gama, Bloco-C, Piso 1, Rua General Gomes d’ Araujo, Alcantara-Mar, 1399-005 Lisbon

Phone: +351 21397 2094 — Fax: +351 213972090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt.

(EU — Spain)
Fernando Curcio Ruigomez, Director General de Recursos Pesqueros, Secretariat General de Pesca Maritima, Jose
Ortega y Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid

Phone: +34 91 347 6030 — Fax: +34 91 347 6032 — E-mail: fcurcior@mapya.es
Rafael Centenera, Secretaria General de Pesca Maritima, Jose Ortega y Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid, Spain

Phone: +34 91 347 6040 — Fax: +34 91 347 60 42 — E-mail: rcentera@mapya.es
Margarita Mancebo, Jefe de Area, Subdireccion General de Relaciones Pesqueras Internacionales, Direccion
General de Recursos Pesqueros, Jose Ortega y Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid, Spain

Phone: +34 91 347 61 29 — Fax: +34 91 347 60 42 — E-mail: cmancebo@mapya.es
Monica Martinez Castaneda, Subdireccion General de Relaciones Pesqueras Internacionales, Secretaria General de
Pesca Maritima, Jose Ortega y Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid, Spain

Phone: +34 91 347 61-- - Fax: +34 91 347 60 42 — E-mail: mmcastaneda@mapya.es

Samuel J. Juarez, Counselor for Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Embassy of Spain, 2375 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20037

Phone: +202 728 2339 — Fax: +202 728 2320 — E-mail: mapausa@speakeasy.net
Manuel Cabirta Garrido, Director General de Estructuras y Mercados de la Pesca, Conselleria de Pesca e Asuntos
Maritimos, Rua do Sar, 75, Santiago de Compostela 15702, Spain

Phone: + 34 981 546347 - Fax: +34 981 546288
Javier Del Hierro, Subdireccion General de Inspeccion Pesquera, Secretaria General de Pesca Maritima, c/Castellana
112, 5% Plto, 28071 Madrid, Spain

Phone: +3491 3471645 — Fax: + 3491 3471512 E-mail: jdelhier@mapya.es
Juan Perez Pazo, Delegacion Territorial de Pesca, c/Concepcion arenal, 8, 36202 Vigo

Phone: +34 9868 17125 — Fax: +34 9868 17102 — E-mail: xoan.perez.pazo@xunta.es.
Enrique De Cardenas, Secretaria General de Pesca Maritima, Jose Ortega y Gasset, 57, 28006 Madrid, Spain
Phone: +34 91 347 6110 — Fax: +34 91 347 6037 — E-mail: edecarde@mapya.es
Fernando Gonzalez-Costas, Instituto Espafiol de Oceanografia, Aptdo 1552, E-36280 Vigo (Pontevedra)

Phone: +34 9 86 49 2111 — Fax: +34 9 86 49 2351 — E-mail: fernando.gonzalez@vi.ieo.es
Hilario Murua, Fish, Resour. — AZTI Foundation, Herrera Kaia, Portualde z/g, 20110 Pasaia, Basque Country
Phone: + 34 9 43 00 48 00 — Fax: + 34 9 43 00 48 01 — E-mail: hmurua@pas.azti.es
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Antonio Vazquez, Instituto de Investigaciones Marinas, Eduardo Cabello 6, 36208 Vigo

Phone: +34 9 86 23 1930 — Fax: +34 9 86 29 2762 — E-mail: avazquez@iim.csic.es

Jose Manuel Gomez Alvarez, Director General/Managing Director, Fandino, Avenida Garcia Barbon 62, Bloque 1
—Oficina entreplanta, 36201 Vigo, Spain

Phone: +34 986 447 384 — Fax: +34 986 438 106 — E-mail: jmgomez@fandino.info

Jose Fuertes Gamundi, Director Gerente, ANAMER-ANAVAR-AGARBA, Puerto Pesquero, Apartado 1.078, 36200
Vigo, Spain

Phone: +34 986 433844 — Fax: +34 986 439218 — E-mail: direccion@arvi.org

Juan Manuel Liria, Presidente, Asociacion Nacional de Armadores de Buques Congeladores de Pesca de Merluza,
Puerto Pesquero, Apartado 1.078, 36200 Vigo

Phone: +34 986 43 38 44 — Fax: +34 986 439218 — E-mail: direccion@arvi.org

José Luis Meseguer , Secretario General, ARBAC — Asociacion de empresas de pesca de bacalao, especies afines y
asociadas, Enrique Larreta, 10-3°, 28036 Madrid, Spain

Phone: +34 913 151965 — Fax: +34 913 152673

Eloy Carramal, Director Financiero, Grupo Oya Perez, Calle San Francisco 57-1° y 2°, 36202 Vigo, Galicia, Spain
Juan Manuel Oya Perez, Shipowner, Heroya, Calle San Francisco 57-1°, 36202 Vigo, Galicia, Spain

Phone: +34 986 447 484 — Fax: +986 439 229 — E-mail: info@oyaperez.es

Guadalupe Iglesias del Campo, Grupo Oya Perez S.L., Calle San Francisco 57-1° y 2°, 36202 Vigo, Galicia, Spain
Phone: +34 986 447 484 — Fax: +34 986 439 229 — E-mail: maria@oya.perez.es

Alberto Oya, Grupo Oya Perez S.L., Calle San Francisco 57-1°y 2°, 36202 Vigo, Galicia, Spain

Phone: +34 986 447 484 — Fax: +34 986 439 229 — E-mail: a.oyc.1999@yahoo.es

FRANCE (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon)
Head of Delegation
Paul Jaccachury, 1* Vice-Président du Conseil General, Place Monseigneur Maurer, BP 4208, 97500 Saint-Pierre et

Miquelon
Phone: +508 41 01 02 — Fax: +508 41 22 97 — E-mail: cgspm@wanadoo.fr — pjacca@cheznoo.net

Advisers

Thierry Baslé, Development Manager, Development Agency, SODEPAR, Rue Borda, Palais Royal, BP 4365, 97500
Saint-Pierre et Miquelon

Phone: +508 41 15 15 — Fax: +508 41 15 16 — E-mail: thierry.basle@cheznoo.net

Patrick Brenner, Ministere de L’Outre-Mer, Head of International Affairs Div., 27, rue Oudinot, 75358 Paris
Phone: +53 69 26 32 — Fax: +53 69 21 97 — E-mail: patrick.brenner@outre-mer.gouv.fr

Bruno Detcheverry, Directeur General, Interpeche S.A., Société des Péches de Archipel, Quai du Méle Frigorifique,
B.P.4249, 97500 Saint-Pierre et Miquelon

Phone: +508 41 39 91 — Fax: +508 41 38 38 / 41 99 47 — E-mail: interpeche@wanadoo.fr
Jean-Marc Guyau, Administrateur principal des affaires maritimes, Chef du service, 1, rue Gloanec, B.P. 4206, 97500
Saint-Pierre-et-Miquelon

Phone: +508 41 15 30 — Fax: +508 41 48 34 — E-mail: j-marc.guyau@equipement.gouv. fr
Daniel Silvestre, Administrateur civil, Chargé de mission, Secrétariat General de 1a mer, 16, Boulevard Raspail, 75007
Paris

Phone: + 53 63 41 53— Fax: +53 63 41 78 — E-mail: daniel.silvestre@sgmer.pm.gouv.fr

ICELAND
Head of Delegation

Gudridur Margrét Kristjansdottir, Legal Adviser, Ministry of Fisheries, Skulagata 4, 150 Reyjavik
Phone: +354 545 8370 — Fax: +354 562 1853 — E-mail: gudridur kristjansdottir@sjr.stjr.is

Advisers

Gylfi Geirsson, Commander, Icelandic Coast Guard, Seljavegur 32, P. O. Box 7120, 101 Reykjavik
Phone: +354 545 2000 ext. 2071 — Fax: +354 545 2040 — E-mail: gylfi@lhg.is
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Hjortur Gislason, OGURVIK, Fishing Export Co. Ltd., Tysgata 1, [S-101 Reykjavik

Phone: +354 554 5266 — Fax: +354 552 8863 — E-mail: hjortur@ogurvik.is

Kristjan Freyr Helgason, Quota Allocations, Icelandic Directorate of Fisheries, Ingolfsstraeti 1, 101 Reykjavik
Phone: +354 569 7900 — Fax: +354 569 7990 — E-mail: kristjan@fiskistofa.is

Steinar Ingi Matthiasson, Adviser, Ministry of Fisheries, Skulagata 4, 150 Reykjavik

Phone: +354 545 8300 — Fax: +354 562 1853 — E-mail: steinar.i.matthiasson@sjr.stjr.is

Unnur Skuladottir,, Marine Research Institute, Skulagata 4, Postholf Box 1390, 121 Reykjavik

Phone: +354 552 0240 — Fax: +354 575 2001 — E-mail: unnur@hafro.is

Hoskuldur Steinarsson, Head of Department, Information, Icelandic Directorate of Fisheries, Ingolfsstreeti 1, 101
Reykjavik

Phone: +354 569 7900 — Fax: +354 569 7990 — E-mail: hostein@fiskistofa.is

JAPAN
Head of Delegation

Miwako Takase, Deputy Director, International Affairs Div., Fisheries Agency, Government of Japan, 1-2-1
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Annex 2. Opening Statement by the Chair of General Council,
David Bevan (Canada)

Distinguished delegates, ladies and gentlemen,
It is an honour and a pleasure for me to serve as your Chair at this year’s NAFO annual meeting.

We have been delighted in our exploration of some of the older parts of the historic city of Tallinn. I hope all
delegates will take the opportunity during this week to take in the sights and experience the wonderful hospitality.

I wish to thank the Estonian authorities for the excellent arrangements in hosting this meeting.
As we begin today, I want to reflect on the importance of the work that this Organization undertakes.

The last quarter century has presented significant challenges to NAFO. We have had difficult times — in particular,
dealing with collapsing groundfish stocks and the harsh reality of continuing moratoria.

Despite the moratoria we have established, many stocks continue to be at historically low levels. Progress to stock
rebuilding has been fragile at best. Achieving stock recovery depends on political will, the actions taken at NAFO
to adopt the right conservation measures, and ensuring that these measures are implemented and adhered to by
fishermen.

NAFO has always recognized the need to invest in improved conservation, the need for strong science, and a focus
on stock rebuilding. We have made some progress over the years and we can all take credit for what has been done.

NAFO has also recognized that there are larger threats to fish stocks in terms of the need to protect ocean habitat and
deep-sea biodiversity. NAFO’s agreement to address the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management in a joint
FC/GC/SC session at this meeting reflects the seriousness and urgency with which this matter is seen.

How we manage human activities that impact particularly sensitive benthic areas such as seamounts and cold-water
corals will be reflected in the sustainability of fish stocks depending on these unique and vulnerable habitats.

The FAO has told us that over 70% of the world’s fish stocks are fully or over exploited. World demand for protein,
overcapacity in the fishing industry and economic forces are exerting substantial pressures on many fragile
ecosystems. As fisheries managers, we have a responsibility to work on the better use of marine resources. The
Grand Banks and the Flemish Cap are a very important and rich marine ecosystem that we have to use in a measured
way.

Momentum has been building in the international community for the need to modernize regional organizations that
manage fisheries on the high seas. As participants to the debates, we will have heard the political desire expressed
by many politicians in members of NAFO at the last FAO meeting, at the St. John’s Conference and the North
Atlantic Fisheries Ministers Conference, expressing the need for change and action. NAFO is the first of such
organizations to meet after this mandate has been given. The eyes of our leaders and the public are on us and expect
us to act.

To maintain our credibility as a world leading organization, NAFO needs to review and renew itself.

As all regional fisheries management organizations, NAFO will need to strengthen its management and governance
structure to manage the ocean resources of the NAFO Regulatory Area in a sustainable and profitable way. I am
confident that NAFO will demonstrate to the international community its continued relevance in undertaking these
responsibilities.

NAFO members will need to continue their close cooperation and collaboration to achieve our shared objectives of
stock recovery, conservation and sustainable development for present and future generations. They are imperative
given the interdependent reality of our world.
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I am hopeful that NAFO will respond to and meet these significant challenges.

I would also like to thank the Executive Secretary and NAFO Secretariat for their professionalism in undertaking the
arrangements for this meeting.

Before closing, I wish to advise you that in the interests of having a more effective meeting with greater
transparency of decision-making, the Chairs of the NAFO bodies will seek to adhere to a more rigorous schedule
this week. We will aim to avoid a late night session on Thursday evening. The cooperation of all NAFO bodies
and delegates will help to achieve this goal.

Thank you. I would now like to open the floor for opening statements.
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Annex 3. Opening Statement by the Representative of Canada
(Guy Beaupre¢)

Mr. Chairman, distinguished Representatives, Ladies and Gentlemen,

It is a pleasure for Canada to participate at this twenty-seventh annual meeting of NAFO in Tallinn and I wish to
thank the Estonian authorities for hosting it.

Mr. Chairman, last May, Canada hosted an international conference in St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador. The
conference brought many fishing nations together to discuss international fisheries and oceans governance and to
identify steps to better protect fish stocks. The Conference ended with a clear expression of a shared commitment to
take action in this important area.

Nineteen Ministers adopted a Declaration which sets out a strategic direction and provides a meaningful framework
for renewing and modernizing fisheries governance regimes — and in particular within Regional Fisheries
Management Organizations.

Ministers of seven NAFO parties (Canada, EU, U.S., Japan, Iceland, Norway and Faroe Islands) have agreed to
move forward in tangible ways on modernizing RFMOs and they will be expecting results from us. This meeting is
a timely opportunity to engage on a process of reform.

Mr. Chairman, NAFO has a duty and responsibility to ensure the sustainability of resources and, therefore, must also
have the necessary instruments to fulfil its mandate.

Notwithstanding the many improvements in NAFO over the years, it must be recognized that NAFO pre-dates many
of the important instruments that have been developed over the past decade to improve international fisheries
governance, including the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement. To bring this organization into the 21% Century,
we need to implement these instruments within NAFO governance.

We need to move forward now on incorporating the precautionary approach, ecosystem management, improved
decision-making, and improved monitoring, controls, and surveillance systems.

Canada has submitted a discussion paper which provides a rationale for reviewing and strengthening the
organization, outlines possible directions for reform and suggests means to launch the process.

We look forward to General Council’s discussions on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, a key element of this meeting will be to discuss the ongoing threats to specific fish stocks and their
ecosystems and how to remedy their continuing decline.

As we will hear later, 2004 saw a major setback in recovery of the Greenland Halibut stocks. Catches in 2004 were
27% higher than the TAC of 20,000t. The stock was at its lowest observed biomass level and was fished at
unsustainable levels. If this continues, the rebuilding plan is unachievable.

NAFO cannot be seen as presiding over the demise of one of the last remaining major groundfish stocks under its
jurisdiction.

We all know that the biological limits of the world’s oceans are being strained under an unprecedented combination
of human activities and environmental changes.

Flag States must hold their fishing industries accountable to the decisions we make as an organization. Only by
doing so will fish stocks rebuild to levels that provide sustainable fisheries for all Contracting Parties.

