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Foreword

This issue of the Proceedings contains the reports of all meetings of the General Council (GC) and
Fisheries Commission (FC) including their subsidiary bodies held in the twelve months preceding the
Annual Meeting in September 2011 (between 1 September 2010 and 31 August 2011). This follows a
NAFO cycle of meetings starting with an Annual Meeting rather than by calendar year.

This present 2010/2011 issue is comprised of the following sections:

SECTION I contains the Report of the FC Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy
Evaluation (WGMSE), 16-17 September 2010, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.

SECTION Il contains the Report of the General Council including its subsidiary body (STACFAD) 32™
Annual Meeting, 20-24 September 2010, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.

SECTION I11 contains the Report of the Fisheries Commission including its subsidiary body (STACTIC),
32" Annual Meeting, 20-24 September 2010, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.

SECTION IV contains the Report of the FC Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (WGFMS-CPRS), 7 April 2011 (via WebEX).

SECTION V contains the Report of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC), 9-10
May 2011, NEAFC Headquarters, London, UK.

SECTION VI contains the Report of the FC Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (WGFMS-CPRS), 26-28 June 2011, Halifax, Nova Scotia,
Canada.

SECTION VII contains the Report of the Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (WGFMS-VME), 29-30 June 2011, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.
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Structure of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO)

(as at 01 August 2011)
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Fisheries Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in
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Office Manager
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Interim Office Manager (Jan-Dec 2011)
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Vladimir Shibanov
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Report of the FC Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management

Strategy Evaluation (WGMSE)
(FC Doc. 10/30)

16-17 September 2010
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

1. Opening

The Co-Chair (Sylvie Lapointe, Canada) opened the meeting at 1000 hrs on Thursday, 16 September 2010 at the
World Trade and Convention Centre and welcomed the participants to Halifax (Annex 1). She recapped the
discussions and accomplishments by the working group at the two previous meetings. She reminded the participants
as per the terms of reference of this group, an outstanding deliverable remained -- the formulation of
recommendations and options concerning Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE)-approach in the determination
of Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for Greenland halibut.

2. Appointment of Rapporteur
Ricardo Federizon (NAFO Secretariat) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Adoption of Agenda
The provisional agenda as previously circulated was adopted (Annex 2).
4. Presentation of Consultants' Reports on SCAA and XSA

Peter Shelton (Canada) presented the results of the MSE from Extended Survival Analysis (XSA)-conditioned
operating models (FCWGMSE WP 10/16 Draft 2); and Douglas Butterworth (EU) presented the results of the MSE
from Statistical Catch-at-age (SCAA)-conditioned operating models (FCWGMSE WP 10/13-15). The Consultants'
Reports are compiled in Annex 3.

The MSE were run on the operating models agreed upon at the May 2010 Meeting. A suite of Management
Strategies (MS) were developed on the combinations of alternative choices on three factors: the A values in the
Harvest Control Rule (HCR), the starting TAC control parameter values, and constraints on the extent of TAC
variation from one year to the next — the latter two elements being explored for the first time during this meeting. A
smaller set of MS were selected for further consideration based on their performance relative to the established
Performance Targets (See FC Doc. 10/5).

5.  New Management Strategies Specifications for Evaluation

Discussions on the Management Strategies Specifications centered on:

e  Comparability of the results between XSA- and SCAA-conditioned operating models in the MSE runs, and
e  Starting TAC input, constraint levels, and A values in the Harvest Control Rule.

A number of MS were considered by the Working Group and after considerable discussion no consensus could be
reached as to what single MS could be recommended to the Fisheries Commission. Subsequently, two options were
identified for consideration by the Fisheries Commission.

The initial input parameters in the HCR vary between the two MS: 16 000 and 17 500 t as starting TAC; 1.25 and
2.00 as A values when slope is negative; and + 10% and + 5% constraint levels. A X value of 1.00 applies to both
MS when the slope is positive.



6. Recommendations to be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission
In the formulation of recommendations/management strategy specifications for the Fisheries Commission, the
Working Group discussed how the MSE approach complements the current Greenland Halibut Rebuilding Plan and
"exceptional circumstances" under which management strategy output for a TAC should be over-ridden.
While no consensus could be reached on a single MS, participants broadly endorsed the MSE approach and agreed
to put forth a recommendation to the Fisheries Commission which included two management strategies for
consideration. The recommendation also included guidance on and follow-up related to implementation.

As such, it was agreed that the following recommendations be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission on behalf of
the Working Group:

Recognizing that Contracting Parties agreed in 2003 to implement a fifteen-year rebuilding programme for the
Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 2 + Divisions 3KLMNO,

Acknowledging the continued uncertainty of the 2009 assessment for the Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 2 +
Divisions 3KLMNO,

Desirous to move forward with a risk management approach for this stock,

Desirous to achieve the objectives of the rebuilding programme,

Recalling that at the 2009 annual meeting of NAFO, the Fisheries Commission established a Working Group to
develop a Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) framework to help inform management of Greenland halibut
in Subarea 2 + Divisions 3KLMNO (FC Doc 09/18),

Consistent with its terms of reference, the Working Group considered alternative management strategies with
their harvest control rules, selected appropriate performance indicators, defined acceptable levels of risk, and
projected/evaluated outputs of the risk management framework utilizing a range of assessment models,

Noting that the Fisheries Commission will consider the report from this Working Group including any
recommendations contained therein as the basis for a risk management based decision on the TAC level for
2011 and beyond,

The following recommendations will be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission.

1. Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE)

The Fisheries Commission shall implement an MSE approach for Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 2 +
Divisions 3KLMNO.

2. Management Strategy (Harvest Control Rule)

A simple model-free management strategy shall be adopted consistent with NAFO SCR 09/37. The harvest
control rule (HCR) will adjust the total allowable catch (TAC) from year (y) to year (y+1), according to:

TAC y,1=TAC, (1 + A xslope)
where :

slope = measure of the recent trend in survey biomass. The TAC is subject to constraints on a percentage
change from one year to the next.

Two management strategies were put forward for consideration by Fisheries Commission based on the HCR
identified above:



Management Strategy 1 Management Strategy 2
Starting TAC Control Parameter 16, 000 t 17,500t
A if slope is negative 1.25 2.00
A if slope is positive 1.00 1.00
Constraint on the rule-generated +10% +5%
TAC change

Full details of the application of the management strategies are provided in Annex 4. Results of these
applications are provided in Annex 5.

3. Implementation

The management strategy shall be implemented initially for 4 years. It shall be annually monitored by the
Scientific Council to ensure that the data being input into the management strategy is consistent with the MSE
process. If exceptional circumstances arise, this shall provide a scientific justification for over-riding the TAC
provided by the HCR

Guidelines on how to address exceptional circumstances for adoption by Fisheries Commission in 2011 shall be
developed intersessionally by WGMSE with the advice of the Scientific Council.

The Fisheries Commission shall review the progress of this management strategy in four (4) years with advice
from Scientific Council.

[The FC shall consider undertaking a revision of the Greenland halibut rebuilding programme to reflect the
implementation of the Management Strategy.]

The WGMSE will remain in place at least until 2011 to allow for further refinement of the MSE following initial
implementation.

7. Other Matters

The Co-Chair Antonio Vazquez (European Union) would communicate with the Scientific Council and keep it
informed concerning the results of this meeting.

8. Adoption of Report
This report was adopted through correspondence after the meeting.
9. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 18hrs on Friday, 17 September 2010.
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Annex 3. Compilation of Consultants' Reports

(FCWGMSE WP 10/16 Draft 2)

Performance Statistics for NAFO Greenland halibut management strategy
evaluation from XSA-conditioned operating models

Peter Shelton®, David Miller?, Brian Healey', and Bill Brodie
'DFO St John’s, Canada
%Independent Consultant, The Netherlands

Background

A study funded by the Canadian International Governance Programme commenced work in 2007 on developing a
management strategy evaluation (MSE) for NAFO 2+3KLMNO Greenland halibut. A Study Group on Rebuilding
Strategies for Greenland halibut was struck by NAFO SC in 2007 based on promising preliminary results (NAFO
SCR Doc. 07/58). The SG met in Vigo in February 2008 to make further progress (NAFO SCS Doc, 08/13).
Research documents providing the results of analyses were tabled at the June SC meetings in both 2008 and 2009
(NAFO SCR Docs. 08/25 and 09/037) and advice was provided by NAFO SC to NAFO FC in both years regarding
the desirability of adopting a prescribed management strategy (MS) based on a feedback harvest control rule.

Based on progress, NAFO FC struck the Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy Evaluation
(WGMSE) in 2009. WGMSE met in Brussels in January 2010 (NAFO/FC Doc. 10/2) and in Halifax in May 2010
(NAFO/FC Doc. 10/5). The decision was taken to review two sets of results for management strategy evaluation at
a further meeting in September 2010 just prior to the Annual NAFO meeting — results from analyses conditioned on
the NAFO SC June 2010 XSA assessment of the stock and results from an alternative Statistical Catch at Age
Approach (SCAA) applied to the same input data.

Update on assessment and status from the June 1010 NAFO SC meeting

Estimates of exploitable biomass from the June 2010 assessment are higher than previously reported estimates over
2004-2008 (Fig. 1). This difference primarily arises as a result of the addition of the deep-water information from
the EU survey to the analysis as well as a reduction in the amount of F-shrinkage applied. (see Healey et al. (2010)
NAFO SCR 10/40 for technical detail and rationale for these changes.)

250

200 +

150 +

100 +

5+ Biomass (000 t)

50 -

0 T T T T T T
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Year

Fig. 1. Estimated ages 5+ biomass (000 t) from the 2008 SC assessment (dashed line) and from the 2010 SC
assessment.
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Brief review of MS, OMs and HCRs

More details can be found in the above cited NAFO documents available online. Management Strategy Evaluation
(MSE) involves evaluating candidate Management Strategies (MSs) against alternative hypotheses regarding how
the real world behaves, captured in a set of simulations called Operating Models (OMs). Depending on the
management objectives, a set of Performance Statistics (PSs) can be developed to compare alternative MSs. The
PSs comprise explicit quantifications of the management objectives and typically incorporate risk tolerances that are
desired to be met with regard to not achieving specific objectives. PSs were suggested in Brussels and refined in
Halifax (see NAFO/FC Doc. 10/5, especially Annex 3).

The core of an MS is typically a feedback Harvest Control Rule (HCR). It was agreed by the WGMSE that the
model-free (survey-based) HCR described in NAFO SCR Doc. 09/037 would be applied. Assuming the first year is
2010 and the TAC is known to be 16kt, this HCR adjusts TACs in 2011 and onwards based on the trend in the
survey indices. The rule as described in NAFO/FC Doc. 10/5 has a parameter A that adjusts the change in TAC
based on the estimated average survey slope. It was decided to have the option of setting different values for A
depending on whether the average survey slope is negative or positive, termed A-down and A-up. Tuning the HCR
involves finding the set of A parameters that best meet the management objectives for the fishery as quantified
through the PSs.

Graphical illustration of the relationship between change in TAC and A

In the application of the survey-based HCR, next year’s total allowable catch (TAC) in the simulations is computed
from trends in the survey data. Specifically, the TAC in year (y+1) is defined by:

TAC,., =TAC, (1+ 4 -slope)

where:

slope=the average of the slopes of regression models fit to the log values of each of the survey data series over the
past 5 years — considered to be indicative of the change in the size of the stock.

A is a scaling parameter which can be altered to “tune” the rule to optimize its performance with respect to the PSs
and the associated risk of not meeting the risk tolerances defined for each PS (except the magnitude of catch PSs).
In several instances, a pair of A values are applied in a single MSE, by setting:

{/1 _ slope >0

if
Aq otherwise

Independent choices of A in the case of a perceived increase (slope>0) or decrease in the stock permits a different
“rate of reaction” in the TAC depending on the trajectory of the stock.

Parameterizing the HCR

The initial TAC generated by the HCR within the MSE is for the fishery in 2011. It is computed from the 2010 TAC
(16kt), the trend in the survey data over the period 2005-2009 (via slope) and the scaling parameter 4 .

Of interest in 2011 and subsequent years is not just the magnitude of the TAC, but the one-year relative change in
the TAC:

TAC,,, —TAC
ATAC = ! Y = 1-slope
TAC

y

Thus the change in TAC is fully determined by the product of the slope and the scaling parameter.
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Note that:
- TAC is unchanged in a year (i.e. relative change=0) if slope=0. Also true if A = 0 , but this case is

unhelpful as annual TAC would remain at TAC,,,, over all years.

- The TAC change is constant provided product A - slope is constant. For example the TAC would increase
by 25% if either A =1 and slope=1.25 or A =1.25 and slope=1.

Fig. 2a illustrates the one-year percent change in TAC over a range of slope and A values. It is meant as a guide
towards informative choices for A (or alternatively, A, and A, ). This is the only parameter selection for the WG

to make as the value of slope is computed directly from the survey data within the MSE simulation (unless
alternative starting TAC levels for 2010 are considered).

One-Year TAC Change (%)
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Fig. 2a. Contour plot of One-Year change in TAC (%). The +/-15% contours are highlighted, as they relate to the
maximum average annual variation in TAC agreed to by the WG at its May meeting.

Note that the range of TAC change is decreasing as A decreases. By way of example, slope values in the range of (-
0.2, 0.2) will lead to TAC changes of +/- 40% if A = 2 . However, if 4 = 0.5 the TAC change for the same

ranges of slope will be only 10%. An illustration of the one year TAC change if 4, =1.5and A, =1.0 is provided
in Fig. 2b.
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One-Year TAC Change (%)

0.6

0.4

0.2
|

Slope
0.0

-0.2

-0.4

-0.6

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Fig. 2b. Contour plot of One-Year change in TAC (%). Vertical lines indicate what the TAC change would be
across slope values of -0.7 t0 0.7, assuming 4, =1.5and A, =1.0.

Further information that is useful in making decisions on A is available from the survey data over 1996 — 2009.
Over this time period, we can compute the slope parameter as specified in the HCR (red horizontal lines) and
overlay this on the profile of the TAC change (Fig. 3). From this plot it can be seen that for A >1.5 a number of the
historic slopes values would have lead to TAC changes >15%.
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Fig. 3. Contour plot of One-Year change in TAC (%), with ‘survey slope’ from each five-year window in 1996-
2009 overlaid (red lines). Slope is computed as per the HCR specifications.

The historic percentage change in TAC that would have occurred based on observed survey slopes is illustrated in
Fig. 4 for three sets of A values. This historic trajectory over time is purely illustrative in nature as the catches which
impacted stock dynamics were very different from the TACs that would have been generated by historic application
of the HCR. Note that the average of the log survey slopes for the most recent 5 year interval (2005-2009) gives a
small percentage decrease in TAC in 2011 for a range of A’s , the first year for which the harvest control rule will
generated by the HCR, if adopted.
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Fig. 4. Historic percentage change in TAC that would have occurred based on survey slopes given A values (both up
and down) of 1, 2 or down 1.5 and up 1.

Performance statistics

The PSs for 14 pairs of A values are provided in Appendix Table 1. The first column gives the A values applied.
(The nomenclature “Id” refers to lambda down, the value of lambda if slope <0. Similarly, “lu” refers to lambda up.)
The next column lists the PSs as described in NAFO/FC Doc. 10/5. An additional statistic is computed, PS4 _alt,
representing the original NAFO rebuilding target which was to rebuild the 5+ biomass to 140kt by 2019, which
corresponds to the 1975-1999 mean value by 2019. The next column gives a brief description of what is measured
by the PS (see NAFO/FC Doc. 10/5 Annex 3 for details). The next column indicates what aspect of the performance
statistic is given under each OM. For PS1 and PS4 this indicates that “All” the data are used to compute the straight
probability from the 100 replicates under each OM. For PS2 it is the median “50%” of the distribution of
probabilities from the 100 replicates under each OM and for PS3 it is the median catch. The following 6 columns to
the right provide the probabilities or catch values under each OM. The second last column from the right gives the
risk tolerance as specified by managers and industry at the May 2010 Halifax WGMSE meeting. The probabilities
need to be compared against these risk tolerances to determine whether or not the specific tuning of the harvest
control rule being evaluated has performed satisfactorily or not. The last column on the right gives the outcome in
terms of Pass or Fail for PS1, 2, 4 and in terms of mean of the medians of the catch for PS3.

Guidance to decision-makers in selecting an appropriate tuning of the HCR

A two step approach is recommended in dealing with the results from the MSE (see NAFO SCR Doc. 09/037). In
the first step each MS (in this case alternative tunings of the HCR) must “satisfice” the risk tolerances specified by
the decision-makers. In the second step, MSs that pass the first step are subject to trade-off analysis as quantified by
the performance statistics.

All HCR tunings meet the specified risk tolerances for the “conservation” PS1. All HCR tunings also meet the risk
tolerance for PS4 with the exception of A-down=2 A-up=2 which fails for the CAV_domed OM (Annex Table 1, Fig.
5). All tunings meet a <25% risk tolerance for PS4 alt across all OMs except for MP16 and barely in the case of
CAV_domed for A-down=2 A-up=2 (Fig. 6). PS4 alt corresponds to the FC target of rebuilding the exploitable
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biomass to 140kt by 2019, but is not an agreed PS from the May WGMSE meeting in Halifax because it was
thought to be difficult to achieve under the then more pessimistic XSA-based analyses.

Risk of NOT reaching Long-Term Conservation Target (PS4)
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Fig. 5. Risk of not reaching the long-term interim conservation target or milestone by 2031 (PS4). The maximum
risk across OMs is plotted for each HCR tuning. The horizontal line indicates the risk tolerance specified by
decision-makers.

Risk of NOT reaching Medium-Term Conservation Target (PS4_alt)
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Fig. 6. Risk of not reaching the NAFO interim target or milestone by 2019 (PS4 _alt). The maximum risk across
OMs is plotted for each HCR tuning. The horizontal line indicates the risk tolerance specified by decision-makers
with respect to the long-term meeting of the milestone.

With regard to “exploitation” PSs, there are three types of PSs: variation in catch (PS2a, PS2b), minimum catch
(PS2c), and the average catch (PS3). The risk tolerance for PS2ai is met for all HCR tunings examined whereas for
PSaii failure to meet the specified risk tolerance occurs for A-up>1.5. It should be noted that this is associated with
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increases in TAC rather than reductions. The specified risk tolerance for PS2b is generally not met for most HCR
tunings examined, except for tunings with A<1 or those HCRs with forced constraints on the amount of TAC
variation allowed (MP14* and MP16). The specified risk tolerance for PS2c is met by all HCR tunings examined.

To summarize the average catch, (PS3i, 3ii and 3iii) median catch across the 6 OMs is averaged. For the range of A
values considered, the short term catch (2011-2015; PS3i) ranges from 13.7 to 16.3kt. Average catches over 2016-
2020 (PS3ii) range from 18.3 to 26.2kt and for 2011-2030 (PSa3iii) the average catch ranges from 22.9 to 31.5kt.