Overcapacity is an issue in fisheries all over the world and NAFO is no exception. Overcapacity is directly linked to
access and allocation. It is a challenge for all countries but we cannot continue to look to the resource or access to
another country’s allocations to solve this overcapacity problem.

What we need at this time is agreement on how to move forward on strengthening NAFO from various perspectives,
in order to achieve our common objective.

Canada, Mr. Chairman, as well as other NAFO countries, expect strong action to protect and rebuild stocks.

We look forward to working with all of you in this regard.

Thank you.
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Annex 4. Opening Statement by the Representative of the European Union
(John Spencer)

Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen

It is a great pleasure for me and my delegation to welcome you all to the beautiful city of Tallinn for the 2005
Annual Meeting of NAFO. We are particularly grateful to the Estonian authorities for the excellent arrangements
provided for this meeting. I think that our presence here in Tallin very well demonstrates the continued presence in
NAFO of the interests of Estonia and other Member States, which formally were Members of NAFO, but now are
part of the EU family.

Some of you might recall that when I addressed this Commission in my opening statement last year, I referred to
various initiatives by interest groups to discredit the activities and decisions of NAFO. Another year has now gone
by and it is disappointing to note that such initiatives seem to continue, ignoring the positive and constructive
management decisions which this organisation adopted in recent years.

We have noted the release of a report from a Canadian Federal Commission which is very critical of NAFO and
seeks its disbandment essentially. This report may reflect the views of certain interest groups in Canada which have
traditionally blamed non Canadian fishing vessels for all the woes affecting the stocks. They ignore the reality that
such vessels have access to less than 10 % of the fishing grounds on the Grand Banks. Equally, they ignore their
own contribution to the destruction of key straddling stocks in this Area.

It is not surprising that this Canadian report should focus on past failings of NAFO. NAFO has certainly made errors
of judgement in its past management. Critics however ignore more recent management decisions which go in the
right direction, such as, the adoption of a rebuilding plan for Greenland halibut, management measures for
previously unregulated stocks, and the adoption of a precautionary approach framework.

This year, we have also noted an increased interest in NAFO from NGOs. Greenpeace, for example, has recently
published a case study about NAFO. The involvement of Greenpeace in the NAFO debate is something that we
welcome, since we consider that NGOs have an important role to play in our deliberations on fisheries management
issues. We actively supported guidelines for NGOs to apply for observer status at NAFO meetings. We note
however that Greenpeace or other NGOs have regrettably not applied for observer status. If they had they could
have come and presented their views during this weeks meeting.

I consider that this general debate on performance is healthy and should be pursued within NAFO. Clearly, NAFO
has been in existence for a number of decades, which is not to consider that NAFO has not evolved in that time. The
recent compliance assessment is but one example. The issue of reform of NAFO has been raised — we are certainly
in favour of this process since it means a positive move to promote more effective multilateral cooperation between
Parties.

We have been told that several NAFO Parties are in favour of a reform process. However, it seems that NAFO
Parties up until now have very different visions as to what is being meant by a NAFO reform. One vision seems to
see such a reform as essentially an opportunity to re-discuss matters which often have been subject of inconclusive
and lengthy debates in the past. Another vision is that this as an opportunity for a performance assessment of NAFO
in line with what was discussed on RFOs at the recent COFI meeting, whilst a third vision is more focused on the
NAFO Convention and the need for an integrated oceans policy.

Be it as it may, it is in our view crucial that one has a clear vision on what the shortcomings might be and how such
shortcomings can be addressed before we enter into such an exercise. We must have obviously a clear view on what
legal instruments we might want to revise, which I the discussions should take place in, and how this discussion fits
into the current structure of NAFO and mandates of existing NAFO bodies. In any case, I think that you will all
agree with me that it would be most unfortunate and unproductive if the reform debate becomes nothing else than a
repetition of inconclusive debates in the past. I could cite the lengthy debates on dispute settlement procedures
which dragged on over years even though all but one party agreed on a text.

Mr Chairman, before closing let me just make some brief comments on fisheries management issues being before us
this week. Given the poor state of several key stocks and that several other stocks are subject to multi-annual
measures, we do not envisage many changes on these issues. We will however renew our firm commitment to the
rebuilding plan for Greenland halibut, which is a very important stock for EC fishermen and on which our fleet has
had to make the major sacrifices and adjustments. Also, we acknowledge the need for a detailed discussion of
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management measures for 3L shrimp, which seem to be in a healthy state following the recommendation to
substantially increase the TAC level.

My Delegation is in any case looking forward to working with you all on this and other important matters during the
meeting.
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Annex 5. Opening Statement by the Representative of the Republic of Korea
(Chiguk Ahn)

Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen,

It is a great honor and pleasure for me to be here with you in the 27" Annual Meeting of NAFO. I’'m extremely glad
to be in Tallinn, the city of beauty, and I would like to thank the Estonian Government for hosting this meeting.

As you are well aware, Korea’s prime concern within NAFO is to gain a profitable fishing quota for, at least, just
one vessel. NAFO waters were the important fishing ground for Korean fishermen before Korea’s acceding to the
Convention in 1993. However, Korea could not have but suspended fishing activities since 1994, because of the
small amount of fishing quota with which even one vessel cannot harvest.

Members of an organization should share the responsibility and benefits. However, Korea, as a member of NAFO,
has only responsibility without benefit over 12 years. When this situation continues, my government will lose the
justifiable reason for the continuous participation in NAFO.

I think that 12 years of no fishing in the Convention Area is the strongest action to preserve and restore fishery
resources. | believe that this contribution should be duly reflected in the process of fishing quota allocation in the

near future.

For the important agenda items of this meeting, my delegation will fully cooperate with other delegations during the
course of meetings so that we can produce tangible results.

Thank you very much.
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Annex 6. Opening Statement by the Representative of the United States of America
(Jack Dunnigan)

Mr. Chairman, and colleagues among the member delegations:

On behalf of the United States let me say how pleased we are to be in this beautiful capital city in Estonia. We have
had the pleasure over the past few days of learning to appreciate the beauty, history and culture of this unique place,
recognized by UNESCO and people everywhere as a world heritage site. One also can appreciate the resiliency of a
people who have been at the crossroads for centuries, buffeted by a succession of outside interests, and now
regaining once again the privileges of searching for and pursuing their own vision of their future. And the people of
Tallinn have proven to be wonderfully warm and welcoming. We appreciate the European Union for hosting this
meeting in this fine location, and to our colleagues and friends from Estonia for opening their doors.

We look forward to a series of interesting discussions this week. We particularly are interested in the agenda item
relating to ecosystems approaches to management. We have spent a lot of time in the U.S. pursuing these ideas and
hope to be able to contribute to the discussion. Concepts of ecosystems approaches to fisheries management are
consistent with issues that the United States has been interested in in the NAFO context for quite some time, such as
protection for bycatch species and the application of the precautionary approach. In this regard, the United States
hopes to work with other parties this week to continue to address conservation of sensitive elasmobranch species,
by joining other RMFQO’s in prohibiting the practice of shark finning.

We are also interested in the views of the contracting parties relative to modernizing the operations of NAFO. In
this regard, NAFO may be able to develop experience that will be useful to all regional fisheries management
organizations. It is becoming increasingly clear that NAFO is being looked at carefully. Although NAFO has been
a leader in issues of science and moving forward in some areas, this organization’s record of conservation and
rebuilding stocks leaves much to be desired. In recent years, its record of treating all contracting parties fairly in
allocation decisions has been similarly lacking. The UN Fish Stocks Agreement encourages states to participate in
regional fisheries management organizations. It is against logic to think that they will, when those organizations
provide weak conservation, and little other benefits. NAFO must be seen by the contracting parties and the larger
community to be effective and fair. We have much work to do on each of these counts.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Annex 7. Opening Statement by the Representative of Denmark in respect of the
Faroe Islands and Greenland
(Kate Sanderson)

Mr Chairman, distinguished delegates and observers,

It is a pleasure for the Faroe Islands and Greenland to be attending the 27" Annual Meeting of NAFO. It is a special
pleasure for us to have this opportunity to visit the beautiful and historical city of Tallin here in Estonia. We would
like to extend our sincere thanks to the Government of Estonia for hosting the meeting this year.

The main priority for our delegation at this meeting is to find a satisfactory resolution to the issue of allocation of
shrimp in division 3L. As you know, we have tried unsuccessfully for several years to have this matter addressed
seriously and in accordance with the NAFO Convention. Our position paper has been circulated to all delegations in
advance of this meeting, outlining the issue as we see it and our main concerns.

Our point of departure and the fundament of our claim is the fishing history of the Faroe Islands in the area. The
long-standing and pioneering efforts of Faroese shrimp fishermen in the Northwest Atlantic, as well as our
contribution to scientific surveys over the years, have helped open up and develop the rational use of a viable and
important resource in the region, from which others have also benefited.

We are ready, as we have always been, to sit down and negotiate the details and come up with a solution. We hope
and expect that other delegations are also ready to do so. The robust state of the stock and the recommended increase
in the TAC for next year is an obvious window of opportunity that must not be missed. If we let this opportunity
pass us by, it will reflect very poorly indeed on the effectiveness of this organisation, which we know is under
intense scrutiny, and on regional approaches to fisheries management in general.

Modernisation of NAFO is another key issue on our agenda this year, together with a discussion of ecosystem
approaches to fisheries management. We wish to emphasise consistency across the North Atlantic in our approaches
to these issues. We have been through a similar process in NEAFC recently by which we believe NAFO can
usefully be guided.

It is always a major concern for small countries such as ours when the largest shareholders in a fisheries resource are
not able to stick to the rules we have all agreed on. The Greenland Halibut Recovery Plan seems to be experiencing
some difficulties. For Parties such as ourselves with a minimal share of this stock, it is of utmost importance that our
share remains at a level that is actually worth fishing.

Finally Mr Chairman, may I say that our delegation looks forward to working constructively with all other
delegations during this meeting.



30

Annex 8. Opening Statement by the Representative of the Russian Federation
(Anas Nurutdinov)

Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen,

We are glad to greet all the Contracting Parties participating in the present NAFO Annual Meeting. Let me express
our thanks to Estonia for excellent conditions prepared for successful work.

The recent year of operation in the NAFO Regulatory Area and decisions from the latest conferences and meetings
at the international level place great emphasis on the forthcoming discussions at this NAFO meeting.

We study with particular attention and take part in the process of implementation of the precautionary and
ecosystem approaches into the practice of stock and fisheries management in the Convention Area. In our view, the
use of such approaches is very promising. We hope that development and implementation of such approaches will
permit us to improve the current situation with stocks and to reach long-term sustainable fisheries.

We expect that our discussions will take place in the traditional atmosphere of cooperation and on the basis of
Scientific Council advice.

We look forward further development of regulatory measures in the 30 redfish fishery (that is to reach conformity
between measures applied inside and outside the 200-mile zone of Canada) as well as regarding the oceanic redfish.

The Russian Federation wishes all of us fruitful work.
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Annex 9. Opening Statement by the Representative of Ukraine
(Vasyl Chernik)

Mr. Chairman, distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen,

Ukrainian delegation greets all the participants of the 27" NAFO Annual Meeting. It’s a pleasure that the host of this
meeting is our old neighbour and a new EU member — Estonia.

The first days spent here in Tallinn promise us good changes and serious solutions of this meeting.

Ukraine supports all the new and progressive initiatives, which were generated by the Ministerial Conference in St.
John’s, Canada on May 2005 and are useful for conservation of fish stocks and management of it on the
scientifically based changes. We believe they will serve as an instrument for fair allocations of NAFO quotas

between NAFO members, which have not reached the upper positions.

Ukraine now proposes to increase the role of the observers and partial enlargement of their duties and/or changing
their functions as scientific observers. We also propose to organize international research expeditions.

No doubt, all these problems are complicated but very important. We believe that the exchange of ideas between
NAFO members gives the possibility to solve all the problems.

Wishing success to this NAFO Meeting.

Many thanks for understanding.
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Annex 10. Opening Statement by the Representative of Japan
(Miwako Takase)

On behalf of Japanese Delegation, I wish to make some opening remarks at the beginning of the NAFO 27" Annual
Meeting.

First of all, I would like to express our sincere appreciation to City of Tallinn and the Government of Estonia as well
as European Union for hosting this year’s meeting of NAFO.

I would like to mention the following specific issues that Japan takes interest at this year’s meeting.

NAFO has been taking strict regulatory measures for the fisheries in the convention area. At the last year’s meeting,
NAFO adopted TAC and allocation schemes for some species and consequently the NAFO conservation measures
are taken for all of commercial species in NAFO Regulatory Area. NAFO also adopted various enforcement
measures for many years. However the stock status of the most species is still under low level. To improve this
situation, the issues of the compliance and enforcement have been discussed for years. However the issues of
compliance and IUU fishing activities are still serious concern and we have to continue to tackle these issues.

On the other hand, in various international fora including the United Nations, fisheries issues are taken up and
moratorium on bottom trawling are requested by some NGOs from concern of the bad impacts on marine ecosystem.
It is a strong Japanese position that fisheries issues should be treated by fisheries management organizations which
have expertise for fisheries. Under the present situation, Regional Fisheries Management Organizations including
NAFO should show their competence for fisheries management taking consideration of marine environment and the
issue should be well addressed in this meeting.

Finally, Japan would like to confirm its commitment to work with all the participants here for successful results of
this meeting.

Thank you.
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Annex 11. Opening Statement by the Representative of France (in respect of SPM)
(Daniel Silvestre)

Mr Chairman, distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen

Let us first express our warm thanks to the Estonian Authorities for the organization of the NAFO Annual Meeting
in the beautiful and historic city of Tallinn.

This Meeting is of a significant importance for NAFO in the general context of world fisheries management. In fact,
due to this general context, we find ourselves at a cross road, and we would like to mention the recent major events
relevant for future development of our Organization:

- The recent COFI/FAO Meeting, in particular the items dealing with protected areas, ecosystem approach
and deep sea fisheries;

- The work carried on within the UN framework;

- The Ministerial Conference of Saint John organized by Canada, which led to the Ministerial Declaration.

The first question we have to answer relates to the current status of NAFO, and whether the Organization meets the
present needs such as expressed in the various international Foray. In this respect, two important prospective
documents have been tabled for this Meeting, by Canada and Norway.

France is of the opinion that NAFO, despite the fact of not being a recent RFO, has been working, and even if the
text of the instrument does not contain provisions included in more recent instrument, the Organization, partly
because the flexibility of the text, have set up efficient subcommittees and has gained much experience in fisheries
management, even if the stocks are far from recovery. We therefore are not starting from scratch.

NAFO nevertheless needs some updating, to integrate on one hand the wording of the main objectives and principles
resulting from the work of the international community, and on the other hand consider the possibility of developing
a modified structure.

We consider that a way to meet these objectives would be to follow some basic principle such as:

- A modified text which should remain as simple as possible, and which should contain references to the
precautionary approach and fisheries management in relation with ecosystems;

- The measures identified and taken for management and compliance should remain in the hands of the
competent Commission and Committee(s). For instance the question of the protected areas and the
protection of deep sea coral reefs should be addressed within the framework of the competent NAFO body
taking into account all fishing gears adverse to the ecosystem and not limited to bottom trawling for
instance.