The trade-off between annual catch variation (PS2aii) and the average catch (PS3iii) is clearly illustrated in Fig. 7
(average catch variation across OMs) and Fig. 8 (maximum catch variation across OMs). The greater the long-term
average catch, the greater the year-to-year catch variation that has to be accommodated. These trade-offs are less
evident in short-term data (PS2ai vs PS3i; Fig. 9).
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Appendix Table 1. Performance statistics results from the Greenland halibut MSE applied to operating models
conditioned on XSA for a range of alternative tunings of the HCR. Shading indicates outcomes that don’t meet the
risk tolerances. Note that MS 12, 14 and 16 refer to the specific tunings in FCWGMSE WP 10/13 modified (as
denoted by the star) such that MS12 has a 15% constraint both up and down, MS14 has a 10% constraint up and
down.

label Description Percentile_examined CAV LMV CAV_domed CAV_varM CAV_dep LMV _dep Criterion Pass%
Id1_lu1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
Id1_lu1 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
Id1_lu1 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 0 0 0 10 10 <25% Pass
Id1_lu1 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 15.1 17.3 14.2 4 23.3 255 <25% Fail
1d1_lu1 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
Id1_lu1 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.5 15.6 14.5 14.4 14.9 16.1 (mean:) 15
Id1_lu1 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 19.3 224 18.4 18 221 261 (mean:) 211
Id1_lu1 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 217 257 20.8 20.7 29.5 34.5 (mean:) 255
Id1_lu1 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 1 0 7 7 0 0 <25% Pass
Id1_lu1 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) Al 4 1 14 9 0 0 <25% Pass
Id1_lu1 Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d2_lu2 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 1 0 0 <10% Pass
1d2_lu2 2a_i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 20 20 0 20 20 20 <25% Pass
1d2_lu2 2a_ji P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 25 25 20 25 425 50 <25% Fail
1d2_lu2 2b P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 30.2 32.6 29 30.8 46.6 53.3 <25% Fail
1d2_lu2 2c P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu2 3 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 13.8 15.4 13.5 125 13.9 15.5 (mean:) 14.1
1d2_lu2 3_ii Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 234 30 22 209 30 40.2 (mean:) 278
1d2_lu2 3_iii Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 25.7 32.7 24.9 236 37.9 43.9 (mean:) 31.4
1d2_lu2 4 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 15 7 30 21 0 1 <25% Fail
1d2_lu2 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) Al 7 1 25 11 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu2 Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d2_lu1.5 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d2_lu1.5 2a_i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 10 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.5 2a_ii P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 10 15 10 10 30 30 <25% Fail
1d2_lu1.5 2b P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 20.6 24 21.3 222 35.3 371 <25% Fail
1d2_lu1.5 2c P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.5 3 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.3 15.7 14 13.6 14.1 15.8 (mean:) 14.6
1d2_lu1.5 3_ii Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 20.7 26.9 20.2 19.7 26.1 32.4 (mean:) 243
1d2_lu1.5 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 241 31 23.2 226 35.6 443 (mean:) 30.1
1d2_lu1.5 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 8 0 17 13 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.5 P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 10 2 20 7 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.5 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d2_lu1.25 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d2_lu1.25 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.25 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 5 10 5 5 20 25 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.25 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 19.6 22.4 19.3 20 294 33.1 <25% Fail
1d2_lu1.25 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 137 15.3 133 12.9 135 15.5 (mean:) 14
1d2_lu1.25 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 18.7 23.9 17.6 17 227 29 (mean:) 215
1d2_lu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 215 271 20.4 19.4 29.4 38.3 (mean:) 26
1d2_lu1.25 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 2 0 6 3 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.25 P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 3 1 17 1 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1.25 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.5_lu1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) Al 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.5_lu1 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 0 0 0 10 15 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 15.5 17.9 15.5 15 247 271 <25% Fail
1d1.5_lu1 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14 15 13.8 13.6 14 15 (mean:) 14.2
1d1.5_lu1 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 18.1 21.3 17.5 171 20.3 25.2 (mean:) 19.9
1d1.5_lu1 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 20.4 251 19.5 18.8 27 33.1 (mean:) 24
1d1.5_lu1 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 2 0 1 1 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1 P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 4 2 9 3 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.5_lu1.5 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) Al 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.5 2a_i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 20 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.5 2a_ji P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 10 15 10 10 25 30 <25% Fail
1d1.5_lu1.5 2b P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 217 246 214 214 34 37.2 <25% Fail
1d1.5_lu1.5 2c P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.5 3_i Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14 15.8 13.9 13.6 14.5 15.6 (mean:) 14.6
1d1.5_lu1.5 3ii Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 20.7 26.5 20.2 20 26.4 326  (mean:) 244
1d1.5_lu1.5 3_iii Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 24.3 30.5 23 22,6 36.5 44.6 (mean:) 30.2
1d1.5_lu1.5 4 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 7 0 19 18 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.5 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) Al 8 0 19 9 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.5 Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.5_Iu1.25 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) Al 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.25 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.25 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 5 10 5 5 20 25 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.25 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 18.7 212 18.4 18.6 29.5 32 <25% Fail
1d1.5_lu1.25 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.2 15.5 14 13.8 14.1 15.5 (mean:) 14.5
1d1.5_lu1.25 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 19.7 243 18.7 18.4 232 28.8 (mean:) 222
1d1.5_Iu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 225 285 21.8 20.9 30.8 40.3 (mean:) 275
1d1.5_lu1.25 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 2 0 8 4 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.25 P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) Al 0 0 20 9 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.5_lu1.25 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.25_lu1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.25_lu1 i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_lu1 2a_ii P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 0 0 0 10 10 <25% Pass
1d1.25_lu1 2b P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 15.1 17.2 15.2 14.2 24 26.4 <25% Fail
1d1.25_lu1 2c P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_lu1 3 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.5 15.6 14 13.9 14.4 15.5 (mean:) 14.7
1d1.25_lu1 3_ii Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 18.6 222 17.6 17.6 219 254 (mean:) 20.6
1d1.25_lu1 3_ii Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 21.3 256 20.2 19.9 28.6 34.1 (mean:) 24.9
1d1.25_lu1 4 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 1 0 4 2 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_lu1 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) Al 8 0 23 7 0 0 <25% Pass

1d1.25 lu1 Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
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1d1.25_Iu1.1 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.25_Iu1.1 i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_lu1.1 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 5 0 0 15 15 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.1 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 16.3 18.8 15.9 16.3 255 283 <25% Fail
1d1.25_Iu1.1 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 [ 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.1 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.4 15.6 14.4 14 14.5 15.9 (mean:) 14.8
1d1.25_[u1.1 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 19.2 22.8 18.9 18.5 221 27.4 (mean:) 215
1d1.25_[u1.1 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 21.8 26.7 21.3 20.2 28.9 371 (mean:) 26
1d1.25_Iu1.1 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 0 [ 2 7 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.1 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 12 0 14 9 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25 Iu1.1 Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.25_[u1.3 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 [ 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.25_Iu1.3 2a_i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.3 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 5 10 5 25 20 25 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.3 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 18.2 212 18.6 18.1 294 33 <25% Fail
1d1.25_Iu1.3 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 [ 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.3 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.6 15.7 14.2 14 14.7 15.7 (mean:) 14.8
1d1.25_[u1.3 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 20.5 24.9 19.5 19.6 25 29.7 (mean:) 23.2
1d1.25_[u1.3 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 235 28.9 22.7 221 34 41.2 (mean:) 28.7
1d1.25_[u1.3 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 4 [ 10 15 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.3 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 8 [ " 8 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25 [u1.3 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.25_1u1.25 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) Al 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.25_|u1.25 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_Iu1.25 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 5 5 0 5 20 20 <25% Pass
1d1.25_[u1.25 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 18.1 211 17.6 18.2 28.3 31.2 <25% Fail
1d1.25_lu1.25 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_Iu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.6 15.7 14.3 13.9 14.7 15.8 (mean:) 14.8
1d1.25_Iu1.25 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 20.5 24.4 18.8 18.7 24 29 (mean:) 22.6
1d1.25_Iu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 231 28.6 21.9 217 32.3 40.3 (mean:) 28
1d1.25_1u1.25 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 4 0 14 8 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25_Iu1.25 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 5 0 16 2 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.25 Iu1.25 Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.75_Iu1.25 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.25 i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.25 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 5 10 5 5 22.5 25 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.25 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 19.5 222 18.4 18.9 30.5 332 <25% Fail
1d1.75_Iu1.25 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 13.8 15 13.4 13.2 13.6 15.6 (mean:) 14.1
1d1.75_Iu1.25 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 19 23.7 18 18 221 28.7 (mean:) 21.6
1d1.75_Iu1.25 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 221 28 211 20.1 30.7 40.1 (mean:) 27
1d1.75_1u1.25 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 1 0 7 2 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.25 P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 6 0 17 3 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.25 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d0.5_1u0.5 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d0.5_Iu0.5 2a_i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.5_1u0.5 2a_ii P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.5_1u0.5 2b P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 77 9 7.3 72 1.9 13.3 <25% Pass
1d0.5_1u0.5 2c P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.5_1u0.5 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 15.3 15.7 15.3 15.2 15.3 15.9 (mean:) 15.4
Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 17.4 18.8 171 171 18.7 20.4 (mean:) 18.2
Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 18.8 20.6 18.5 18.2 21.6 23.6 (mean:) 20.2
P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 0 0 0 1 0 0 <25% Pass
4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 7 [ 16 10 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.5_1u0.5 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Pass
1d0.75_Iu0.75 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d0.75_Iu0.75 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.75_Iu0.75 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.75_Iu0.75 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% "1 13.3 10.5 10.7 17.6 201 <25% Pass
1d0.75_Iu0.75 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.75_[u0.75 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.9 15.9 14.9 14.7 15.2 15.8 (mean:) 15.2
1d0.75_Iu0.75 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 18.3 20.9 17.8 17.7 20.8 229 (mean:) 19.7
1d0.75_Iu0.75 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 20.2 23.4 19.6 19.3 251 28.8 (mean:) 22.7
1d0.75_Iu0.75 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 0 0 4 1 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.75_1u0.75 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) Al 7 1 14 10 0 0 <25% Pass
1d0.75_Iu0.75 Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Pass
1d2_lu1 1 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d2_lu1 2a_i P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 20 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1 2a_ii P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 0 25 5 10 15 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 16.1 18.3 16.6 17.7 253 274 <25% Fail
1d2_lu1 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 13.8 14.9 12.7 122 13.4 14.9 (mean:) 13.7
1d2_lu1 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 17.5 20.7 16.1 15.6 19.6 245 (mean:) 19
1d2_lu1 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 19.4 243 18.1 174 255 329 (mean:) 229
1d2_lu1 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 1 0 1 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2_lu1 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 2 0 12 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d2 lu1 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
1d1.75_Iu1.75 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.75 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 20 0 0 20 20 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.75 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 15 20 15 15 35 40 <25% Fail
1d1.75_Iu1.75 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 26 28.2 24 259 40.3 44.9 <25% Fail
1d1.75_Iu1.75 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.75 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 13.6 15.5 13.7 13.3 13.9 15.5 (mean:) 14.2
1d1.75_Iu1.75 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 216 28.8 20.7 20.6 28.6 37 (mean:) 26.2
1d1.75_Iu1.75 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 247 32.2 23.6 23 38.3 46.7 (mean:) 31.4
1d1.75_Iu1.75 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 14 6 20 18 0 3 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.75 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 8 2 19 8 0 0 <25% Pass
1d1.75_Iu1.75 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
mpi4* P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) Al 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
mp14* P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp14* P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 [ 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp14* P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 15.6 16.7 15.1 14.6 20.3 22 <25% Pass
mp14* P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp14* Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 14.7 15.8 14.8 14.6 15.1 16 (mean:) 15.2
mp14* Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 18 211 17.7 17.4 19.9 224 (mean:) 19.4
mp14* Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 20.5 24.7 20.4 19.5 252 291 (mean:) 23.2
mp14* P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) All 2 [ 3 1 0 0 <25% Pass
mp14* P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 9 1 19 7 0 0 <25% Pass
mp14* Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Pass
mp16 P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) Al 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
mp16 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 [ 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp16 P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 [ 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp16 P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 15.1 16.3 15 15.2 20.4 216 <25% Pass
mp16 P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp16 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 16 17.5 16.1 15.3 16 17 (mean:) 16.3
mp16 Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 19.2 222 19 18.6 21 23.2 (mean:) 20.5
mp16 Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 219 26 21.6 20.8 26.4 30.2 (mean:) 245
mp16 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 2 0 6 2 0 0 <25% Pass
mp16 P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) All 17 2 29 10 0 0 <25% Fail
mp16 Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
mp12* P(>=25% decline in expl bio from 2011 to 2016) All 0 0 0 0 0 0 <10% Pass
mp12* P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2014) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp12* P(annual Catch variation >15% for 2010-2029) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp12* 2b P(3yr Catch variation >25% for 2010-2027) 50% 171 19 16.7 16.7 237 265 <25% Fail
mp12* 2c P(TAC <10kt at least once 2011-2015) 50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 <25% Pass
mp12* 3 Avg. Catch 2011-2015 50% 13.3 14.7 13.3 126 13.8 14.8 (mean:) 138
mp12* 3_i Avg. Catch 2016-2020 50% 171 21 16.5 16.1 20 23.2 (mean:) 19
mp12* 3_iii Avg. Catch 2011-2030 50% 19.2 24.8 18.7 17.9 25.8 30.7 (mean:) 229
mp12* 4 P(Expl bio in 2031 < 1985-1999 avg.) Al 1 0 0 2 0 0 <25% Pass
mp12* 4_alt P(Expl bio in 2019 < 1975-1999 avg.) Al 5 0 1 4 0 0 <25% Pass
mp12* Overall Overall performance NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Fail
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ABSTRACT

This paper reports the results of the application of 18 potential Management Procedures
(MPs) to the Base Case and seven robustness test operating models based on SCAA
assessments of the Greenland halibut resource. One of these MPs is selected as a
preferred candidate (subject to its performance for XSA-based operating models) on the
basis of satisfying virtually all performance targets identified at the May NAFO
WGMSE meeting and achieving relatively high catches. The one drawback for this MP
(and also all others considered) is failure to meet the specified resource recovery target
under robustness test SCAAS (a lower stock-recruitment steepness), and suggestions are
made in that regard. Suggestions are also made in relation to “exceptional
circumstances” provisions where over-riding the TAC recommendation output by the
MP becomes scientifically justified, and for catering for possible future TAC over-runs.
Following discussions of these analyses with our EU principals, results for four further
variants of these MPs have been added for consideration.

INTRODUCTION

This document reports results of testing of candidate Management Procedures (MPs) for Greenland halibut for a set
of SCAA operating models for the population dynamics which have been updated using the most recent data for the
resource as considered at the 2010 NAFO SC meeting (Butterworth and Rademeyer, 2010a). This set includes a
Reference Case (SCAAOQ) and seven robustness tests (SCAAL to SCAAT).

The projection methodology utilised for these tests is detailed in Butterworth and Rademeyer (2010b), which also
lists the performance statistics agreed at the May NAFO WGMSE meeting (NAFO, 2010). Results for 18 alternative
MPs are contrasted below in terms in line with the forms and the performance targets and statistics agreed at that
meeting.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

All the MPs follow the form of the NAFO (2010) default control rule:

TAC,, = (1)

TAC, x(1+ 4, xslope) if slope>0
TAC, x(1+ 4, xslope) if slope<0

Three factors/tuning parameters are varied, with the alternatives reflected here culled from a wider set investigated:

1) the A, and A4 control parameters: a) 4,=1.0 and 24=1.25; b) 4,=1.0 and 14=2.0;
2) the starting TAC control parameter: a) 16 000t; b) 17 500t; c) 19 000t;
3) the inter-annual TAC change constraints: a) +10%, -10%; b) +10%; -5%;  ¢)+15%,-5%.

Note that our earlier Greenland halibut MSE analyses (e.g. Rademeyer and Butterworth, 2010) had imposed inter-
annual TAC constraints of 20% and later 15%. These relatively large values were necessitated by the poor status of
the resource indicated by earlier XSA assessments, so that sufficient adaptive TAC adjustment could be achieved if
these reflected the actual underlying resource situation. However the updated XSA assessment from the 2010 NAFO
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SC meeting reflects notably improved results as regards resource status (which is now also closer to SCAA results),
motivating consideration of tighter constraints in the interests of enhanced industrial stability.

A full cross of the factors/parameters listed above is reported, yielding 18 candidate MPs (mp01 to mp18) in all. The
linkage between MP names and factor/parameter values is provided in Table 1a, which lists results in terms of a
format corresponding to the performance targets agreed in NAFO (2010), with results for a 16 000 t constant catch
MP also add to provide a convenient benchmark for comparisons. Note that in this Table, statistics that do not meet
the targets specified in NAFO (2010) are shown shaded.

These same results are shown in Fig. 1 in the form of graphical projections for the annual catch (assumed equal to
the TAC in projections under MPs) and exploitable biomass (B5-9), with both medians and lower 2.5%iles of
probability distributions plotted. In this Figure, the 18 MPs are grouped by the starting TAC control parameter
value.

In the authors’ view, mp14 provides the best trade-off amongst the performance statistics under SCAAO, satisfying
all performance targets, and yielding the highest catches amongst the other MPs which do likewise. It is thus used as
a “baseline” MP in Figure 2, which illustrates the sensitivity of the results for mp14 to single factor variations of the
starting TAC control parameter (Fig. 2a), the inter-annual TAC change constraints (Fig. 2b) and the A control
parameters (Fig. 2c). Note that the impact of variation of the first two of these factors on results is much greater than
the third. It is possible to “mimic” TAC change constraints by decreasing 4 values, but for reasons of longer-term
stability of abundance projections (i.e. adequate feedback), A4 values in particular should preferably not be set less
than 1.

The performance of the Baseline mp14 across the SCAA Base Case and robustness tests is shown in Table 1b and
Fig. 3. Performance targets are met in all cases except for a marginal failure for Puchieved/Pmitestone (F€SOUrCe recovery)
for SCAA4 (increasing natural mortality at larger ages), and a much greater extent of failure for SCAA5 (stock-
recruitment steepness h = 0.6 in contrast to the h = 0.9 preferred for SCAAOQ because of a much better fit to the data).
Fig. 3 shows that behavior for SCAAS is qualitatively different to that for the other robustness tests which manifest
quite similar behavior to that of the Base Case SCAAO. In contrast to increases in both catches and exploitable
biomasses for these other scenarios, for SCAA5 these both remain fairly steady into the future. Table 1c shows
results for SCAADS across all 18 of the MPs considered, and demonstrates that the failure to meet recovery targets for
this scenario is general and not peculiar to mp14. Further comments on this are made below.

In response to a suggestion from Canadian scientists for selection of the three best performing MPs, our selections in
addition to the Baseline mp14 are mp12 and mpl16 (it must be stressed that these constitute the authors’ selections,
and do not necessarily reflect the views of the EU). These choices are seen by the authors to provide the best
balances between achieving recovery targets, maximizing catches, and minimising TAC variations. We do not
consider the marginal failure of mp16 to meet certain TAC change performance targets to be critical, both because
these particular targets were chosen primarily with TAC decrease being the concern whereas it is TAC increases that
are resulting in these “failures”, and further because if such targets are considered critical, they could readily be
hard-wired into the control rules without any great impact on other performance statistics. Results for these three
MPs applied to the Base Case SCAA operating model (SCAAOQ) are given in Table 2 in a format different from
Table 1, with the statistics for mp14 under robustness test SCAA5 also added there. Graphical comparisons are
shown in Figs 4 and 5. Except for the earliest years mpl4 achieves the highest catches for only marginal lesser
recovery, and also shows appreciably less TAC variation.

An alternative graphical form for contrasting performance statistics for the various MPs applied to SCAAO is shown
in Fig 6a, with comparisons restricted to the authors’ three preferred MP choices shown in Fig. 6b.