- An adapted objection procedure

In this respect, we look forward for a proposed terms of reference, should a working group be set up to modify the
Convention.

As far as the “regular” work of the NAFO Annual Meeting is concerned, France (SPM) would like not to modify the
present management provisions and keys allocation in respect of the different regulated stocks and recovery plans
(quotas ands fishing effort).

France (SPM) has very little fishing possibilities, but despite the fact that they are far to be sufficient, they are very
important for a small Island, which has always lived from sea resources

Concerning the proposed TAC, we should take due account of the recommendations delivered by the Scientific
Council.

As far as NAFO compliance measures are concerned, the port of Saint Pierre has been recently and successfully
used as port of inspection, at the request of the Parties involved.

If the Parties so wish, we would be ready to examine the possibility to improve and to formalize the fact that this
harbour, being located close to NAFO fisheries areas, could be considered as one port of inspection.

Thank-you.
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Annex 12. Record of Decisions Agreed upon by the General Council

Substantive Issue (Agenda Item)

Decision/Action

11. Modernization of RFMOs —
Proposal for NAFO

GC W.P. 05/8, Rev. 2 - Adopted

13. Administrative Report

GC Doc. 05/1 - Adopted

16. Consideration of the Renewal of the
Executive Secretary

Contract of Executive Secretary extended for another term of four
years starting 2007

20. STACFAC report and
recommendations

Report adopted in whole

Modified NCP Scheme - STACFAC WP 05/4(rev.) adopted

y 22. STACFAD report
23. Adoption of Budget and
Recommendations

Report adopted in whole
Budget of $1,519,000 for 2006 adopted; and,
all other recommendations of STACFAD were adopted.

24.Time and Place of Next Annual
Meeting

Agreed: Next Annual Meeting to be held in Halifax, Nova Scotia,
Canada, on the following dates:

Scientific Council: 13-22 September 2006

General Council/Fisheries Commission: 18-22 Sep 2006




NS W

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.
21.
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Annex 13. Agenda

I. Opening Procedure

Opening by the Chair, David Bevan (Canada)

Appointment of Rapporteur
e  duties include maintaining record of agreed General Council decisions at Annual Meeting

Adoption of Agenda

Admission of Observers

Publicity

Guidance to STACFAD necessary for them to complete their work (Monday)
Guidance to STACFAC necessary for them to complete their work (Monday)

I1. New Initiatives

FC/GC/SC Joint Session (chaired by FC): Discussion of Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management (set for
Tuesday, 20 September, from 11:00am -12:30pm)

Report by Canada on the St. John's Conference on the Governance of High Seas Fisheries and the UN Fish
Agreement — Moving from Words to Action

The NAFO Convention in the context of recent developments concerning ocean governance
Modernization of RFMO's — Proposal for NAFO

I11. Supervision and Coordination of the Organizational,
Administrative and other Internal Afffairs

Review of Membership
a) General Council
b) Fisheries Commission

Administrative Report (STACFAD)

Enhancement of Public Relations

NAFO Journal

Consideration of the Renewal of the Executive Secretary's Contract

Consideration of Staff Rule 4.1 — Maximum Renewal of Terms of the Executive Secretary

IV. Coordination of External Affairs
Report of Executive Secretary on meetings of: FIRMS, CWP, COFL, RFB and NARFMO

V. Fishing Activities in the Regulatory Area Adverse
to the Obijectives of the NAFO Convention

Consideration of non-Contracting Party activity in the NAFO Regulatory Area and agreement on the task of
STACFAC at the current meeting

Report of STACFAC at the Annual Meeting and decisions on actions

Dispute Settlement Procedures



22.
23.

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
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VL. Finance

Report of STACFAD at the Annual Meeting
Adoption of the Budget and STACFAD recommendations for 2006

VII. Closing Procedure

Election of Chair and Vice-Chair

Time and Place of Next Annual Meeting
Other Business

Press Release

Adjournment
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Annex 14. FAO Statement to the 27" Annual Meeting of NAFO
(H. Watanabe)

Mr. Chairman, distinguished delegates and observers:

FAO is very grateful for the invitation extended by the Secretariat of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization
(NAFO), to observe Twenty-seventh Annual Meeting held in this beautiful and historical city of Tallinn. FAO has
been keeping a close and effective working relationship with NAFO and desires to continue such collaboration.

FAO appreciates, in particular, the cooperativeness of the NAFO Secretariat in responding to FAO’s periodic
requests for information relating to NAFO’s activities. Such collaboration greatly assists FAO in meeting its global
fisheries reporting responsibilities.

The role of regional fishery bodies has been increasing its importance and highly expected in sustainable and
responsible fisheries management all over the world. The Twenty-sixth Session of the FAO Committee on Fisheries
(COFI) and the Ministerial Meeting on Fisheries held last March in Rome underscored the importance of Regional
Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs) and expressed its expectation that these organizations would take
the lead as we move toward more responsible fisheries. In particular, COFI encouraged RFMOs to consider
introducing and implementing the ecosystem approach to fisheries, requested RFMOs, as appropriate, to collect and
submit information on deep-sea fisheries to FAO and noted that RFMOs would need to interact with other relevant
Intergovernmental Organizations (IGOs) when introducing Marine Protected Areas (MPAs).

Immediately after COFI, the Fourth Meeting of Regional Fishery Bodies (RFB-4) was held and also reconfirmed the
important role that Regional Fishery Bodies (RFBs) have to play in sustainable fisheries. Furthermore, the Meeting
discussed a number of essential matters for RFBs such as external factors affecting fisheries management,
harmonization of catch documentation, relations between RFBs and the United Nations Environmental Programme
(UNEP) and the status of the Fisheries Resources Monitoring System (FIRMS) of FAO.

Since NAFO is one of the world’s leading RFBs, having a long history and much experience in the sustainable
management of fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic Ocean, it is anticipated that NAFO will continue playing a
significant role in regional action to secure sustainable and more responsible fisheries management, as agreed and
recommended during COFI and the Meeting of RFBs.

FAO was well informed of the outcome of the St. John’s Ministerial Conference and is aware that many RFBs
around the world, including NAFO, are facing new challenges and responsibilities and, therefore, need to be
strengthened. This is being done so that major issues such as IUU fishing can be more effectively addressed and that
the spirit and intent of the international fisheries instruments concluded in the post-UNCED period are properly
reflected and implemented by RFBs. FAO encourages and wishes to collaborate with RFBs to be better equipped to
manage fisheries and given the central role in promoting sustainable fisheries.

Mr. Chairman,

I will carefully and conscientiously observe the proceedings of this meeting and report back to the management of
FAO?’s Fisheries Department.

Let me conclude, Mr Chairman, by saying that I bring to the meeting greetings from FAO’s Assistant Director-
General for Fisheries, Mr Ichiro Nomura. He wishes the meeting’s every success in its deliberations.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to make this statement on behalf of FAO.
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Annex 15. Opening Remarks of the ICCAT Executive Secretary to the
27" Annual Meeting of NAFO
(D. Meski)

Mr. Chairman,
Distinguished Delegates,
Madam Executive Secretary,

I would like to thank you for inviting ICCAT to participate in this 27th Annual Meeting of NAFO as an observer. I
am very pleased to be here in this beautiful city of Tallinn.

I am also pleased to see several representatives of ICCAT Contracting Parties at this meeting. ICCAT is happy to
share experiences with NAFO, and to strengthen cooperation and exchange of information between Regional

Fisheries Management Organizations.

I am sure that the decisions taken at this meeting, particularly in areas which affect fisheries management in general,
will be of great interest to our Commission.

I should like to take this opportunity to wish you all a successful meeting.

Thank you.
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Annex 16. 2005 Annual Meeting Press Release

NAFO Starts a Reform Process

TALLINN, ESTONIA — Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) has launched a review of the NAFO
Convention, especially with a view to incorporating more integrated oceans management approaches, reforming
decision-making processes, and examining the current structure of NAFO.

The decision was made at the 27th Annual Meeting of NAFO held in Tallinn, Estonia, 19-23 September 2005.

In the context of modernization, NAFO bodies were asked to make recommendations to strengthen NAFO
monitoring, control and surveillance measures through modifications in the areas of sanctions, role of observers and
follow-up on infringements.

First steps towards an ecosystem approach

NAFO scientists were tasked to look into areas of marine biological and ecological significance for NAFO. In
addition, NAFO fishing vessels will collect, on a voluntary basis, data on seamounts in the NAFO area. These
undersea mountains are viewed as potentially vulnerable ecosystems that might warrant special protection.

Ecosystem studies have long been a part of the work of the Scientific Council. In 2006, NAFO will hold a
symposium to advance knowledge of the Northwest Atlantic ecosystems.

During the past year NAFO began discussions of applying the ecosystem approach to fisheries management. An
important milestone was made in 2004 when NAFO adopted and began to implement a framework for the
Precautionary Approach. Progress continues to be made in the application of the Precautionary Approach to stock
assessments.

NAFO bans shark finning

In keeping with its ecosystem approach, NAFO adopted measures banning finning, and the transhipment and
landing of shark fins to improve the protection of sharks in the NAFO area. These measures are consistent with
those adopted by regional tuna commissions (ICCAT, IATTC).

Blacklist for TUU vessels

NAFO has created a procedure to blacklist non-NAFO member vessels involved in Illegal, Unreported and
Unregulated (IUU) fishing in the Northwest Atlantic. This is an important step for global cooperation. In addition,
NAFO will automatically share information about these IUU fishing activities with other regional fishery bodies and
with the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO).

The meeting was attended by 200 delegates from eleven Contracting Parties - Canada, Denmark (in respect of Faroe
Islands and Greenland), European Union, France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Japan, Republic of
Korea, Norway, Russia, Ukraine and United States of America.

-30-
Additional highlights of the meeting can be found in the attached backgrounder.

For more information contact: Barb Marshall, NAFO Secretariat
Tel: +1-902-468 8598
Email: bmarshall@nafo.int
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Backgrounder

The General Council was chaired by David Bevan (Canada), and looked into administrative matters.

The Scientific Council under the chairmanship of Dr. Joanne Morgan (Canada) conducted assessments of stocks in
the NAFO Convention Area during the past year and its advice was presented to Fisheries Commission. The
scientific assessments concluded that yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LNO and northern shrimp on the Flemish Cap and
the Grand Bank remain bright spots with healthy populations. NAFO scientists also advised that directed fisheries
continue on two stocks of redfish, white hake, thorny skate and Greenland halibut. However, Scientific Council
recommended that moratoria be maintained for § of the 15 fish stocks assessed by NAFO.

The Scientific Council also coordinates research on a variety of subjects including studies on fishing gear,
oceanography, and a range of biological issues on various marine species in the Northwest Atlantic.

NAFO Fisheries Commission, chaired by Dean Swanson (USA) adopted the recommendations made by the
Scientific Council. In addition, NAFO agreed on a number of measures to maintain and increase NAFO’s ability to
protect the fishery resources of the Northwest Atlantic (a complete list of these measures will be available in the
meeting reports). Attached is the table of Total Allowable Catches (TAC) and quotas agreed at this session.
The following points represent additional highlights from the Annual Meeting:

More fishing opportunities for shrimp in 3L

The increased growth of the shrimp stock in Div. 3L allowed NAFO to raise the TAC to 22,000 tons following the
scientific advice

NAFO Compliance Review

The second NAFO Annual Compliance Review was adopted. This review summarizes issues regarding compliance
with the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures and will be available on the NAFO website
(www.nafo.int).

Reduced TAC for straddling oceanic redfish

The oceanic redfish stock that straddles the Northwest and the Northeast Atlantic is managed jointly with the
Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC). In accordance with a decision taken earlier by NEAFC to
reduce its TAC, NAFO reduced its TAC for oceanic redfish.

Protection of Greenland halibut continues

Following the 15-year rebuilding plan for Greenland halibut adopted in 2003, NAFO confirmed the reduction for the
TAC in 2006.

Greenland halibut is estimated to be at its lowest level since 1975. Fishing mortality is high and prospects for the
rebuilding of this stock in the short term are poor.

Combating fishing by non-NAFO member vessels
NAFO was informed that seven vessels flagged to Dominica had been sighted by Canadian aerial surveillance in the

NAFO Regulatory Area in 2004 and 2005. Following diplomatic demarches made to Dominica by several NAFO
members, Dominica cancelled the registration of seven of the vessels in question.
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2006 NAFO Symposium

The Scientific Council is sponsoring a symposium entitled “Environmental and Ecosystem Histories in the
Northwest Atlantic — What Influences Living Marine Resources?””. This Symposium will take place in conjunction
with the NAFO 28" Annual Meeting in Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada, on 13 to 15 September 2006.

Election of Officers
The following NAFO officers were elected in 2005:

General Council
Chair: David Bevan (Canada)
Vice-Chair: Terje Lobach (Norway)
Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD)
Chair: Fred Kingston (EU)
Vice-Chair: Frederik Schmidt (Denmark in respect of Faroe Islands &
Greenland)

Fisheries Commission

Chair: Vladimir Shibanov (Russian Federation)
Vice-Chair: Kolbeinn Arnason (Iceland)
Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)
Chair: Hoskuldur Steinarsson (Iceland)
Vice-Chair: Mads Nedergaard (Denmark in respect of Faroe Islands &
Greenland)

Scientific Council
Chair: Antonio Vazquez (EU-Spain)
Vice Chair: Konstantin Gorchinsky (Russian Federation)
Standing Committee on Research Coordination (STACREC)
Chair: Konstantin Gorchinsky (Russian Federation)
Standing Committee on Fisheries Science (STACFIS)
Chair: Don Power (Canada)
Standing Committee on Fisheries Environment (STACFEN)
Chair: Eugene Colbourne (Canada)
Standing Committee on Publications (STACPUB)
Chair: Manfred Stein (EU-Germany)

Prior to the Annual Meeting, the following NAFO meetings were held during 2005: (1) Standing Committee on
International Control (STACTIC) (Reykjavik, Iceland, 13-15 April) and (2) Scientific Council Regular Meeting
(Dartmouth, N.S., Canada, 1-15 June).

NAFO Executive Secretary

23 September 2005, Tallinn, Estonia

For more information contact: Barb Marshall, NAFO Secretariat
Tel: +1-902-468 8598
Email: bmarshall@nafo.int
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Annual Quota Table

QUOTA TABLE. Total allowable catches (TACs) and quotas (metric tons) for 2006 of particular stocks in Subareas 1-4 of the NAFO Convention Area. The values

listed include quantities to be taken both inside and outside the 200-mile fishing zone, where applicable.