SUMMARY AND RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

Subject to showing satisfactory performance also under the various XSA based operating models, mp14 appears to
the authors to be a strong candidate for adoption as the MP to provide TAC recommendations for Greenland halibut.
It meets all the performance targets set at the May WGMSE meeting (NAFO, 2010) while also being likely to
achieve relatively high catches. It provides a good example of a major strength of the MSE approach that has been
evident in its application to other fisheries, viz. that of being able to provide a scientifically defensible basis to
constrain inter-annual TAC variation in a manner that nevertheless secures adequate safeguards for the risk of
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unintended resource depletion. Thus in the first few future years in this case, the TAC change constraints imposed
prevent unnecessary reduction of the TAC as a consequence of following more of the noise than the signal in the
survey data (nearly all recent residuals in the assessment fits to the survey indices of abundance are positive), and in
a manner which does not compromise resource recovery.

The one concern is the failure of mp14 (or indeed any of the other MPs considered) to secure the desired level of
resource recovery under robustness test SCAAS (lower steepness). The lower 2.5%ile plot for exploitable biomass
shown in Fig. 3 for this situation does at least indicate that application of mpl14 would prevent any continuing
deterioration. This is a manifestation of a potential problem with derivative-control-based MP approaches such as
that of equation (1), which arises because their targets are emergent properties which cannot be pre-specified and
therefore may turn out to be different to what is desired. The simplest solution to this problem is to include a target-
based term as an extension of equation (1). This might better secure some recovery under SCAA5 while not
compromising the desirable performance achieved under mp14 for the other SCAA scenarios.

Two other more general issues merit attention in moving towards agreement of an MSE approach for Greenland
halibut with its associated decision rule in the form of a TAC formula. The first is that it is usual to pre-agree some
guidance concerning “exceptional circumstances” — unexpected future events which provide scientific justification
for over-riding the TAC recommendation provided by an MP’s control rule. A customary criterion for what need to
be compelling reasons to take such action is future data falling outside the range considered in the MSE process,
thus indicating that circumstances have arisen outside the range for which the control rule has been tested to show
adequate robustness. To aid consideration of this possible approach, Fig. 7 shows probabilistic projections of future
survey results expected under SCAAO (and implementation of mp14).

A second concern is TAC over-runs, given an empirical MP (equation 1) which takes no explicit account of any
mismatch between the TAC set and the catch subsequently taken (as, in contrast, a population model based MP
would do). The feedback nature of MPs ensures that they do react to this, but typically slower than needed to make
fully compensatory TAC adjustments in the short term. Furthermore, none of the robustness tests considered for
these evaluations have considered the impact of possible future catch over-runs. Ideally there should be pre-
agreement, as part of any Management Procedure of this type that is adopted, on how to make appropriate
adjustments for such over-runs to recommendations output by an MP for TACs.

ADDENDUM

In discussion of the above with our EU principals, suggestions were made that the following further options
warranted analysis to allow consideration of the results:

mpl4*: this MP is as mp14 (i.e. starting TAC control parameter of 17 500t; A,=1 and A, =2; and constraints on the
inter-annual TAC changes of +10% and -5%), but the 2011 MP output is over-ridden by a pre-set TAC of
16 000t. To compute the TAC in 2012 the original 2011 MP output (17 182t) is used in the control rule
(equation 1).

mpl4**: as mpl4*, but the 2012 MP output is also over-ridden by a pre-set TAC of 16 000t.
mpl4***: as mpl4* but with a pre-set TAC of 14 500t instead of 16 000t in 2011.

mp19: starting TAC control parameter of 14 500t; A,=1 and A, =2; and constraints on the inter-annual TAC changes
of +10% and -5%.

Results for these four further MPs are compared to mp14 and mpl11 (starting TAC of 16 000t) in Tables 3 and 4,
while the exploitable biomass and TAC are plotted in Fig. 8. In terms of the biomass projections (Fig. 8), the
original mp14 and its three variants are virtually indistinguishable. The catches over time for all the mp14's (starting
TAC control parameter of 17 500t) are appreciably higher than for mpll (starting TAC control parameter of 16
000t) and mp19 (starting TAC control parameter of 14 500t) without compromising mp14 reaching the specified
biomass recovery targets.
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Starting TAC:

16 000t

Starting TAC:

17 500t

Starting TAC:

19 000t

Fig. 1: Medians (left) and lower 2.5%iles (right) TAC and exploitable biomass for a series of MPs for the Base
Case SCAA operating model (SCAADO0). Here and in subsequent biomass plots the full horizontal line represents
the 2011 median level while the dashed horizontal line represents the target level (1985-1999 average).
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Fig. 2a: Medians (left) and lower 2.5%iles (right) TAC and exploitable biomass for three MPs with different
starting TAC control parameters (mp14: 17 500t; mp11: 16 000t and mp17: 19 000t) for SCAAO. Note that here
and below to magnify around where most differences are evident, the axes no longer intersect at a zero value on

the vertical axis.

Fig. 2b: Medians (left) and lower 2.5%iles (right) TAC and biomass for three MPs with different bounds on
maximum annual TAC change (mp14: +10%, -5%; mp13: +10%, -10% and mp15: +15%, -5%) for SCAAQ.
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Fig. 2c: Medians (left) and lower 2.5%iles (right) TAC and exploitable biomass for three MPs with different
values for  gown (Mp14: 1.25 and mp05: 2.0) for SCAAOQ.

Fig. 3: Medians (left) and lower 2.5%iles (right) TAC and exploitable biomass for the SCAA Base Case
operating model (SCAADO) and a series of robustness tests (SCAAL — SCAA7Y) for mpl4.
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Fig. 4: 95, 75 and 50% Pls and medians for the total catch and exploitable biomass projections for mp12 (top),
mp14 (middle) and mp16 (bottom) for SCAAD.
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Fig. 5: Medians (left) and lower 2.5%iles (right) TAC and exploitable biomass for the SCAA Base Case for
mp12, mp14 and mp16.



36

.A.:NQEHN ‘Tdw=Tt ”Um_uuuov SdIA JO SaLIss B Iapun /DS ase) aseq oyl 10} SJ1Is1jels wocwc\_._otma JO Salias e 10J S9]1-94G6 pue UelpalA 89 m_u_



37

20 20000 | 20000
+*
B e s | o L O L
B59, ) .
2011
16000 | 4 16000 - I ————————————
B R It ST
14000 A ------mmmmmmmmmnmmoooe 14000 —------cfomemmmmmeeede oo
0.5 : ‘ : 12000 ‘ ‘ : 12000 : . :
0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
20 oo 20000 —-------somommmmmmomomnnooae 20000 -------somomososemmmmemenne
15 doeee e Cpgyp 18000 omommmmmmrommr oo (o s ChE b
B0 * *
g5 16000 f-----mmmmmmem T 16000 f------f-mmmoofrmmmmofenaee
2011
1.0 oo em T e *
14000 —f-----smsomoemmmmmmmmonoooe 14000 f------ oo R
0.5 . : . 12000 . . . 12000 : : :
0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
20 oo 20000 —-------somommmmmmomomnnoae 0.10 —-----smmomosm e
g5 DT 11 JE e e S
2208 g 2013
B5, 0.06 —f-------f------ggmmamfeononee
fare 16000 —-----mommom « AAVy
10411 * 1-30 0.04 oo
’ R .
14000 0,02 b oo
0.5 ; ; ; 12000 ; ; ; 0.00 . : ‘
0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
20000 e
24000 f-----nomomosmmmmmmmnoeneoooe
Cpopg 18000 frvemmmmmmommmeonooe e 22000 <
€ 20000 —ooeeefess
2011-30
16000 - ‘ l ””” 1800 L o+ |
14000 4 -—oom I _____________________ 16000 — - f ol
14000 —f-------mommsmeme e e
12000 : : : 12000 : . .
0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3

Fig. 6b: Median and 95%-iles for a series of performance statistics for the Base Case SCAA under mp12, mpl4
and mp16 (in that order).
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Fig. 7: 95, 75 and 50% Pls and medians for the survey projections for SCAAO under implementation of mp14.



39

Fig. 8: Medians (left) and lower 2.5%iles (right) TAC and exploitable biomass for some further MPs (requested
for addition by our EU principals) for the Base Case SCAA operating model (SCAAOQ). Here and in subsequent
biomass plots the full horizontal line represents the 2011 median level while the dashed horizontal line
represents the target level (1985-1999 average).
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(FCWGMSE WP 10/14)

Greenland Halibut Updated SCAA Reference Case and Robustness Tests

DS Butterworth and RA Rademeyer
August 2010

INTRODUCTION

The Greenland halibut SCAA Reference Case (RC) and robustness test operating models (Butterworth and
Rademeyer, 2010a) have been updated to take into account data now available up to 2009. The updated data
(Appendix A) are:

1) 2008 and 2009 catches (Table Al) (Healey et al. 2010);
2) 2008 and 2009 commercial catches-at-age (Table A2) (Healey et al. 2010);

3) updated weights-at-age to age 20 (Table A3) (ages 1-13, Healey et al. 2010; ages 14-20+, Miller, pers.
commn);

4) updated maturity-at-age to age 20 (Table A4) (Morgan, pers. commn);
5) 2008 and 2009 survey data: numbers-at-age (Table A5) and total weight per tow (Table A6).

The EU summer survey has been split into two series in order to make use of the deep-water portion (0-1400m)
of the survey which has taken place since 2004. The model is therefore fit to four survey series: a) Canadian Fall
survey (2J3K) (1996-2009), b) Canadian Spring survey (3LNO) (1996-2009), ¢) EU summer 0-700m survey
(1995-2003) and d) EU summer 0-1400m survey (2004-2009).

In fitting the survey CAA, the plus and minus groups have been changed slightly compared to the assessments
presented in Butterworth and Rademeyer (2010a). The table below compares the plus and minus groups used in
each instance. The splitting of The EU survey series prompted the one change; the change for the Canadian Fall
series was made because of the small proportions of fish in the age classes above 8.