Species Cod Redfish American plaice Yellowtail Witch
Division/Contracting | 3L | 3M | 3NO | 3LN 3M 30 Sub-Area2 | 3LNO 3M 3LNO 3L 3NO
Party and Div.
1F+3K
Canada 0 0 0 500 6000 627%4 0 0 14624° 0
Cuba 0 - 0 1750 627> - - - -
Denmark (Faroe 0 - - 69 156753 - - - -
Islands and
Greenland)
European Union ot | o* | o | 7813 | 7000 15675>° 0 o - o't
4076>°
France (St. Pierre - - - 69 627%* - - 300° -
et Miquelon)
Iceland - - - - 15675%° - - - -
Japan - - - 400 150 627> - - - -
Korea - - - 69 100 627> - - - -
Norway 0 - - - 15675%° - - - -
Russia 0 0 0 9137 6500 15675%° - 0 - 0
Ukraine 150 627>
United States of - - - 69 627>* - - - -
America
Others 0 0 0 124 100 - 0 0 76° 0
TOTAL * *16 161 5000%'° | 20000 2037810 *16 * 15000° «16 *
ALLOWABLE
CATCH

(44



Species White hake Capelin Skates Greenland halibut Squid (IIIex)l Shrimp
Division/Contracting 3NO 3NO 3LNO 3LMNO Sub-areas 3+4 3L 3NO
Party
Canada 2500 0 2250 2056 N.S.© 18325
Cuba 0 - 510 245
Denmark (Faroe - 238 - 245
Islands and
Greenland)
European Union 5000 o' 8500 8038'® N.S.° 1225
611"
France (St. Pierre - 224 453 245
et Miquelon)
Iceland - - - 245
Japan 0 1405 510 245
Korea - - 453 245
Norway 0 - - 245
Russia 500 0 2250 1748 749 245
Ukraine 245
United States of - - 453 245
America
Others 500 - 500 0’ 794 0
TOTAL 8500'° «16 13500"° 13709 34000 22000 *
ALLOWABLE
CATCH

*
1.

squid is not exceeded.

Transfers made to Contracting Parties conducting fisheries for squid in the Regulatory Area shall be reported to the Executive Secretary, and the report shall be made as
promptly as possible.

The Contracting Parties shall notify the Executive Secretary every second week of catches taken by its vessels from this allocation until accumulated reported catch reaches
50%, after which time weekly notification shall apply. The Executive Secretary shall notify without delay all Contracting Parties the dates on which accumulated reported
catch taken by vessels of Contracting Parties estimated equal to 50% and then 100% of that allocation.

Quota to be shared by vessels from Denmark (Greenland and Faroe Islands), European Union, Iceland, Norway and Russia. Catches in the NAFO Convention Area shall be

deducted from the quotas allocated in the NEAFC Convention Area.

Ban on fishing in force — The provisions of Article 9, paragraph 3 shall apply.
Any quota listed for squid may be increased by a transfer from any “coastal state” as defined in Article 1, paragraph 3 of the NAFO Convention, provided that the TAC for

Quota to be shared by vessels from Canada, Cuba, France (St. Pierre et Miquelon), Japan, Korea, Ukraine and USA.

3%



Contracting Parties shall inform the Executive Secretary before 1 December 2005 of the measures to be taken to ensure that total catches do not exceed the levels indicated.
The allocation to these Contracting Parties are as yet undetermined, although their sum shall not exceed the difference between the total of allocations to other Contracting
Parties and the TAC (=29.458 tons).

In 2005, the previous 935 t “Others” quota was assigned to three Contracting Parties. When the TAC exceeds 30,000 t the next 1,300 t beyond 30,000 will be allocated to an
Others quota which can be accessed by those who do not hold Greenland halibut allocation. In deciding the relevant contributions of Contracting Parties to the 1300 t Others
quota, the Fisheries Commission will take into account the fact that some Contracting Parties received a benefit from the 935 t quota which was reassigned in 2005.

Each Contracting Party shall notify the Executive Secretary every second week of catches taken by its vessels from this stock until accumulated reported catch reaches 50%,
after which time weekly notification shall apply. Not more than 2500 tons may be fished before July 1, 2006. The Executive Secretary shall notify without delay all
Contracting Parties of the date on which, for this stock, accumulated reported catch taken by vessels of the Contracting Parties is estimated to equal 50% and then 100% of the
TAC.

The provisions of Article 9, paragraph 3 of the Conservation and Enforcement Measures shall apply.

In the case of the NEAFC decision which modifies the level of TAC for this stock in 2006 as compared to 2005, these figures shall be accordingly adjusted
by NAFO and formalized through a mail vote.

Including fishing entitlements of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania following their accession to the European Union and in accordance with sharing
arrangements of the former USSR quota adopted by the Fisheries Commission at its Annual Meeting in 2003 (FC Working Paper 03/7).

Including allocations of 1571 tonnes each for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania out of a sharing of 20,000 tonnes, following their accession to the European
Union.

Allocations of 128 tonnes each for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as well as 227 tonnes for Poland out of a TAC of 34,000 tonnes, following their accession
to the European Union.

Including allocations of 245 tonnes each for Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland out of a TAC of 22000 tonnes, following their accession to the European
Union

Allocation of 3637 tonnes for Lithuania and 439 tonnes to Latvia following their accession to the European Union.

Applicable to 2006 and 2007.

The quota shares in footnotes 4 and 15 can only be fished in the NAFO Regulatory Area. If an increase in the overall TAC as defined in footnote 10 leads to
an increase in these shares, the first 500 tonnes of that increase shall be added to the quota share referred to in footnote 4.

Including an allocation of 450 tonnes for Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania following their accession to the European Union.

144
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CEM Annex |.B

Effort Allocation Scheme for Shrimp Fishery in the

NAFO Regulatory Area Div. 3M, 2006

CONTRACTING PARTY NUMBER OF FISHING DAYS NUMBER OF VESSELS
Canada 456 16
Cuba 100 1
Denmark
— Faroe Islands 1606 8
— Greenland 515 14
European Union 3293! 33!
France (in respect of St Pierre et Miquelon) 100 1
Iceland N/A N/A
Japan 100 1
Korea 100 1
Norway 1985 32
Russia 2100 N/A
Ukraine 100 1
USA 100 1

"Including fishing entitlements transferred from Poland (100 fishing days with one vessel),
Estonia (1667 fishing days with 8 vessels), Latvia (490 fishing days with 4 vessels) and
Lithuania (579 fishing days with 7 vessels) following their accession to the European

Union.




46

CEM Annex I.C
Rebuilding Plan for SLMNO Greenland Halibut
Species Greenland Greenland Greenland Greenland
halibut halibut halibut halibut

Division/ 3LMNO 3LMNO 3LMNO 3LMNO
Contracting Party

2004 2005 2006 2007
Canada 2223 2112 2056 1778
Cuba - - - -
Denmark (Faroe - 244 238 206
Islands and
Greenland)
European Union 8203 82543 80384 69515
France (St Pierre - 230 224 194
et Miquelon)
Iceland - - - -
Japan 1519 1443 1405 1215
Korea - - - -
Norway - - - -
Russia 1890 1796 1748 1512
Ukraine - - - -
United States of - - - -
America
Others 085" 0? 0? 0?

_— |

TOTAL 14820 14079 13709 11856
ALLOWABLE
CATCH

! Of which no more than 60% may be fished before 1 May in each year.

* In 2005, the previous 935 t “Others” quota was assigned to three Contracting Parties. When the TAC
exceeds 30,000 t the next 1,300 t beyond 30,000 will be allocated to an Others quota which can be accessed
by those who do not hold Greenland halibut allocation. In deciding the relevant contributions of
Contracting Parties to the 1300 t Others quota, the Fisheries Commission will take into account the fact that
some Contracting Parties received a benefit from the 935 t quota which was reassigned in 2005.

? Including an allocation of 461 tonnes for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania following their accession to the
European Union.

* Including an allocation of 450 tonnes for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania following their accession to the
European Union.

> Including an allocation of 389 tonnes for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania following their accession to the
European Union.
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Annex 17. Reform of NAFO
(GC Doc. 05/2)

The General Council and Fisheries Commission of NAFO:

Noting the conclusions of the St. John’s Conference in May 2005 (Annex 1) and the Fisheries Ministerial Meeting
of COFI in March 2005 in Rome and other recent developments in ocean governance as outlined in GC Working
Paper 05/1;

Anxious that NAFO, a regional fisheries organization (RFO) of long standing, should as a matter of priority address
the concerns and issues contained in those recent political declarations;

Conscious that if these issues are to be addressed efficiently, consideration should be channeled through existing
mechanisms within NAFO, where possible:

Decides on the following course of actions to address the reform of NAFO:

1.

An ad hoc Working Group on NAFO Reform (WG Reform) shall be established to review and, where
appropriate, develop recommendations to modify and/or complete the provisions of the NAFO Convention.
A four-day WG session shall be hosted by Canada on April 25-28, 2006 under the Chairmanship of the
European Union and Canada'. The WG’s report and recommendations shall be submitted to the 2006
Annual Meeting for decision. One further meeting of the WG could be necessary in 2007, should that be
required by the workload.

The Terms of Reference of the WG Reform shall be as follows:

(1)
(i)

(iii)

Evaluate and recommend the changes to the NAFO Convention to reform the decision-making process
as outlined in paragraphs 4A and B of the St. John’s Declaration:

Examine the current structure of NAFO (constituent bodies and their subsidiary bodies) and
recommend changes to streamline the structure and operation of the NAFO in order to make it a more
effective RFO;

Deliberate on any other matter relating to the provisions of the Convention, as NAFO Members deem
appropriate.

The Fisheries Commission directs STACTIC to devote its Intersessional Meeting in mid 2006 to review, in
accordance with paragraphs 4 C and D of the St. John’s Declaration, on the effectiveness of the existing
NAFO monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) regime to determine the changes needed to be
introduced to strengthen such instruments and make them more effective and efficient, in terms of
operation, results and costs. Most notably, but not limited to, STACTIC will review and provide
recommendations on establishment of guidelines for sanctions, role of observers and follow-up on
infringements.

The Fisheries Commission will address at its Annual Meetings the issues outlined in paragraph 5 of the St.
John’s Declaration.

!Chair: EU; Vice-Chair: Canada
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Annex 1
(GC Doc. 05/2)

Conference on the Governance of High Seas Fisheries and the UN Fish Agreement — Moving from
Words to Action

St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada
May 1-5, 2005

We, the Ministers at the St. John’s Conference on the Governance of High Seas Fisheries and the UN Fish
Agreement (UNFA):

Recognizing the need to ensure the long-term conservation and sustainable use of fish stocks through the effective
implementation of the obligations of States in this respect;

Acknowledging that the sustainable use of fish stocks is a significant and replenishable source of healthy food for
large parts of the world’s population, and that continued sustainable use provides for increased food security on a
global basis;

Expressing concern that in many parts of the world certain fish stocks are overfished;

Expressing concern with the significant adverse impacts that such overfishing has had on the state of fisheries
resources and their ecosystems, and on the economies of States and coastal communities around the world that
depend on these resources for their livelihood;

Reiterating our commitment to responsible fisheries;

Recognizing that all States have the right for their nationals to engage in fishing on the high seas subject to their
treaty obligations, to the rights, duties and interests of coastal States, inter alia in the conservation and management
of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, to the duty of States to cooperate with each other in their
conservation and management, as well as the duty of States to control the activities of vessels flying their flag, in
accordance with UNCLOS? and UNFAZ;

Recognizing the need for conservation and management measures for straddling fish stocks and highly migratory
fish stocks adopted for the high seas and those adopted for areas under national jurisdiction to be compatible, and
the obligation of States fishing on the high seas and coastal States to cooperate to this end;

Recognizing that sub-regional and regional fisheries management organizations and arrangements (RFMO/As) have
played a significant role with regard to the governance of high seas fisheries and are the most effective means of
cooperating in the conservation and management of high seas fish stocks and that good governance and management
by these RFMO/As contribute to ensuring the effective long-term conservation and sustainable use of high seas fish
stocks, including curbing overfishing;

Recognizing that RFMO/As today face new challenges and responsibilities, and while the governance of some
RFMO/As has been improved by incorporating the principles and provisions of newly developed international
instruments and tools, including, inter alia, those related to ecosystem considerations in fisheries management, other
RFMO/As remain to be so improved and, to that end, there is a need for political will to further strengthen and
modernize RFMO/As to ensure that such challenges and responsibilities are effectively addressed;

[1]United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982.

[2]Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of
10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory
Fish Stocks of 4 December 1995.
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Reaffirming the importance of universal compliance with the existing international legal framework for the
governance of high seas fisheries;

Acknowledging the need to ensure that there is a genuine link between flag States and their vessels and that the
responsibilities deriving therefrom are fulfilled;

Reaffirming our commitment to the implementation of the relevant parts of Agenda 21 and to the Johannesburg Plan
of Implementation agreed at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002 in relation to achieving
sustainable fisheries;

Commending the results of the March 2005 COFI Meeting, as well as the 2005 Rome Ministerial Declaration on
Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) fishing where the desire was expressed "to move from words to action
through full implementation of various international instruments for sustainable fisheries adopted or enacted in the
past decades";

Acknowledging the ongoing work of the High Seas Task Force in the area of [UU Fishing,
We declare that we will move from words to the following actions:

1. We urge all States that have not already done so, to become parties to UNCLOS, UNFA and the FAO Compliance
Agreement?, and call on States and entities to effectively implement all provisions of these international agreements
directly and within each RFMO/A of which they are a member.

2. Ministers representing States or Regional Economic Integration Organizations (REIOs) that are parties to UNFA
commit to writing to Non-parties urging them to become party to UNFA at the earliest opportunity.

3. We will implement in a timely fashion the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation agreed at the World Summit on
Sustainable Development in 2002 in relation to achieving sustainable fisheries

4. We will work within RFMO/As of which the State or REIO we respectively represent is a member, to review and
strengthen them, where necessary, in a manner that does not overlap or duplicate the mandate of other existing
RFMO/As, to:

A. Implement a decision-making process which:
i) relies on the best scientific information available;

ii) incorporates the precautionary approach;

iil) incorporates ecosystem considerations in fisheries management with due consideration to the work of
relevant scientific bodies and initiatives;

iv) uses criteria for allocations which properly reflect the interests and needs of coastal States and
developing States, including small island developing States, in whose areas of national jurisdiction the
fish stocks also occur, as well as those of fishing States; and,

v) achieves compatibility between conservation and management measures established for the high seas
and those established for areas under national jurisdiction;

[3]Food and Agriculture Organization Agreement to Promote Compliance with International Conservation and
Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas of 24 November 1993.
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B. Ensure that the decision-making processes of these RFMO/As support the conservation and sustainable use of
fish stocks they manage by:

i) strengthening or developing dispute settlement procedures to provide for the review of fisheries
conservation and management decisions and of behavior following opting out of such decisions that may
undermine conservation and management of the fish stocks concerned;

ii) strengthening or developing procedures for the settlement of disputes in accordance with UNCLOS
and UNFA;

C. Establish or strengthen the monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) regimes of RFMO/As including as
needed joint MCS systems, the dissemination of collected data as may be agreed and regular compliance review
mechanisms, ensuring that the costs of MCS systems are shared in a fair and transparent manner;

D. Establish regional guidelines for States to use in establishing sanctions for non-compliance by their flag vessels
and nationals that are adequate in severity to effectively secure compliance, deter further violations and deprive
offenders of the benefits accruing from their illegal activities.

5. We agree that in order to prevent or eliminate overfishing and excess fishing capacity and to ensure that levels of
fishing effort do not exceed those commensurate with the sustainable use of fishery resources:

A. Where a RFMO/A has established a total allowable catch (TAC) and allocations, members should ensure
that their fishing effort does not result in catches that exceed their fishing possibilities;

B. Where a RFMO/A has established an overall TAC, but has not yet set allocations, members and the
RFMO/A should monitor catches and fishing effort to ensure that the TAC is not exceeded;

C. Where the scientific advice regarding an unregulated stock indicates that conservation and management
measures are necessary, REMO/A members should, as a matter of priority, agree on appropriate measures
and, in the interim, exercise restraint with regard to their fishing effort for that stock in accordance with
the precautionary approach;

D.States, REIOs and entities, individually and through RFMO/As of which they are a member, should cap
and then reduce excess fishing capacity to be commensurate with the status of fish stocks;

E. States, REIOs and entities should avoid the transfer of fishing capacity to other fisheries or areas
including, but not limited to those areas where fish stocks are overexploited or in a depleted condition.

6. We will work together, including within RFMO/As of which the State or REIO we respectively represent is a
member, to implement measures to further mitigate by-catch, particularly of vulnerable non-target marine species
such as seabirds as well as sea turtles and to adopt measures to conserve and manage shark stocks in directed and
non-directed fisheries and to minimize waste and discards, in accordance with the FAO Guidelines and International
Plans of Action for these species.

7. We will work together, including within RFMO/As of which the State or REIO we respectively represent is a
member, to ensure that States that fish on the high seas do not engage in unsustainable fishing practices, including
those that adversely affect coastal developing States.

8. We call upon States to cooperate in establishing new RFMO/As or arrangements, where necessary, with
sufficiently comprehensive mandates, to facilitate cooperation in respect of fish stocks or areas of the high seas not
currently managed by any RFMO/As taking due account of the commitments made in this Declaration.

9. We call upon all States and entities fishing in areas of competence of RFMO/As but that are not a member of
those RFMO/As to immediately join or agree to apply the conservation and management measures established by
such RFMO/As in accordance with UNCLOS and UNFA. Efforts need also be made to allow developing States to
achieve legitimate development goals pertaining to poverty alleviation and improvement of the lives of fishermen.
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10. We recognize that States, REIOs or entities that are neither members of RFMO/As nor have agreed to apply their
conservation and management measures shall not have access to the fisheries resources to which those measures
apply and any catches of such fishery resources should be denied market access in accordance with international
law.

11. We urge all States Parties and other States to work together to prepare for the UNFA Review Conference to be
held in May 2006 in accordance with Article 36 of the Agreement, which will inter alia assess the effectiveness of
the Agreement in securing the conservation and management of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish
stocks, including but not limited to the functions of RFMO/As as defined in Article 10 of UNFA.

12. We will follow up on commitments made at the FAO 2005 Rome Ministerial Declaration on IUU Fishing and
will work within RFMO/As to establish or strengthen measures to prevent, deter and eliminate [UU fishing and
other fishing activities by States, REIOs or entities that undermine the effectiveness of the conservation and
management measures of the RFMO/As.

13. We will work to address possible gaps which may include those related to:

A. the sustainable management of discrete high seas fisheries (including deep sea fisheries),

B. the conservation and sustainable use of marine biodiversity and sensitive marine ecosystems,
C. defining the genuine link between flag states and the fishing vessels flying their flag,

D. the obligations of port States and the development and implementation of stronger port state measures in
accordance with international law,

and that further steps should be taken in this direction.

14. We recognize the need to assist developing States in implementing relevant agreements, instruments and tools
for the conservation and management of fish stocks, including through existing funds such as the UNFA Part VII
Developing States Fund.

15. We will actively seek the cooperation of other States to join us in achieving our objectives set out in this
Declaration.

16. We agree that officials identify practical ways to move forward on the commitments of Ministers as set out in
this Declaration.
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Annex 18. Discussion Paper - The NAFO Convention in the context of
recent developments concerning ocean governance
(presented by Norway)

In recent years, many initiatives have been taken to address the conservation and management of the marine
ecosystems on the high seas, both by States, intergovernmental organisations and non-governmental organisations.
The UN General Assembly annually addresses fisheries issues, among other things calling upon regional fisheries
management organisations (RFMOs) to address specific topics in order to achieve sustainable fisheries within their
areas of competence. In particular it should be mentioned that the UN General Assembly has urged RFMOs to
prohibit destructive fishing practices which have adverse impacts on vulnerable ecosystems, including seamounts,
hydrothermal vents and cold water corals in areas beyond national jurisdiction. Further the World Summit on
Sustainable Development (WSSD) 2002 in Johannesburg agreed on a detailed “Plan of Implementation” that
includes a number of provisions regarding international and high seas fisheries (Articles 30 to 36), among them the
establishment of marine protected areas (MPAs), including representative networks. The Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) is also addressing MPAs in marine areas beyond national jurisdiction and has established an Ad
Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Protected Areas. Thus there are new demands and expectations concerning the
performances of RFMOs. In addition there are now available several tools for regional bodies, which were absent
when the NAFO Convention was concluded 25 years ago.

Concern about the impact of fishing in the marine ecosystem, including the call for an ecosystem approach are also
to be found in global instruments, which are in force and thus entail legal binding obligations on parties. For
example included in the preamble of the 1995 Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of
Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (the1995 Agreement) is that parties are *““Conscious of the
need to avoid adverse impacts on the marine environment, preserve biodiversity, maintain the integrity of marine
ecosystems and minimize the risk of long-term or irreversible effects of fishing operations™. Attention should be
paid to Articles 5 (general principles) and 6 (application of the precautionary approach) of the 1995 Agreement. It
applies, however, only to fisheries for straddling stocks and highly migratory stocks, and is thus not applicable to so-
called discrete stocks, i.e. stocks that exclusively occur in high seas areas. Even though some of the stocks on the
high seas of NAFO-area are discrete stocks, others are straddling between the EEZs of Contracting Parties and the
high seas. For management purposes it might be difficult to separate the two. Of particular interest concerning
fishing in vulnerable areas are Article 5 (g) calling for the protection of the biodiversity in the marine environment
and Article 6, paragraph 1 calling on States to apply the precautionary approach “to protect the living marine
resources and preserve the marine environment”. Complementary voluntary responsibilities are set out in the FAO
Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, which is global in scope and applies to all fishing activities.

From a fisheries perspective it is of course important to sustain marine ecosystems whose living resources can
provide food and serve as a basis for income for present and future generations. It is recognised that healthy, well
functioning and productive ecosystems will provide optimal levels of production for harvesting. In general there is
misconception that fisheries constitute a major environmental problem. In fact, other human activities in the oceans
pose major threats to viable fisheries and especially food security. Thus fishing is the only human activity at sea that
is dependent on healthy ecosystems and clean oceans. Of course fisheries cannot avoid having an impact on marine
ecosystems in the process of harvesting. A management target would thus be to obtain the maximum benefit from
harvesting without reducing the future value of the resources and the marine environment in general. In order to
achieve this objective, scientific management advice should of course incorporate ecosystem information into stock
assessments and forecasts and advice on improved fishing methods in order to reduce negative effects on
ecosystems.

As mentioned above the UN General Assembly last year adopted a resolution concerning sustainable fisheries,
which also addresses responsible fisheries in the marine ecosystem. In paragraphs 66 and 67, the resolution

*““Calls upon States, either by themselves or through regional fisheries management organizations or arrangements,
where these are competent to do so, to take action urgently, and consider on a case-by-case basis and on a scientific
basis, including the application of the precautionary approach, the interim prohibition of destructive fishing
practices, including bottom trawling, which has adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems, including
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seamounts, hydrothermal vents and cold-water corals located beyond national jurisdiction, until such time as
appropriate conservation and management measures have been adopted in accordance with international law; and
Calls upon regional fisheries management organizations or arrangements with the competence to regulate bottom
fisheries to urgently adopt, in their regulatory areas, appropriate conservation and management measures, in
accordance with international law, to address the impact of destructive fishing practices, including bottom trawling,
which has adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems, and to ensure compliance with such measures”.

It should be noted that the UN General Assembly has agreed to review within two years progress on actions
concerning bottom trawling, with a view to further recommendations, where necessary, in areas where arrangements
are inadequate. In addition several non-governmental organisations and some states actually call for a global ban on
bottom trawling on the high seas (UN resolution similar to that on the global moratorium on large-scale pelagic
drift-net fishing on the high seas).

FAO’s Committee on Fisheries (COFI) addressed the issue of deep-sea fisheries at the meeting in March this year.
The Committee, among other things, called upon Members conducting deep sea fisheries on the high seas
individually and in cooperation with others to address adverse impacts on vulnerable ecosystems and to sustainably
manage the fishery resources being harvested including through controls or limitations on new and exploratory
fisheries.

In the ministerial declaration from the Conference on the Governance of High Seas Fisheries and the UN Fish
Agreement, which was held in St. John’s, Canada in May this year, the ministers recognised that RFMOs today face
new challenges and responsibilities. It is recognised that while the governance of some RFMOs has been improved
by incorporating the principles and provisions of newly developed international instruments and tools, including
those related to ecosystem considerations in fisheries management, other RFMOs remain to be improved and to
further strengthen and modernise RFMOs to ensure that such challenges and responsibilities are effectively
addressed.

1. The current legal situation

Article 68 of the 1982 UN Law of the Sea Convention (the LOS Convention) specifies that Part V does not apply to
sedentary species as defined in Article 77, paragraph 4. It thus appears to except such species from the rules of Part
V on foreign access, requirements to ensure rational conservation and optimum utilisation and the obligation to co-
operate with other states as regards shared stocks. Several regional fisheries management organizations, such as
NEAFC, thus exclude sedentary species, from its scope of application, in accordance with article 77, paragraph.4. It
could, however, be argued that there is no reason why general obligations relating to sustainable management, use
and conservation set out in the LOS Convention should not apply to these species as well, since this is a dominant
theme throughout the Convention.

Sedentary species and habitats occurring outside the EEZs will, in so far as they are found on the continental shelf as
defined in Article 76 of the LOS Convention, also come within the scope of the sovereign rights and continental
shelf jurisdiction of the coastal State in accordance with Part VI. The Commission on the Limits of the Continental
Shelf set up under Annex II of the LOS Convention has only recently started reviewing submissions for the
establishment of the limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles, and no States Parties are under any
obligation to make such submissions until 2009 at the earliest. The process of delimiting the areas of extended
continental shelf that will be under national jurisdiction is therefore likely to take many more years.

High seas fishing is in principle open to all States, see Article 87 of the LOS Convention. However, Article 87 also
states that this freedom must be exercised with due regard for the interests of other States and also with due regard
for the rights under the Convention with respect to activities in the Area. Section 2, Part VII, of the LOS Convention
(Articles 116-119) states that the right to engage in fishing on the high seas is further subject to treaty obligations,
and to the rights and duties as well as the interests of coastal States (see for example Article 63, paragraph 2, and
Articles 64 to 67 of the Convention).

States further have obligations to take such measures with respect to their respective nationals as may be necessary
for the conservation of the living resources of the high seas (Article 117) and to co-operate with other States in
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conservation and management of these resources (Article 118). Moreover, the LOS Convention oblige coastal States
and other States that fish for highly migratory species to co-operate directly or through appropriate international
organisations with a view to ensuring conservation and promoting the objective of optimum utilisation of highly
migratory species throughout the region, both within and beyond the EEZ of the coastal State, see Article 64 of the
LOS Convention. In regions where no appropriate international organisation exists, the States concerned are obliged
to co-operate to establish such an organisation and to participate in its work. These provisions apply to all living
resources, including species that are not sedentary as defined in Article 77 of the LOS Convention. The 1995
Agreement further defines and elaborates these obligations with respect to straddling stocks and highly migratory
stocks.

Species and ecosystems outside the extended continental shelf as defined in the LOS Convention Article 76 are by
definition in the “Area”, which is to be managed by International Seabed Authority (ISA) in accordance with Article
134, paragraph 4, and Article 136 of the LOS Convention. ISA’s competence applies to all “resources” in the Area,
meaning “all solid, liquid or gaseous mineral resources in sSitu in the Area at or beneath the seabed, including
polymetallic nodules”. In extracting resources from the Area and with respect to all other activities, the Authority is
obliged to take all “necessary measures to ensure effective protection for the marine environment from harmful
effects which may arise from such activities” and shall adopt appropriate rules, regulations and procedures for “the
protection and conservation of the natural resources of the Area and the prevention of damage to the flora and fauna
of the marine environment”.

It is questionable, however, whether the Authority has the mandate and the competence to manage the living marine
resources of the Area. It is also quite clear that the rules and regulations pertaining to the Area do not have any effect
on the legal status of the waters superjacent to the Area, see Article 135, but some habitats and ecosystems are found
in the subsoil under the Area, and here the situation appears to be less clear.

Article 8, paragraph a, of the CBD requires Parties as far as possible to “establish a system of protected areas or
areas where special measures need to be taken to conserve biological diversity”. A protected area under CBD differs
from “a particularly clearly defined area”, as mentioned in Article 211, paragraph 6, of the LOS Convention, and is
understood to be “a geographically defined area which is designated or regulated and managed to achieve specific
conservation objectives”, see Article 2. At the same time it is clear that with regard to the marine environment, the
rights and obligations set out in the CBD must not be in conflict with those laid down in the LOS Convention, see
Article 22, paragraph 2. The establishment of protected areas in the high seas would appear to be in conflict with the
prohibition of the LOS Convention Article 89, under which “no State may validly purport to subject any part of the
high seas to its sovereignty”. Equally, Article. 137, paragraph 3, of the LOS Convention states that no claim,
acquisition or exercise of any rights with respect to minerals recovered from the Area by any state or natural or
juridical person shall be recognised. Furthermore, it is quite clear that no marine scientific research activities can
constitute the legal basis for any claim to any part of the marine environment or its resources. It would thus appear
that while States may undertake to designate protected areas under Article 8, paragraph a), of the CBD in areas
under their jurisdiction and in accordance with the LOS Convention, before such areas can be established on the
high seas, there is a need to examine the existing legal framework, and the UN General Assembly has taken
initiatives in this regard.

2. Relevant terms used in some global instruments

The term “fish” is defined in the 1995 Agreement to include molluscs and crustaceans except those belonging to
sedentary species as defined in article 77 of the LOS Convention. It could be argued that “fish” and “fishery
resources” are equal terms.

The term “living marine resources” is used quite frequently, cf. Articles 1, 6, 7, 11, 24 and 30 of the 1995
Agreement and the preamble, article I and article IX of the 1993 FAO Agreement to Promote Compliance with
International Conservation and Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas (the Compliance
Agreement). It should be mentioned that the LOS Convention refers to “living resources”, cf. for example section 2
of part VII (Conservation and management of the living marine resources of the high seas). The inclusion of the
word “marine” first appeared in Agenda 21 where States committed themselves to the conservation and sustainable
use of marine living resources on the high seas. It seems like, in some cases at least, that the terms “living marine
resources” and “fishery resources” are equal. For example is a “fishing vessels” defined in the Compliance
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Agreement to mean any vessel used for exploitation of living marine resources, thus defining “fishing” to be
harvesting of marine living resources. But this is probably not intentional. The term “living marine resources” has a
broader application than “fishery resources™ as it would for instance include aquatic plants, corals and sponges.