Butterworth and

Updated assessment
Rademeyer (2010a) P

minus plus minus plus
Canadian Fall 1 13 1 8
EU (0-700m) 1 11 1 9
EU (0-1400m) - - 4 11
Canadian Spring 1 8 1 8

Furthermore a selectivity smoothing penalty has been included in the negative log likelihood:

Pens =Y afs(s;,l —2st 48! f+ afs(s;ﬁf; 25t 4 gon ¥

i a=a +1 a=a +1

where

S; is the selectivity at age a for survey i (before adding variability);
S is the commercial selectivity at age a (before adding variability); and

a” and a* are the minus and plus groups.

This addition was prompted by the large upward spike that otherwise occurs in selectivity at age 10 for the EU
(0-1400m) survey. Introduction of this term hardly affects estimates of abundance trends.

In other respects the structure of these operating models remains identical to that detailed In Appendix B of
Butterworth and Rademeyer (2009a), with two updates detailed in Butterworth and Rademeyer (2009b). In
particular note that first order autocorrelation in time is estimated in fitting to the survey indices of abundance,
and similarly in both time and age in fitting to the survey catch-at-age proportions. Fishing selectivity functions
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change at two-yearly intervals, with the extent of the change constrained by treating these as random effects
with standard deviation o = 2.0 for the commercial selectivity and o = 0.5 for the survey selectivities.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The following SCAA Reference Case (RC) and robustness test operating models for the Greenland Halibut,
which are straightforward updates of those reported in Butterworth and Rademeyer (2010a), will be used in the
MSE process.

0) Reference Case: Update of Case 2 of Butterworth and Rademeyer (2010b): Beverton-Holt, h=0.9, M=0.2,
exponential decrease in selectivity for ages 11+;

1) RC with flat commercial selectivity (estimated in the fit to be 0.27) for ages 11+;

2) RC with flat commercial selectivity (fixed to 0.3, which is equal to the new XSA average value over 2005-
2009) for ages 11+;

3) RC with M=0.1;
4) RC with M=0.2 for ages 0-10, linear increase to M=0.4 for age 14, and constant thereafter;

5) RC with h = 0.6 in the assessment, to simulate a stock that has a large maximum recruitment which has
been severely recruitment-overfished,;

: o] R ; nchin. R = B Y |
6) RC with a modified Ricker stock-recruitment relationship: R, = B/ eXp(— ,B(By )()

7) RC with fixed flat commercial selectivity (as in 2 above) and increasing M with age (as in 4 above).

The results of the SCAA variants explored are listed in Table 1, with corresponding biomass trajectories plotted
in Fig. 1 and stock-recruitment relationships shown in Fig. 2. Results for the RC presented in Butterworth and
Rademeyer (2010a) are shown in Table 1 and Fig. 1 for comparative purposes. The commercial and survey
selectivities estimated in the RC are plotted in Fig. 3. The commercial selectivities of the two OMs with flat
selectivity at older ages are also shown in Fig. 3. The RC stock-recruitment curve, and time series of recruitment
and standardised recruitment residuals are shown in Fig. 4. The fit of the RC to the survey indices and the
commercial and survey CAA are shown in Fig. 5. It is notable that these CAA residual plots (which are outputs
after adjustment for auto-correlation) all now show few obvious and substantial patterns, and thus constitute a
considerable improvement over results for this SCAA methodology (Butterworth and Rademeyer, 2009b) prior
to this update of the data.
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Fig. 2: Stock-recruitment relationships for a series of SCAA variants.
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Fig. 3: Survey and commercial selectivities-at-age estimated for the RC. Commercial selectivity estimates are
also shown for robustness tests 1) and 2) for which selectivity is flat for ages 11+.
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Fig. 4: Estimated stock-recruitment curve, and time series of recruitment and standardised residuals for the RC.
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APPENDIX A — Data

Table Al: Landings (tons) for Greenland Halibut in Sub-area 2 and Div. 3KLMNO (Healey et al. 2010).

Year Landings (t) Year Landings (t)
1960 938 1985 20347
1961 741 1986 17976
1962 588 1987 32442
1963 1621 1988 19215
1964 4252 1989 20034
1965 10069 1990 47454
1966 19276 1991 65008
1967 26525 1992 63193
1968 32392 1993 62455
1969 37275 1994 51029
1970 36889 1995 15272
1971 24834 1996 18840
1972 30038 1997 19858
1973 29105 1998 19946
1974 27588 1999 24226
1975 28814 2000 34177
1976 24611 2001 38232
1977 32048 2002 34062
1978 39070 2003 35151
1979 34104 2004 25486
1980 32867 2005 23225
1981 30754 2006 23531
1982 26278 2007 22747
1983 27861 2008 21178

1984 26711 2009 23156
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Table A2. Catch at age matrix (000s) for Greenland Halibut in Sub-Area 2 and Divisions 3KLMNO (Healey et
al. 2010).

Table A3. Catch weights-at-age (kg) matrix for Greenland Halibut in Sub-Area 2 and Divisions 3KLMNO
(ages 1-13: Healey et al. 2010; ages 14-20+: Miller pers. commn).
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Table A4: Proportion mature-at-age for Greenland Halibut in Sub-Area 2 and Divisions 3KLMNO (Morgan
pers. commn).
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Table A5: Survey data (mean numbers per tow) of Greenland Halibut in Sub-Area 2 and Divisions 3KLMNO
(Healey et al. 2010)

2J3K Canadian Fall, 1995-2009

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13+
1996 98.68 47.82 3201 9.54 6.28 247 0.84 0.19 0.18 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.02
1997  28.05 58.62 4361 21.13  10.37 5.01 2.00 0.64 0.20 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.01
1998 2335 2507 3119 21.87 10.86 4.45 2.07 0.57 0.13 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.02
1999 15.99 3442 24.07 28.28  20.04 10.53 3.81 0.70 0.14 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.03
2000 3857 2194 1643 1320 13.76 7.21 2.16 0.50 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.01
2001 4390 22.72 17.00 14.07 9.77 7.59 3.40 0.69 0.11 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01
2002 40.67  24.08 1250 9.68 6.03 1.97 0.72 0.19 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
2003 4570 26.67 11.69 9.49 6.39 2.27 0.89 0.27 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00
2004 3249 3293 1389 1231 9.21 2.68 1.20 0.36 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01
2005 16.06 16.15 8.56 13.84 10.98 6.85 3.96 0.66 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01
2006  32.34  17.98 850 17.60 13.03 9.11 4.18 1.15 0.18 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.00
2007  32.61 14.51 12.81 18.77 9.57 10.35 6.17 2.14 0.34 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.01
2008 Survey not completed
2009  50.62 19.15 11.40 8.42 9.89 5.40 3.59 1.39 0.25 0.08 0.02 0.01 0.01

EU Summer 0-700m, 1995-2003

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12+
1995 12.41 2.54 223 1.91 2.66 5.10 3.77 2.12 1.31 0.26 0.07 0.02
1996 5.84 7.97 2.42 3.04 4.20 5.82 2.49 1.62 0.42 0.09 0.03 0.04
1997 3.33 3.78 6.00 6.50 7.11 8.46 4.99 2.15 0.66 0.22 0.03 0.02
1998 2.74 2.13 7.69  11.00 12.33 11.30 7.84 2.62 0.75 0.20 0.03 0.01
1999 1.06 0.70 3.01 10.47 13.41 12.58 5.55 1.82 0.35 0.10 0.01 0.00
2000 3.75 0.29 0.60 2.17 7.09  14.10 5.40 2.32 0.45 0.11 0.05 0.00
2001 8.03 1.43 1.81 0.99 2.79 7.79 6.63 3.21 0.18 0.05 0.01 0.00
2002 4.08 2.94 2.80 1.67 3.79 5.59 5.73 1.28 0.13 0.06 0.02 0.01
2003 2.20 1.00 0.61 1.51 2.48 2.94 1.93 0.47 0.13 0.10 0.02 0.01

EU Summer 0-1400m, 2004-2009

1 2 3 1 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13+
2004 1.40 2.19 2.92 1.54 6.80 9.16 4.95 1.46 0.73 0.37 0.26 0.16 0.15
2005 0.36 0.53 2.09 1.73 5.28 6.79 3.42 0.99 0.26 0.41 0.23 0.13 0.06
2006 0.45 0.26 0.44 0.91 5.85 8.56 4.68 1.39 0.42 0.36 0.30 0.15 0.05
2007 0.25 0.05 0.39 0.29 3.84 9.09 8.57 2.88 0.72 0.59 0.30 0.17 0.07
2008 0.13 0.07 0.10 0.16 2.03 9.00 12.53 3.18 1.14 0.87 0.44 0.25 0.13
2009 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.08 1.13 6.80 11.43 3.55 0.93 1.03 0.36 0.28 0.25

3LNO Canadian Spring, 1996-2009

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8+
1996 1.62 4.24 4.60 2.18 0.83 0.28 0.06 0.00
1997 1.16 3.92 5.16 3.23 1.46 0.51 0.10 0.01
1998 0.22 0.81 3.85 6.19 4.96 1.24 0.33 0.07
1999 0.29 0.55 1.15 1.98 3.39 1.09 0.24 0.05
2000 0.79 1.07 1.07 1.51 1.95 2.04 0.56 0.03
2001 0.57 0.71 0.74 0.68 0.80 0.72 0.28 0.02
2002 0.64 0.57 0.60 0.58 0.61 0.21 0.05 0.01
2003 0.93 2.14 1.66 1.57 1.06 0.21 0.05 0.01
2004 0.66 0.57 1.18 1.18 1.16 0.26 0.04 0.02
2005 0.35 0.31 1.09 0.95 1.37 0.82 0.21 0.03
2006 Survey not completed
2007 1.60 0.52 0.80 0.40 1.41 1.49 1.12 0.18
2008 0.44 0.77 0.96 0.71 1.25 0.75 0.64 0.28
2009 0.27 0.22 0.19 0.39 0.45 0.26 0.13 0.07
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Table A6: Survey data (kg per tow) for ages combined: 2J3K Fall and 3LNO Spr, and EU summer 0-700m and
0-1400m surveys (Healey pers. commn).

Canadian Fall EU summer EU summer Canadian

273K (0-700m)  (0-1400m) Spring 3LNO

1993 13.52

1996 21.58 14.42 1.53
1997 24.80 20.01 2.46
1998 23.83 30.13 4.56
1999 32.48 26.37 2.81
2000 23.89 21.08 3.04
2001 22.69 17.25 1.46
2002 14.07 15.05 0.72
2003 15.31 7.73 1.45
2004 17.45 23.33 1.12
2005 20.34 16.71 1.67
2006 25.73 19.17

2007 29.12 25.10 3.03
2008 32.35 2.10

2009 19.88 29.44 0.68
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Candidate Management Procedures Testing Methodology

DS Butterworth and RA Rademeyer
August 2010

Projection methodology

Projections into the future under a specific Candidate Management Procedure (CMP) are to be evaluated using
the following steps.

Step 1: Begin-year numbers at age

The components of the numbers-at-age vector at the start of 2010 (N o,y , : @ =1,..., m) are obtained from the

MLE of an assessment of the resource (SCAA or XSA). For SCAA the 2009 catch-at-age data are used in the
assessment, whereas for XSA the estimated numbers-at-age at the start of 2009 are projected forward one year

using these data. For XSA, the 2009 recruitment (Nzoogvl) is generated deterministically from the estimated

stock-recruitment relationship. Error is included for ages 0 to 5 (1 to 5 for XSA) because these are poorly
estimated in the assessment given limited information on these year-classes, i.e.:

Nooi0.a = Nogio€” &, from N (O’ (O-R )2 ) 1)

where o is the standard deviation of the stock-recruitment residuals estimated by the SCAA, and for XSA is
estimated in the process of fitting a stock-recruitment relationship to the outputs from that assessment as
described below. Equation 1 is approximate in that it omits to adjust for past catches from the year-class
concerned, but these are so small that the differential effect is negligible.

Step 2: Catch
These numbers-at-age are projected one year forward at a time given a catch for the year concerned.
For 2010:

C, =16000z, 7, from U (1.27;1.22;1.271.42;1.32;1.45) ©)
From 2011 onwards:

C, is as specified by the CMP.

This requires specification of how the catch is disaggregated by age to obtain C
are specified.

y.a» and how future recruitments
Step 3: Catch-at-age

For SCAA the C%a values are obtained under the assumption that the commercial selectivity function
estimated continues to vary by 2-year block, as assumed in the assessment:

Q a
S,.=5." ©)
where

Q,, fromN (0, (o, )2) for ages 5 to 10,
Q,, =0 forages 4- and 11+, and

0,=2.0.
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Since the selectivity function varies by 2-year block starting in 1975, S, , @nd S,y , are equal and already

specified and S, . is generated from the random process above from 2011 onwards.

y,a
For XSA, the selectivity each year is selected randomly from the selectivity vectors for the last 10 years (1997
to 2006) estimated in the assessment. The selectivity vectors for 1997 to 2006 are computed as follows:

Sya = Fy,a/maX(Fy,a) 4

where the maximum is taken across the ages for that year.
From this it follows that:
mid -M, /2
F, =C, /> WiiN,  e™'?s, ®)
a
mid

where ¥ is each year selected randomly from the weight-at-age vectors for the last 10 years (2000 to 2009)
used in the assessment (Table 1), and hence that:

C,.=N, e™?sF ®)

The numbers-at-age can then be computed for the beginning of the following year (y+1):

N y+11 = Ry+l (7

Nyﬂml:(Ny,a e""'a’z—Cyva)e"\"a’2 forl<a<m-2 (8)
M, 12 M, 12 M, /2 M, /2

Nyoam = (Nymg eMm/2 ) JeMmsl2 (N, e Mo’z e Mo ©)

These equations reflect Pope’s approximation. The XSA uses the Baranov equations rather than Pope’s
approximation; these equations can be adjusted accordingly for XSA projections.
The plus-group m is 20 for both the SCAA and XSA.

Step 4: Recruitment

Future recruitments for the reference case SCAA operating model (RC) are provided by a Beverton-Holt stock-
recruitment relationship:

R — 4hR,BJ (sy-0k/2)
’ K®(@-h)+(5h-1)BY

Log-normal fluctuations are introduced by generating Sy factors from N (0, aé) where oy is estimated from

(10)

the residuals of the model fit for years 1976 to 2006. K * is as estimated for that RC assessment. For the
Reference Case SCAA, h is fixed (0.9).

m
sp_ mid
B, = Z faWya Nya (11)
a=1
where
fya is each year selected randomly from the maturity-at-age vectors for the last 10 years (2000 to 2009) used

in the assessment (Table 2).

For XSA, o is computed as follow:

o, - \/1/32 S¥en(, ,)-m(R )F an

y=1975
where the recruitment is assumed to follow a segmented regression:
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B’ if BY
Ry+1 :{ ’ : - 'B (12)

of if B=p
with the « and /8 parameters as estimated from the results of that assessment and provided by D Miller.

At a later stage in the process, these approaches should be extended to take account of first order serial
correlation in recruitment residuals.

Step5:

The information obtained in Step 1 is used to generate values of the abundance indices Igom (in terms of

biomass or of numbers). The EU survey is assumed to continue sampling the 0-1400m depth zone. Indices of
abundance in future years will not be exactly proportional to true abundance, as they are subject to observation
error. Log-normal observation error is therefore added to the expected value of the abundance index evaluated,
taking account of the serial correlation i.e.:

1, =q' B‘yeﬂiy (13)

giy = /1iy - pixiiH (14)

giy from N (0, (O‘i )2) (15)

where B; is the biomass (or numbers) available to the survey:

Berve _ sy oMt S F /4) (16)
a=1

for spring surveys,
m
surv,summer __ mid @ surv -M, /2
B, = Zwy,a Sya Ny.8 (1_ SyaFy /2) (17)
a=1
for summer surveys, and
m
surv, fall __ mid @ surv -M,3/4
BB = S WMSHN e ™I4S F 3/4) (18)
a=1

for fall surveys.

As for the commercial selectivity, the survey selectivities for the SCAA are obtained under the assumption that
the selectivity functions estimated in that assessment continue to vary by 2-year block, as assumed for the
assessment:

o — gsuvg i (19)
where

Q%" from N (0, (O'quw)z) for ages 1 to 8 for the Canadian Fall and Spring surveys, and for ages 4 to 11 for
the EU 0-1400m survey,

QF7 =0 for ages 9+ for the Canadian Fall and Spring surveys, and 12+ for the EU 0-1400m survey, and

o . =05

Qsuv

For the Canadian and the EU 0-1400m surveys, Sjo . is already specified, while Sy . is generated from the
random process above.
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For the XSA, the survey selectivities are taken as the catchabilities (q;) estimated in that assessment,

renormalized so that max(q;) =1. For each survey, the selectivity is assumed to be zero after the last age for

which data are specified (13,12, 13 and 8 for the Canadian Fall, EU 0-700m, EU 0-1400m and Canadian Spring
surveys respectively) to the plus group (age 20).

For the SCAA, for the indices related to biomass, the constant of proportionality qi, the o' and pi are
estimated directly in the assessment. For other cases, the following procedure is used.
The constant of proportionality qi is as estimated for the assessment in question by:

2009

mg =1n, Z(Inliy—lné‘y) (20)

y=yl

2009

&= un S f e

y=yl

where n; is the number of data points in the series, y1=1996 for the Canadian surveys, and 2004 for the EU 0-
1400m survey,

g; = /1iy — piliy_l (22)

A, =n(l}) - (n(q'By) (23)
y2
2 Ayt

pl=-r—— (24)
XA

where y1=1996 for the Canadian surveys, and 2004 for the EU 0-1400m survey; and y2=2008 for the EU 0-
1400m and Canadian spring surveys, but 2006 for the Canadian Fall survey because of the missing data in 2008.

To commence this data generation process and compute I;ow: a value for ﬂ,izoog is required. For each of the
three surveys, this is given by:

Aooos = En(l ;009)_ fn(qi Bgoog) (25)

for the assessment concerned, using the known values for the outputs from these surveys for 2009.

Step 6:

Given the new survey indices Iiy compute TACy+1 using the CMP.

Step 7:

Steps 1-6 are repeated for each future year in turn for as long a period as desired, and at the end of that period
the performance of the candidate MP under review is assessed by considering statistics such as the average catch
taken over the period and the final spawning biomass of the resource.

Performance Targets and Statistics

During the January 2010 Brussels meeting it was agreed that four properties would be evaluated in a risk
management context:

1) the risk of steep decline be kept moderately low;
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1) the risk of annual average catch variation of greater than 15% be kept moderately low;
111) the magnitude of the average catch in the short, medium term and long term be maximized; and

1V) the risk of failure to meet an interim target within a prescribed period of time should be kept moderately
low.