The term “conservation and management measures” is defined in the 1995 Agreement and in the Compliance
Agreement to be measures to conserve and manage one or more species of living marine resources that are adopted
and applied in accordance with the relevant rules of international law as reflected in the LOS Convention, cf. Article
1 of the 1995 Agreement and Article I of the Compliance Agreement.

3. Mandates of other RFMOs

Just a few RFMOs have the competence to regulate bottom fisheries, among them NAFO. Others are the
Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR), the North East Atlantic
Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) and the South East Atlantic Fisheries Organization (SEAFO). Work has recently
been concluded concerning the establishment of the Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIOFA) with the
competence to regulate also bottom fisheries in the Southern Indian Ocean. There are several other RFMOs with
mandates to regulate highly migratory species such as tuna and swordfish, thus dealing only with fishing activities in
the upper layer of the water column.

Further some RFMOs have included in their mandates references to an ecosystem approach to management,
including the protection of the marine biodiversity.

3.1 CCAMLR
Concerning application, Article I of the CCAMLR Convention states the following:
1. This Convention applies to the Antarctic marine living resources of the area south of 60 °south latitude and

to the Antarctic marine living resources of the area between that latitude and the Antarctic Convergence which form
part of the Antarctic marine ecosystem.

2. Antarctic marine living resources means the population of fin fish, molluscs, crustaceans and all other
species of living organisms, including birds, found south of the Antarctic Convergence.
3. The Antarctic marine ecosystem means the complex of relationships of Antarctic marine living resources

with each other and with their physical environment.

The objective and general principles are referred to in Article I, which read as follows:

“1. The objective of this Convention is the conservation of Antarctic marine living resources.
2. For the purposes of this Convention, the term ““conservation” includes rational use.”
3. “any harvesting and associated activities in the area to which this Convention applies shall be conducted

in accordance with the provisions of this Convention and with the following principles:

a) prevention of decrease in the size of any harvested population to levels below those which ensure its
stable recruitment. For this purpose its size should not be allowed to fall below a level close to that
which ensure the greatest net annual increment;

b) maintenance of the ecological relationship between harvested, dependent and related populations of
Antarctic marine living resources and the restoration of deleted populations to the level defined in sub-
paragraph a) above; and

¢) prevention of changes or minimisation of the risk of changes in the marine ecosystem which not
potentially reversible over two or three decades, taking into account the state of available knowledge
of the direct and indirect impact of harvesting, the effect of the introduction of alien species, the effects
of associated activities on the marine ecosystem and of the effects of environmental changes, with the
aim of making possible the sustained conservation of Antarctic marine living resources™.
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3.2 SEAFO

The Convention defines some terms in Article 1, among them “fishery resources” and “living marine resources”. For
the purpose of the Convention:

“Fishery resources means resources of fish, molluscs, crustaceans and other sedentary species within the
Convention Area, excluding (i) sedentary species subject to the fisheries jurisdiction of coastal States pursuant to
article 77 paragraph 4 of the 1982 Convention; and (ii) highly migratory species listed in Annex | of the 1982
Convention, and

““Living marine resources” means all living components of marine ecosystems, including seabirds.

Pursuant to Article 2 the objective is:

“To ensure the long-term conservation and sustainable use of the fishery resources in the Convention Area through
effective implementation of this Convention™

The general principles are included in Article 3, which reads:

“In giving effect to the objective of this Convention, the Contracting Parties, where appropriate through the
Organisation shall, in particular:

a) adopt measures, bared on the best scientific evidence available, to ensure the long term conservation
and sustainable use of the fishery resources to which this Convention applies;

b) apply the precautionary approach in accordance with article 7;

c) apply the provisions of this Convention relating to fishery resources, taking due account of the impact
of fishing operations on ecologically related species such as seabirds, cetaceans, seals and marine
turtles;

d) adopt, where necessary, conservation and management measures for species belonging to the same
ecosystem as, or associated with dependent upon, the harvested resources;

e) ensure that fishery practices and management measures take due account of the need to minimise
harmful impacts on living marine resources as a whole; and

f) protect biodiversity in the marine environment.”

3.3 SIOFA

Interested parties have on 22" April this year agreed on text for an agreement concerning the management of fishery
resources in the Southern Indian Ocean, the Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIOFA). The parties
agreed to convene a Diplomatic Conference at the earliest possibility and at the latest by January 2006 to officially
adopt and open for signature the Agreement.

Pursuant to Article 1 (definitions) of the agreed text "fishery resources” means:

resources of fish, molluscs, crustaceans and other sedentary species within the Area, but excluding:
(i) sedentary species subject to the fishery jurisdiction of coastal States pursuant to article 77
paragraph 4 of the 1982 Convention; and
(ii) highly migratory species listed in Annex I of the 1982 Convention;

Article 2 sets out the objectives of the Agreement and reads as follows:

The objectives of this Agreement are to ensure the long term conservation and sustainable use of the fishery
resources in the Area through cooperation among the Contracting Parties, and to promote the sustainable
development of fisheries in the Area, taking account of the needs of developing States bordering the Area that are
party to this Agreement, and in particular the least-developed among them and small island developing States.
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Further in Article 4, the general principles of the Agreement are as follows:

“In giving effect to the duty to cooperate in accordance with the 1982 Convention and international law, the
Contracting Parties shall apply, in particular, the following principles:

a) measures shall be adopted on the basis of the best scientific evidence available to ensure the long term
conservation of fishery resources, taking into account the sustainable use of such resources and
implementing an ecosystem approach to their management;

b) measures shall be taken to ensure that the level of fishing activity is commensurate with the sustainable use
of fishery resources;

c) the precautionary approach shall be applied in accordance with the Code of Conduct and the 1995
Agreement, whereby the absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for
postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures;

d) the stocks shall be managed so that they are maintained at levels that are capable of producing the
maximum sustainable yield, and rebuild depleted stocks to the said levels;

e) fishing practices and management measures shall take due account of the need to minimize the harmful
impact of fishing activities may have on the marine environment;

f) the need to protect biodiversity in the marine environment;

g) the special requirements of developing States bordering the Area that are party to this Agreement, and in
particular the least-developed among them and small island developing States, shall be given full
recognition.”

3.4 NEAFC

The NEAFC-Convention applies to “all fishery resources in the Convention Area with the exception of sea
mammals, sedentary species, i.e. organisms which, at the harvestable stage, either are immobile on or under the
seabed or are unable to move except in constant physical contact with the seabed or subsoil and, in so far as they
are dealt with by other international agreements, highly migratory species and anadromous stocks.”, cf. Article 1,
paragraph 2. Species that are sedentary form part of the natural resources referred to in Part VI of the LOS
Convention, which consist of mineral and other non-living resources of the seabed and subsoil, as well as living
organisms belonging to sedentary species. The definition of sedentary species in Article 77 of the LOS Convention
is equal to the definition appearing in the NEAFC Convention. Examples of such organisms are bivalves such as
oysters and mussels, sea anemones and attached algae. According to Article 1, paragraph 2, there is a general
exception for sedentary species in NEAFC. In NAFO, SEAFO and in the draft for SIOFA, the exceptions are related
to sedentary species as referred to in Article 77 of the LOS Convention (rights of coastal States over the continental
shelf). Thus the NEAFC Convention does not apply to sedentary species living either on or off the continental
shelves in the Regulatory Area.

NEAFC has agreed to play a more proactive role in the international processes addressing overall ocean
management. At the same time NEAFC has problems of adopting adequate management measures for deep-sea
species. To move forward on the issue of deep-sea species and at the same time addressing concerns expressed by
the international community, Norway suggested protecting some vulnerable habitats by closing them for bottom
fishing. NEAFC agreed in November last year to close five seamounts on the high seas for three years to bottom
trawling and static gear, so as to protect vulnerable deep-water habitats. The criteria used by Norway for proposing
areas was partly information from historical or present fisheries, and random selection of reference localities based
on knowledge of bathymetry and fauna.

Work is now going on within NEAFC with the aim of amending the Convention focussing on responsible fishing in
the marine ecosystem and NEAFC’s role as the competent authority in this regard. This also implies possible
amendments required for managing impact not only on targeted stocks but also other impacts of fisheries on the
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marine ecosystem. A working group met in Brussels on the 28" of June and agreed on a text that will be examined
and hopefully adopted by the Commission at its annual meeting in November. The suggested amendments to the
NEAFC Convention include an update of the preamble, additional and amended definitions, a new article
concerning the objectives and a new article on implementation of these objectives.

4. Possible restrictions of the NAFO Convention
In accordance with Article I, paragraph 4, the NAFO Convention applies to:

“all fishery resources of the Convention Area, with the following exceptions: salmon, tunas, marlins, cetacean
stocks managed by the International Whaling Commission or any successor organization, and sedentary species of
the Continental shelf, i.e. , organisms which, at the harvestable stage, either are immobile on or under the seabed or
are unable to move except in constant physical contact with the seabed or the subsoil.”

The objective of the Convention is to “contribute through consultation and cooperation to the optimum utilization,
rational management and conservation of the fishery resources in the Convention Area”, cf. Article II, paragraph 1.

NAFO consists of a General Council, a Scientific Council, a Fisheries Commission and a Secretariat. The Fisheries
Commission is responsible for the management and conservation of the fishery resources in the Regulatory Area
(i.e. areas beyond the limits of fisheries jurisdiction of Contracting Parties), cf. Article XI, paragraph 1 of the
Convention. The functions of the Commission are set out in paragraph 2 of Article XI and reads as follows:

“The Commission may adopt proposals for joint action by the Contacting Parties designed to achieve the optimum
utilization of the fishery resources of the Regulatory Area. In considering such proposals, the Commission shall take
into account any relevant information or advice provided to it by the Scientific Council”.

Where the general objective of NAFO is to contribute through consultation and cooperation to the optimum
utilization, rational management and conservation in the Convention Area, cf. Article II, paragraph 1, the regulating
power of the Fisheries Commission concerning the Regulatory Area is related only to the optimum utilization of the
fishery resources.

NAFO has of course the competence to close areas in the Regulatory Area for fishing activities (for example
trawling), cf. Article XI, compared with Article I, paragraph 4 of the NAFO Convention. The competence is thus
limited to actions related to “fishery resources” as defined in Article I, paragraph 4 and the purpose shall be related
to optimum utilization of those resources. Consequently the Fisheries Commission seems not to have a clear
mandate to establish for example MPAs in order to protect seamounts, hydrothermal or cold-water corals as such.
The justification for any action must therefore be that this is related to the optimum utilization of the fishery
resources in the Regulatory Area, cf. Article II, paragraph 1 of the NAFO Convention.

However, seamounts are rich and unusual deep-sea biological communities that support unique and endemic faunas,
representing large pools of undiscovered biodiversity in the oceans. The biology and ecology of seamounts have
been discovered and studied only in recent years. Although relatively few seamounts have been sampled
comprehensively, this research has shown that seamounts may be sites of speciation, refuges for rare species, and
stepping-stones for distribution. Thus actions might be justified on this basis, and this was the approach taken by
NEAFC when five seamounts were closed last fall.

Compared to for example CCAMLR, SEAFO and the newly agreed text for SIOFA, there seems to be shortcomings
in the NAFO Convention in order to address management of the oceans in a wider perspective. The main concern is
related to the scope and object of the Convention. However, if the NAFO Parties “agree to agree”, there is probably
sufficient space for a possible interpretation in the Convention itself. But from a legal perspective possible
recommendations concerning for example closures of areas to protect corals etc could be challenged. Further,
compared to some of the other RFMOs, in particular those negotiated after the 1995 Agreement, the objective might
seem a little bit too general. On the other hand, such a limited scope and rather general objective might give the
Fisheries Commission the flexibility required to take any action deemed necessary.
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Annex 19. Discussion Paper - Modernization of Regional Fisheries

Management Organizations
(presented by Canada)

. INTRODUCTION

In order to provide background to the discussion at the General Council meeting on agenda item 11 — Modernization
of Regional Fisheries Management Organizations — A Proposal for NAFO, this paper provides a rationale for
reviewing and strengthening'* NAFO, outlines possible directions that Contracting Parties may consider for
strengthening NAFO and suggests the possible means to launch the reform process. The Annex to the paper
outlines some of the issues involved in examining each of the key areas of reform.

The Challenge

Under existing international law, sub-regional and regional fisheries management organizations and arrangements
(RFMO/As) are charged with the primary role regarding the governance of high seas fisheries and are generally
believed to represent the most effective means of cooperating in the conservation of high seas fish stocks. Good
governance and management by RFMO/As must necessarily contribute to ensuring effective long-term conservation
and sustainable use of high seas fish stocks.

It has been recognized globally, at the political level, however that many RFMO/As today face challenges and
responsibilities not envisaged at the time of their institution, thereby contributing to lacunae with respect to
governance.

The decline in fish stocks has been well documented in the FAO report entitled The State of World Fisheries and
Aquaculture. Currently, while 25% of global fish stocks could withstand further fishing effort, 50% are fully
subscribed and 25% are considered to be over-exploited. The NAFO Convention, in addition to many other
instruments establishing RFMO/As, reflects mandates and practices from a time when resource abundance and
ecosystem productivity could meet the demands of existing technology, fishing capacity and effort. In other words,
governance regimes reflected a mindset of optimal utilization.’

The NAFO Convention Area comprises the waters of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean as defined in Article I of the
NAFO Convention, which includes the historically abundant and productive ecosystem of the Grand Banks of
Newfoundland and Labrador. NAFO manages twenty fish stocks (nineteen listed in the annual quota table which
are managed by TAC and quotas, and one which is managed by an effort limitation scheme) of which ten of the
stocks have been under moratoria for a number of years. Many of the groundfish stocks on the northern and
southern Grand Banks declined in the 1980s and early 1990s and have not recovered.

Fishing nations around the world have a vested interest in ensuring the long-term sustainability of their fisheries
because of the important economic benefits they bring. Globally there are 35 million workers employed in fishing
or in breeding fish on farms. The international trade in seafood is valued at US$56 billion annually. The demand
for seafood products doubled in the last thirty years and is expected to continue growing 1.5% annually through
2020, driving prices up further and providing greater incentives to harvest fish stocks beyond their sustainable level.

Governments face pressure from internal and external sources to better manage fish stocks and their ecosystems to
ensure their conservation and sustainable use. Governments are also facing increased pressures from their fisheries
industries, their own citizens, in international fora as well as from environmental non-governmental organizations on
the need for better management and biodiversity protection.

" In keeping with commitments of St. John’s Conference Ministerial Declaration, Operative Paragraph 4; also note
that efforts to review and strengthen are linked directly to modernizing the Organization, in part through fully and
effectively implementing existing instruments and tools, as required.

* Notable exceptions including Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR),
South East Atlantic Fisheries Organization (SEAFO), and Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIOFA)

? The term “optimum utilization” is included among the objectives in Article II of the NAFO Convention.
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Governments are responding to these challenges and taking steps to ensure the sound management and responsible
use of fisheries and the protection of oceans on a national basis. In Canada, the Government has begun to reform its
governance regime by introducing new legislation and policies, by funding and undertaking new scientific research,
by incorporating new tools such as the precautionary approach and the ecosystems approach to fisheries
management, and by working together with its fishers to introduce the necessary changes. This is bringing about a
fundamental change in Canada’s approach to achieving sustainable, conservation-based commercial fisheries and
the protection of our oceans.

International Consensus and Political Will

While the governance regimes of certain RFMO/As have been improved in recent years by incorporating the
principles and provisions of newly developed international instruments and tools within the agreed decision-making
processes, there remains a need to translate political will and to further strengthen and modernize RFMO/As to
ensure that they discharge their responsibilities effectively.

Recent events are indicative of an international momentum and reflect a strong political will to improve and
strengthen RFMO/As and to move from “words to action”. At the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development
(WSSD), world leaders agreed on a broad Plan of Implementation to reinforce the existing international obligations
and action to be taken in a number of areas including fisheries for achieving sustainable development. The WSSD
commitments reinforced the need for renewed efforts to transform fisheries management regimes globally. The
WSSD was followed by several Ministerial level meetings and initiatives which include the Ministerial High Seas
Task Force on IUU Fishing, the FAO Ministerial Meeting of March 2005 in Rome, the St. John’s Conference hosted
by Canada in May 2005 and the North Atlantic Fisheries Ministers Conference hosted by the Faroe Islands in May
2005.

Strong Ministerial commitments have expressed the basis of an international momentum to address high seas
governance and to reform RFMO/As. Ministers agreed to fully implement the key international fisheries
instruments directly and in RFMO/As, broaden the mandates of RFMO/As to implement the ecosystems approach
and the precautionary approach, improve decision-making processes in RFMO/As and strengthen monitoring,
control and surveillance regimes. Ministers further agreed that now is the time to act and that members of
RFMO/As are ultimately accountable for the results achieved. At the North Atlantic Fisheries Ministers
Conference, Ministers agreed to report back next year on progress achieved in strengthening NAFO and NEAFC.

Internationally, there is also growing consensus that a critical element of the solution for addressing effective
resource and oceans management lies with the governance regimes currently in place for many high seas fisheries.
RFMO/As and their members also recognize that this is a matter of restoring international confidence and credibility
in their organizations and they are beginning to make fisheries management reform and modernization a priority.
They need to demonstrate that improvements to fisheries management are contributing to the sustainable
management of the resource. This effort needs to accompany the existing efforts underway across all our countries
to implement national reforms.

Significant efforts have been made by NAFO members to address issues as they arise. However reviewing and
strengthening governance will necessitate a more holistic assessment of the Organization as a whole. It is also
worthwhile to note that the fisheries governance agenda is increasingly being subsumed by interests within the
United Nations and other numerous fora under a broader oceans agenda that brings with it a broader set of
stakeholders with increasingly diverse interests. Under the drive of an increasingly multinational environmental
conservation lobby, for example, pressures are being asserted for RFMO/As to begin the implementation of
ecosystems and precautionary approaches to the conservation and management and management of fisheries and to
address over-capacity and adjust fishing effort commensurate with available fishing opportunities. Without marked
and measurable progress, there is a growing concern these international fora could take over the agenda and propose
blunt instruments to achieve their objectives, particularly under the auspices of “destructive fishing practices”.

It is timely for a discussion to take place at the 2005 NAFO annual meeting with a view to establishing an agreed
process for addressing the gaps and how to bridge them in a measurable framework.
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1. STRENGTHENING NAFO

Within NAFO, the paramount objective should be to halt the collapse of currently compromised stocks, to undertake
all efforts to support their rebuilding and to update the Organization to reflect the most modern standards and
benchmark in fisheries conservation and ecosystem management. Underpinning these objectives will require NAFO
members to cooperate to modernize and strengthen the governance regime currently in place, thereby reforming
NAFO.

Since 1995, NAFO has undertaken a number of improvements. These include:

NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures:
e the overhaul of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures,
e the adoption of the Greenland Halibut Rebuilding Plan,

Monitoring, Control and Surveillance:
e the adoption of a suite of improvements including 100% observer coverage and the requirement
for vessel monitoring systems on all fishing vessels in the NAFO Regulatory Area,
e the joint assessment of compliance at NAFO annual meetings,
e the pilot project on Observers, Satellite Tracking and Electronic Reporting,
e the Scheme to Promote Compliance by Non-Contracting Party Vessels,

Organization/Decision-Making

e the adoption of rules to improve transparency and allow the greater participation of non-
governmental organizations,

e modernization and continuing improvements in the management of the Secretariat,

e the adoption of a NAFO media policy,

e the preliminary operationalization of the Precautionary Approach through the pilot application to
two stocks, and

e the consensus reached by Chairs of General Council, Fisheries Commission and Scientific Council
to improve the functioning and scheduling of the annual meeting beginning in September 2005.

Other than organizational and decision-making reforms, many improvements have focused on addressing non-
compliance. However most measures are fairly recent, and have not yet resulted in substantive change in behavior
on the high seas. Non-compliance remains high because the consequences of cheating remain well within “the cost
of doing business”, and capacity reductions have lagged behind agreed upon reductions, particularly for Greenland
halibut. Other challenges remain to be addressed. Decision-making processes lack transparency and lead to a
disenfranchisement for some Contracting Parties. Claims to higher quotas or different sharing of allowable catches
remain unaddressed and implementation of some of the broader principles of better fisheries management (such as
the precautionary approach and the ecosystem approach to fisheries management) remain fragmented and very slow.

Considerations for Process

Strengthening, renewing and updating NAFO will require a strategic, integrated and intensive review of the current
challenges in the Northwest Atlantic, and implementing reforms on a comprehensive and fundamental level. Close
collaboration among Contracting Parties will be required. Collectively, we need to determine the actions and
mechanisms that are required to protect and rebuild the resources, to restore the productivity of the oceans, and to
manage emerging issues (i.e. protection of vulnerable habitats, deep sea stocks).

The September annual meeting is an opportune time for Contracting Parties to respond to the St. John’s Ministerial
Declaration. This is the first meeting of a Regional Fisheries Management Organization since the St. John’s
Conference. NAFO, despite its shortcomings, is regarded by many as among the principal RFMO/As in the world,
and therefore Contracting Parties should take a leadership role in responding positively and concretely to the
Ministerial Declaration to ensure that NAFO remains in the forefront of modern RFMO/As.



62

It is proposed that NAFO launch this process on a comprehensive and urgent basis beginning at its September 2005
annual meeting. Guided by the framework of the Ministerial Declaration, the process could begin with identifying
critical gaps in governance, examining possible actions and mechanisms for bridging them, and then establishing a
timeframe for modernization, milestones for achieving actions and respective priorities.

The Ministerial Declaration of the St. John’s Conference was signed by nineteen Ministers from around the world,
including Ministers from seven of the NAFO Contracting Parties representing the holders of most of the NAFO
quotas. The Declaration presents an overarching, shared vision for sustainable fisheries and for securing a
sustainable economic future and outlines a shared vision for reforming high seas fisheries governance. It sets out
specific goals that Ministers want to achieve and outlines how the global community may achieve them.

Included in the Declaration are comprehensive commitments to act to modernize RFMO/As, through
implementation of the tools and instruments developed in the last decade. The Declaration identifies three key areas
for improving and strengthening RFMO/As: Conservation and Management of Stocks; Decision-making Process;
and, Monitoring, Control and Surveillance. Some of the issues involved in examining each of these key areas are
outlined in the attached Annex.

It is recognized that addressing these issues will be complex and time-consuming.  Given the cross-cutting nature
of the issues, the process that we envisage is of a holistic nature that should not be undertaken in a piece-meal
fashion or within narrowly mandated committees. It is evident that a dedicated process — separate from the annual
meeting - would allow Contracting Parties to focus specifically on reform.

It is currently a challenge to complete the ordinary business of NAFO within the constraints of the five-day
timeframe of an annual meeting. The annual meeting is considered by many to be fully subscribed with the work of
existing bodies, committees, various meetings among heads of delegation, other experts as well as national
delegations. While the approach of an intersessional meeting is not necessarily favoured by Contracting Parties
given that it involves additional work and travel, intersessional meetings have often been used by NAFO to give the
necessary attention to a particular issue. Moreover, trying to achieve a holistic review and change will require much
longer than if it is attempted to undertake discussions under a specific agenda item during annual meetings. Given
the busy schedule of the annual meeting, it would appear that an intersessional meeting is required to give special
attention to achieving an integrated review and analysis for strengthening NAFO.

In view of these considerations, it is proposed that Contracting Parties establish a Working Group on the
Modernization of NAFO, with agreed terms of reference, which is to meet intersessionally in 2006 and 2007,
achieve certain milestones and report back with its recommendations to General Council and the Fisheries
Commission. It is envisaged that an interim report would be provided at the 2006 annual meeting and a final report
at the 2007 annual meeting. The proposed modernization process should take into account the other ongoing work
of other NAFO bodies, such as the Scientific Council, STACTIC and STACFAC that have led to the improvements
described above. The process should engage the relevant bodies on aspects of reform within the overall framework
and direction of the Working Group to ensure overall coherence.

Other Considerations

Examples of how to modernize NAFO may be taken from other areas of the world. Other RFMOs have been
recently modernized (i.e. the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, the North East Atlantic Fisheries
Commission), while new ones have been created (i.e. the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission,
SEAFO, SIOFA).

The reform of NAFO should emphasize the need for all States which have the right to fish on the high seas to meet
their duties to cooperate in the management and conservation of straddling fish stocks and their duties to control the
activities of vessels flying their flag. It should also emphasize the rights, duties and interests of coastal states in
relation to the conservation and management of straddling fish stocks, mindful of the coastal State’s rights, duties
and interests in relation to the resources of the Continental Shelf.

While modernization of NAFO is key to improving the conservation and management regime in place, it should not
be used to postpone or stall actions or decisions required to protect and conserve the NAFO resources and their
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ecosystems. There may be a need to implement measures, even in a temporary way, until reforms are in place to
help guide improved decisions. As well, NAFO Contracting Parties should consider implementing any agreed
package on a provisional basis, until steps can be taken by individual Parties to seek and obtain internal approvals
and ratifications.

1. SUMMARY

Recent events reflect an international momentum and political will to improve and strengthen RFMO/As and to
restore international confidence in RFMO/As. In order to respond to these challenges from Ministers, many of
whom have agreed to report back on progress, and from the international community, NAFO Parties, as a collective,
need to show leadership and begin a process of modernizing the Organization to better conserve and manage fish
stocks of the Northwest Atlantic and their ecosystems.

It is proposed that NAFO launch this process on a comprehensive and urgent basis beginning at its September 2005
annual meeting. Given the cross-cutting nature of the issues, the process envisaged should be undertaken in a
holistic fashion. As this is a complex exercise which will require a strategic, integrated and an intensive
examination, it will require more dedicated time than that available during the NAFO annual cycle of meetings. A
Working Group that meets intersessionally to address this matter in a strategic and focused manner would appear to
be required.

Contracting Parties should agree to establish a Working Group on the Modernization of NAFO, with agreed terms of
reference, which is to meet intersessionally in 2006 and 2007, achieve certain milestones on modernization and
report back with its recommendations to General Council and the Fisheries Commission at the 2006 and 2007
annual meetings.
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(Annex)
ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE WORKING GROUP
ON MODERNIZATION OF NAFO

The Ministerial Declaration of the St. John’s Conference identifies three key areas for improving and strengthening
RFMOs: Conservation and Management of Stocks; Decision-making Process; and, Monitoring, Control and
Surveillance.

In examining these areas in greater detail, the following issues are submitted for consideration:

1. Conservation and Management of Stocks

In the Ministerial Declaration, Ministers call for decisions and a process pursuant to which they are made that relies
on the best scientific information available, incorporates the precautionary approach and ecosystems considerations
in fisheries management, and ensures that fishing effort is commensurate with fishing possibilities. The Declaration
also urges that decisions achieve compatibility between conservation and management measures established for the
high seas and those established for areas under national jurisdiction.

To accomplish this, strengthening may be required in many areas. First, the scope of information on which
scientific advice is provided may need to be broader. There may be a need to broaden the scope of information
collected, and the methods of collecting it so that the impacts of fishing on target stocks and dependent and
associated species and ecosystems may be assessed and results provided to managers as factors to be taken into
consideration in their decision-making. During the 2005 annual meeting, the Fisheries Commission could begin the
process by submitting appropriate questions to the Scientific Council with these considerations in mind.

While it has been recognized that there is a need to move from single species management into a regime which
factors in impacts on associated or dependent species and ecosystems, NAFO will need to determine how broad the
scope of this role should be, and whether the NAFO constitutive instruments are sufficiently flexible to allow NAFO
to exercise such an enhanced role. The NAFO Convention could explicitly require that these modern approaches
(e.g. precautionary approach, ecosystems approach) be applied in order to better conserve and manage fish stocks in
NAFO, as required by the UN Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA).

And while frameworks may be adopted to help guide advice provided by the Scientific Council to the Fisheries
Commissions (e.g. the precautionary approach framework), decision rules (PA) and criteria (Ecosystems Approach)
may be required to assist the Fisheries Commissions in taking decisions which reflect these modern approaches.
Such measures are required to “operationalize” the modern tools and approaches provided by the international
instruments.

When setting management regimes for specific fish stocks, it is increasingly clear that in addition to setting limits on
the amount of fish that can be taken, NAFO needs to establish measures to align the fishing effort accordingly.
There are far too many fishing vessels for the level of fish stocks in the NAFO Regulatory Area. Such excessive
capacity and effort creates incentives to misreport catches, which leads to significant overfishing. The effort of
Contracting Parties in the NRA needs to be commensurate with the level of quotas obtained from NAFO.
Moreover, measures to avoid the transfer of fishing capacity to other fisheries could also be introduced, as required.

2. Decision-making Process

The St. John’s Ministerial Declaration calls for improving the decision-making processes of RFMO/As by providing
dispute settlement procedures and addressing post opt-out behaviour that may undermine conservation and
management of the fish stocks concerned. Clearly, effective decision-making processes minimize disputes and,
conversely, the existence of processes for discussion or resolution of disputes can assist in making decision-making
processes, in particular the implementation of and compliance with decisions, more effective. Many modernized
and new RFMO/As have adopted some form of internal review mechanism or dispute settlement procedure (DSP) or
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both. The more options that exist for a Party who feels aggrieved to have a decision reviewed or revised, the less
need there is for an opt-out procedure or use of one.

While the ability to opt out of RFMO/As decisions exists to protect State sovereignty, it is generally accepted that a
State’s behaviour following the exercise of such an opt-out procedure can result in hindering the conservation of the
fisheries resources and undermining the effectiveness of the measures of the RFMO. This is particularly true in
cases where a State opts out of a TAC or quota decision, and sets a unilateral quota resulting in catches which alone,
or in combination with catches of other Parties in the fishery, far exceed the scientific advice for the total allowable
catch for that fishery. Such post opt-out behaviour should not be accepted or tolerated by RFMOs, as they put in
jeopardy the conservation and rebuilding of the fish stocks concerned, and affect any effort made by other Parties
and the RFMO to conserve and manage the resource. The St. John’s Ministerial Declaration has underlined the will
to address such issues. This could include restricting post opt-out behaviour to measures that do not undermine or
negatively affect the objectives of the NAFO measure from which the Party has opted out.

It is recognized that the opt-out procedure is often used as a means of voicing a dissatisfaction with or dissident view
of a decision taken by NAFO. This may be a symptom of the fact that NAFO does not have an internal review
mechanism, nor does it explicitly have a mechanism to resolve disputes. Both of these mechanisms could be
provided in the NAFO Convention, as was done in the WCPFC Treaty. While Canada is of the view that a Party to
UNFSA could avail itself of the dispute settlement mechanism provided by that Agreement to address disputes
regarding the conservation and management of straddling fish stocks within NAFO, in the spirit of compromise,
Canada has indicated on several occasions in the past, its willingness to develop dispute settlement procedures
within NAFO, which mirror those provided by UNFA, apply to all NAFO stocks, bring in the substantive law
provided by UNFA and do not hinder or set aside Canada’s right and ability to use the UNFA procedures.

The current bracketed text that has been submitted to General Council could form the basis of a renewed discussion
in light of amendments discussed in Brussels between Canada, the EU, Latvia and the United States and submitted
to NAFO at the 2004 Annual Meeting. A DSP text could be achieved and adopted fairly quickly by General
Council, and then set aside for incorporation into the complete package for modernizing NAFO. While
incorporating binding dispute settlement procedures in NAFO requires amendments to the NAFO Convention,
parties could agree to apply the procedures on a voluntary basis to disputes that may arise before the NAFO
Convention is amended.

3. Monitoring, Control and Surveillance

Fish stocks have been under tremendous pressure in the northwest Atlantic, as they have elsewhere in the world.
Despite efforts to control fishing, the fisheries of the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA) have been characterized by
significant compliance problems including misreporting of catches by species and area, fishing above agreed limits,
use of illegal gear, excessive dumping and discarding, poor flag State control of the fishing activities of vessels, lack
of appropriate and meaningful follow-up and sanctions to fishing violations, and fishing by vessels of States not
party to NAFO.

It has been widely recognized that effective compliance regimes are a prerequisite for both the coastal States and
distant water fishing States to ensure the conservation of straddling and highly migratory fish stocks and thereby
meet the international obligation to cooperate on the conservation of these stocks. The notion of cooperation is to
provide confidence that there will be compliance with these measures. Therefore, among strengthening other
measures of Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS), at-sea and port inspection processes as well as sanctions
need to occupy central stage.

Within NAFO, it is entirely the responsibility of the flag-state to follow up on infringements or citations. While
NAFO has an elaborate MCS regime in place, experience has shown that there is still room for improvement, given
the timelines and differences in follow-up among Contracting Parties. To remedy the situation, improved port and at
sea inspection procedures are required. General NAFO standards should also be established for flag-State
application to sanction non-compliant vessels in a timely and effective manner, adequate in severity to effectively
secure compliance and deter further violations.

The results of the High Seas Task Force (HSTF) on IUU fishing will be particularly relevant, in particular with
respect to a framework for enhanced MCS. NAFO could also introduce closer collaboration among inspection
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platforms in the NRA as well as in NEAFC. The HSTF has indicated that “Some of the intended benefits from the
Network include intelligence sharing, access to databases of relevant information, access to experts in a range of
disciplines, access to information on fishing vessels, rapid personal contact with officers in other countries during
investigations.”

Any enforcement program on the high seas must be reinforced by an effective system for legal action. Cooperative
inspection arrangements as outlined in UNFSA are essential if real deterrence is the objective. Moreover, flag States
also have to demonstrate a commitment to investigate and follow up with significant administrative penalties or
prosecutions when violations are detected. These need to be followed by meaningful penalties, on conviction,
commensurate with the seriousness of the violations. If vessel owners regard sanctions as minor additional costs of
operating, they will not be effective. Real penalties are deterrents that can lead to changes in behaviour and actual
compliance. In this regard, Canada will be hosting a meeting of Experts in early 2006 to examine all possible
sanctions for non-compliant behaviour and to prepare recommendations for a sanctions framework and/or guidelines
on appropriate sanction levels by flag States against non-compliant vessels. The results of this deliberation could be
submitted for NAFO consideration and possible adoption in 2006.

In summary, NAFO, like other RFMOs, has been struggling with non-compliance by its Contracting Party vessels
and non-contracting party vessels. Improvements in the governance regime have been undertaken and implemented;
however, the dismal state of fish stocks in the Northwest Atlantic requires urgent and immediate attention. It is
imperative that NAFO improve monitoring, control and surveillance of fishing vessels in the NRA and address the
issue of sanctions for non-compliant vessels to achieve effective deterrence.
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Annex 20. Scheme to Promote Compliance by Non-Contracting Party
Vessels with Recommendations Established by NAFO

(These amendments are intended to replace Chapter VI of the CEM. Numbering of articles in this section will
thus be corrected.)

Article 1
Scope and Objectives

1. The purpose of this Scheme is to promote compliance by non-Contracting Party vessels with recommendations
established by NAFO and to prevent, deter and eliminate fishing activities by non-Contracting Party vessels that
undermine the effectiveness of the Conservation and Enforcement measures established by the Organization.

2. Nothing in this scheme shall affect the sovereign rights of Contracting Parties to impose additional measures to
promote compliance by NCP vessels, in accordance with international law.

3. This Scheme shall be interpreted in a manner consistent with international law, including the rights of port
access in case of force majeur or distress in accordance with the United Nations Law of the Sea, and the
principles, rights and obligations in WTO agreements, and be implemented in a fair and transparent manner.

Article 2

Definitions

(These definitions are to be inserted in Article 2 of the CEM)

1. “non-Contracting Party vessel” means any vessel not flagged to a Contracting Party, including vessels for which
there are reasonable grounds for suspecting them to be without nationality.

2. “IUU fishing” means activities as defined in paragraph 3 of the FAO International Plan of Action to prevent,
deter and eliminate illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing.

3. “IUU List” means the list, established pursuant to Articles 7.5 and 8 of Chapter VI, containing the particulars of
vessels that have been found by the General Council to have engaged in IUU fishing.

4. “Provisional List” means the list, established pursuant to Article 7 of Chapter VI, containing the particulars of
vessels that have been identified as having engaged in fishing activities, according to information received
pursuant to Articles 3 to 6 or information received in reports pursuant to Article 8 of Chapter VI.

Article 3

Sightings and identifications of non Contracting Party vessels / Presumption of NCP vessels undermining
NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures

1.

A non-Contracting Party vessel that has been sighted or by other means identified by a Contracting Party as
engaging in fishing activities in the Regulatory Area is presumed to be undermining the effectiveness of
Conservation and Enforcement Measures. In the case of any transhipment activities involving a sighted non-
Contracting Party vessel, inside or outside the Regulatory Area, the presumption of undermining Conservation
and Enforcement Measures applies to any other non-Contracting Party vessel that has engaged in such activities
with that vessel.

Information regarding such sightings or identifications shall be immediately transmitted to the Secretariat. For
sightings, the Surveillance Report provided in Annex XII shall be used. The Secretariat shall then transmit this
information to all Contracting Parties and other relevant Regional Fisheries Management Organizations within
one business day of receiving this information, and to the flag State as soon as possible.

The Contracting Party shall attempt to inform the vessel that it has been sighted or identified engaging in fishing
activities, and is accordingly presumed to be undermining the Conservation and Enforcement Measures, and
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that this information will be distributed to all Contracting Parties, other Regional Fisheries Management
Organizations and to the flag State of the vessel.

Avrticle 4
Inspections at sea

1.

NAFO inspectors shall, if appropriate, request permission to board non-Contracting Party vessels that are
sighted engaging in fishing activities in the Regulatory Area. If the vessel consents to be boarded the inspectors’
findings shall be transmitted to the Secretariat without delay. The Secretariat shall transmit this information to
all Contracting Parties and other relevant Regional Fisheries Management Organizations within one business
day of receiving this information, and to the Flag State as soon as possible. The non- Contracting Party vessel
that is boarded shall be provided with a copy of the findings of the NAFO inspectors.

2. Where evidence so warrants, a Contracting Party may take such action as may be appropriate in accordance
with international law.
Article 5

Inspections in port

1.

When a non-Contracting Party vessel referred to in Article 3(1) enters a port of any Contracting Party, it shall
be inspected by authorized Contracting Party officials knowledgeable of the Conservation and Enforcement
Measures (and this Scheme), and shall not be allowed to land or tranship any fish until this inspection has taken
place. Such inspections shall include the vessel’s documents, log books, fishing gear, catch onboard and any
other matter relating to the vessel’s activities in the Regulatory Area.

Information on the results of all inspections of non-Contracting Party vessels conducted in the ports of
Contracting Parties, and any subsequent action, shall immediately be transmitted to all Contracting Parties and
other relevant Regional Fisheries Management Organizations through the NAFO Secretariat, and as soon as
possible to the relevant flag State(s).

Article 6
Fishing activities

1. Contracting Parties shall ensure that their vessels do not receive or deliver transshipments of fish to or from a
non-Contracting Party vessel referred to in Article 3 or engage in joint fishing operations with such vessels.

2. Landings and transshipments of all fish from a non-Contracting Party vessel referred to in Article 3 shall be
prohibited in all Contracting Party ports, unless:
a) The vessel establishes that the fish subject to the NAFO convention were caught outside the Regulatory

Area; or

b) The vessel establishes that it has applied all relevant Conservation and Enforcement Measures.

3. Contracting Parties denying landings or transshipments shall inform the vessel, the flag State of the vessel and
the NAFO Secretariat of this decision.

Article 7

Notification of presumed IUU activities and establishment of a Provisional List

1.

Upon receipt of information from Contracting Parties pursuant to Articles 3 to 6, the Secretariat shall enter the
flag State, vessel name and letters and numbers of registration, and other identifying features of the vessel as
available, on a Provisional List. The Secretariat shall place the Provisional List on a secure section of the NAFO
website.
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In addition to information submitted from Contracting Parties pursuant to Articles 3 to 6, Contracting Parties
may at any time submit to the Secretariat any further information, which might be relevant for the identification
of non-Contracting Party vessels that might be carrying out [UU fishing in the Regulatory Area.

At the same time, the Secretariat shall, in consultation with the Chair of STACFAC, advise relevant non-
Contracting Parties of the vessels flying their flag that have been included in the Provisional List and provide
the following information to the non-Contracting party:

a) the reasons for the inclusion on the Provisional List and all relevant evidence upon which inclusion of the
vessel on the list is based,;

b) a copy of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures, including this Scheme;

c) request that it take measures in accordance with its applicable legislation to ensure that the vessel or vessels
in question desist from any activities that undermine the effectiveness of Conservation and Enforcement
Measures;

d) arequest to report back to NAFO within 30 days from the date the letter is sent on the results of enquiries
and/or measures it has taken in respect of the vessel or vessels concerned; and,

e) the dates when STACFAC and the General Council will be considering recommendations with respect to
the composition of the I[UU List, and an invitation to the non-Contracting Party to attend the meeting of
STACFAC and the General Council as an observer, with the opportunity to further respond to the request
specified in sub-paragraph d).

The Secretariat shall promptly provide non-Contracting Parties concerned with any additional information
received pursuant to Articles 3 to 6 in respect of vessels flying their flag that have already been included on the
Provisional List.

The Secretariat shall promptly distribute any information received from non-Contracting Parties to all
Contracting Parties.

If a non-Contracting Party that has received information regarding one of the vessels entitled to fly its flag
pursuant to paragraph 2 agrees to a listing the vessel concerned shall be transferred from the Provisional List to
the IUU List.

Article 8
Establishment of the TUU list

1.

STACFAC shall consider the Provisional List and as appropriate recommend to the General Council that the
vessels either:

a) Dberemoved from the Provisional List;
b) be retained on the Provisional List pending the receipt of further information; or,

¢) be transferred to the IUU List.

STACFAC shall only consider vessels for inclusion on the IUU list if the period referred to in Article 7.3.d) has
elapsed.

STACFAC shall undertake a review of the current IUU List and as appropriate recommend to the General
Council that vessels are maintained thereon or removed. STACFAC shall only recommend that the General
Council remove a vessel from either the Provisional or IUU list if the flag State of the vessel concerned
provides satisfactory information to establish that:
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a) it has taken effective action in response to the IUU fishing in question, including prosecution and
imposition of sanctions of adequate severity;

b) it has taken measures to ensure the granting of the right to the vessel to fly its flag will not result in ITUU
fishing;

c) the vessel has changed ownership and the new owner can establish the previous owner no longer has any
legal, financial, or real interests in the vessel, or exercises control over it and that the new owner does not
have any legal, financial or real interest in, or exercise control over, a vessel that is on the IUU list or any
equivalent type of list established by other Regional Fisheries Management Organizations; or,

d) the vessel did not take part in IUU fishing.

4. The General Council shall review the recommendations made by STACFAC pursuant to this Article, and shall
determine the composition of the IUU List.

5. The Secretariat shall place the IUU List on the NAFO website. This list shall include the name and flag state of
the vessel and, where available, the previous name (s), the previous flag state (s), the radio call sign.

6. The Secretariat shall provide to relevant flag States the names of vessels on the IUU List flagged to that state.

Article 9

Follow-up action

Contracting Parties shall take all necessary measures to the extent possible in accordance with their applicable
legislation, in order that:

a) vessels appearing in the IUU List are not authorized to land, transship, refuel or re-supply, except for reason of
majeur or, engage in fish processing operations or in any other activity in preparation for or related to fishing in
their ports or waters under their jurisdiction;

b) fishing vessels, including support vessels, refuel vessels, the mother ships and cargo vessels flying their flag do
not in any way assist, or participate in transshipment or any other activity in preparation for or related to fishing
or joint fishing activities with vessels appearing on the IUU List;

¢) the issuing of licenses to vessels appearing on the I[UU List to fish in waters under their fisheries jurisdiction is
prohibited;

d) the chartering of vessels appearing on the IUU List is prohibited;

e) the granting of their flag to vessels appearing on the IUU List is prohibited;

f) importers, transporters and other sectors concerned are encouraged to refrain from negotiating with and from
transshipping fish caught by vessels appearing on the IUU List;

g) appropriate information regarding vessels appearing on the IUU List is collected and exchanged with other
Contracting Parties, non-Contracting Parties and other Regional Fisheries Management Organizations with the
aim of detecting, controlling and preventing false import/export certificates regarding fish from such vessels.

Article 10

Actions vis-a-vis Flag States

1.

Contracting Parties shall jointly and/or individually request non-Contracting Parties whose vessels appear on
the IUU List to co-operate fully with the Organization in order to avoid undermining the effectiveness of the
Conservation and Enforcement Measures adopted pursuant to the Convention.
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The General Council shall review, at subsequent annual meetings as appropriate, actions taken by such non-
Contracting Parties and identify those that have not rectified their fishing activities.

Contracting Parties should - to the extent possible, consistent with their international obligations and in
accordance with applicable legislation - restrict the export and transfer of their formerly licensed fishing vessels
to non-contracting parties identified in paragraph 2.