A number of mathematical expressions (Performance Statistics) were then proposed to capture these four
properties:

P
@) 2081 \where P, is the population size in year y;
Pooit
b) Poos :
Poont

P
(c) —lowest\vhere Plowest s the lowest population size during evaluation period (2011-2031);

2011
(d) —lowest \vhere P.in is the lowest population size during the assessment period (1975-2010);
min
P2031 . . . - -
(e) —=== where I:’target is pre-defined recovery target population size, for which the average value

target
over the period 1975 to 1999 for the assessment/operating model concerned will be used for the
moment pending further discussions;

P
(f —28L \where PMSY is the population level when maximum sustainable yield is achieved; this will
MSY

be pursued only after the next meeting at which methods to compute P,,q, will be discussed.
In each of them, population can be measured as total numbers (N;Ot), total biomass (B;m), exploitable
numbers (ages 5 — 9) (Ni’g), exploitable biomass (Bi”g), survey index (BJ"™) or spawning biomass (B}"),

(though with primary focus on exploitable biomass for Ptarget) where:

Ny = Z N, . (26)
a=0
B =X wWiaN, . 27)
a=0
5-9 d
Ny =2 Ny, 28)
a5
9 .
By* =2 wyiN,, (29)
a=5

B;"™ : equations 16 to 18

m
id
B;p = Z fy,awyyla N, (30)
a=1
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The primary PS (1) and (111) above can be captured by:

()  (Average) annual catch over short, medium and long terms:

2015 2020 2030
Coorr Caoa ch/5. ch/5 and ZCy/ZO

y=2011 y=2016 y=2011

(h)  Average annual variation in catch over short and long terms:

1 205
AAV 011 p015 == Z|Cy - Cy—l|/Cy—1 and

S y=2011

2030

1
AAV 011 2030 = % Z|Cy - Cy—1|/Cy—1

y=2011

P(> 15%) being the proportion of years in the projection period where

Subsequently, at the May 2010 Halifax meeting, the four properties (or Performance Targets) were refined as

follows:

1) The probability of the decline of 25% or more in terms of exploitable biomass from 2011 to 2016 is

kept at 10%* or lower.

1) a) The probability of annual TAC variation of greater than 15% be kept at 25% or lower and

b) The probability of variation of TAC more than 25% over any period of 3 years should be kept at 25%

or lower.

If the conditions a) and b) are not met, then an alternate performance target should be considered as

follows:

c¢) The TAC should not be below 10 000 t for the period 2011-2015 in any one year with a probability

of 25% on a year by year basis.

111) The magnitude of the average TAC in the short, medium and long term should be maximized.

1V) The probability of failure to meet or exceed a milestone within a prescribed period of time should be
kept at 25% or lower. Milestone means the average exploitable biomass for the period 1985-1999 to be

compared with the exploitable biomass in 2031.
The following corresponding Performance Statistics were then also agreed:

Performance Statistic for Performance Target I:

P2016

P2011

where P, is the exploitable biomass computed at the start of the year indicated.

Performance Statistics for Performance Target Il a):

y=2029 |C

y+l_C

| 20; X =—‘C“1_Cy‘—o.15;
c

y
y=2010 Cy y



58

1 2014
Prob* = I
y
| _{1 if X, >0 5,5
Yo if X, <0 1 X
Prob=— >'1,
y=2011
Performance Statistic for Performance Target Il b):
y=2027|C C -C
> 2-C) 18; xy=—| e y|—0.25;
y=2010 Cy Cy
1 if X, >0 2027
=1 ) : Prob = Zly
0 if X, <0 8,510
where C, is the TAC for the year indicated.
Performance Statistics for Performance Target llc):
Coo11i Coorz s Cooist Coouat Conss
Performance Statistics for Performance Target I11:
1 2015 1 2020 2030
C,:= >.C, Zc
5 y=2011 5 y=2016 y 2011
Performance Statistic for Performance Target IV:
I:)achieved P =P _ i
where achieved — ' 2031 and milestone — Z y
milestone y =1985

A total of 100 forward projections will be run for each trial, with results presented as the 5", average of 50" and
51% and 96" in an ordered set (i.e. median with 90% probability intervals).

Plots of annual catch and B may be produced for each trial, the first showing the median and 90% probability
envelopes, and the second showing the first 5 realisations (“worm plots™).



59

Annex 4. Application of the Management Strategies

The management strategy to calculate the TAC for year y+1 is defined by the following formulae:

TAC, . =Z,(1+ 4,slope, )
Z y=2010
where £, = {TA(:; y>2011
4, slope, >0
A= {ﬂd slope, <0
and where

if  TAC,,,-TAC,>TAC,(1+x%)  then TAC,,, =TAC,(1+x%)
if TAC,., —TAC, <TAC,(1- y%) then  TAC,,, =TAC,(L- y%)

where Z, 4,, A4, X and y are control parameters to be selected.

For the MP selected the values of the control parameters are:

4 16 000 t or 17500t

Ay 1.00 or 1.00
Ag 1.25 or 2.00
X 0.10 or 0.05

0.10 or 0.05

The quantity slopey is calculated as follows:

For each survey, linearly regress In Iiy vsyeary’ for y'=y—5 to y'=Yy —1, to yield a regression slope

value slope‘y , an average of the slopes is taken to provide a composite value:

CanFall

slope, = (slopey

CanSpring EU (0-1400m)
+slope, +slope, ) / 3

where I, is the survey biomass result in terms of mean weight per tow of fish for all ages.
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Annex 5. Results of the MSE Application

Performance statistics (medians) for two Management Strategies as averaged over the SCAA- and the XSA-
conditioned operating models.

SCAA average XSA average
MS 1 (mp01) | MS 2 (mpl4 (+-5%)) MS 1 (mp01) MS 2 (mp14 (+-5%))
Cao11-2015 13374 15766 14800 16400
Cao16-2020 13566 15827 19600 19100
Cro11-2030 14335 16195 23100 21400
Boo11-0015 91530 89361 69446 66588
Boo16-2020 107715 103211 131854 128102
Boo11-2030 117766 113381 127975 127612
Boo11-2015/B2o11 1.05 1.03 1.04 1.02
B2016-2020/B2o11 1.26 1.20 1.98 1.98
B2o11-2030/B2o11 1.36 131 1.93 1.97
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PART I

Report of the General Council
(GC Doc. 10/5)

32" Annual Meeting, September 20-24, 2010
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

I. Opening Procedure (Agenda items 1-6)
Opening by the Chair

The 32" Annual Meeting of NAFO was convened on 20 September 2010 at 0900 hrs at the World Trade and
Convention Centre, Halifax, NS, Canada, with 180 delegates present from all NAFO Contracting Parties
(Annex 1). The NAFO President and GC Chair, Terje Lobach (Norway) introduced the Honourable Gail Shea,
P.C., M.P., Canadian Minister of Fisheries and Oceans, who made an opening address to all delegates. The GC
Chair aso made a welcoming speech to the participants, followed by statements by Canada, the European
Union, the United States of America, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland), Cuba, Japan and
the Russian Federation. (Annexes 2-10).

Opening statements were also made by Observers from the Ecology Action Centre (EAC), the International
Coalition of Fisheries Association (ICFA), the Atlantic Chapter of Sierra Club Canada, and the World Wildlife
Fund (WWF) (Annexes 11-14). The opening statement by the FAO was distributed to participants later (Annex
15).

Appointment of Rapporteur

Vladimir Shibanov, the NAFO Executive Secretary, was appointed as Rapporteur.
Adoption of Agenda

The agenda was adopted as circulated (Annex 16).

Admission of Observers

In accordance with the Rules for Observers and in advance of the meeting, the Executive Secretary had invited
the following intergovernmental organizations to attend: FAO, CCAMLR, CPPS, ICCAT, ICES, NAMMCO,
NASCO, NEAFC, NPAFC, PICES, SEAFO. FAO was present, EU observed on behaf of CCAMLR, Denmark
(in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) on behalf of NEAFC and Iceland on behalf of NAMMCO.
Furthermore, the following NGOs which had been granted observer status were also present: the Ecology
Action Centre (EAC), the International Coalition of Fisheries Association (ICFA), the Atlantic Chapter of the
Sierra Club of Canada (SCC) and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF).

Publicity

The meeting agreed that no public statements would be made until after the conclusion of the meeting when a
Press Release would be prepared by the Executive Secretary in collaboration with the Chairs of the General
Council, Fisheries Commission and Scientific Council.

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

In addition to its regular tasks, STACFAD was asked to consider the budgetary implications related to the
agreed Performance Review.
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STACFAD was also asked to make a special effort to look to opportunities for cost savings in order that any
increases to Contracting Parties' contributions are kept to a minimum.

1. Supervision and Coordination of the Organizational, Administrative
and other Internal Affairs (Agenda items 7-11)

Review of membership of the General Council and Fisheries Commission

The membership has not changed since 2008 and all twelve Contracting Parties were present: Canada, Cuba,
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland), the European Union, France (in respect of St. Pierre
and Miquelon), Iceland, Japan, Republic of Korea, Norway, the Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the United
States of America.

Status of Ratification process resulting from the adoption of the amended Convention

To-date Norway and Canada have completed the ratification process. Other Contracting Parties reported on
progress made in their internal processes.

Status of the NAFO Headquarters Agreement

Canada reported that its domestic approval process for the Headquarters Agreement is proceeding, and will be
ready for signature in the coming months.

Report of the Performance Assessment Working Group, April 2010

The Chair gave an overview of the PAWG report (GC Doc. 10/1), and opened the floor for discussion. A few
amendments were made to the recommendation to the Working Group based on these discussions. The
amended framework for the Performance Review was presented as GC Doc. 10/4 which was adopted by the
Genera Council.

The General Council agreed that the Secretariat will establish a“Performance Assessment” Area on the NAFO
web-pages in order to allow stakeholders to submit their comments and contributions to the Panel. In addition,
it was noted that there would be other usual ways for stakeholders to submit comments and contributions.

Administrative Report

The Executive Secretary presented the Administrative and Financia report (GC Doc. 10/3 (Revised)). The
Report was accepted with no comments. He expressed his appreciation to the Scientific Council Coordinator,
Dr. Anthony Thompson, for the excellent job done during his time with the Organization.

I11. Coordination of External Affairs (Agenda items 12-13)
Report of the Executive Secretary on External Meetings

Since the last Annual Meeting, the Executive Secretary was involved in the following UN activities in an
observer capacity: Ninth Round of Informal Consultations of States Parties to the United Nations Fish Stocks
Agreement (March 2010), Resumed Review Conference (May 2010) and the 11" Meeting of the UN Open-
ended Informal Consultative Process on Oceans and Law of the Sea (June 2010).

As well, members of the Secretariat also actively participated in the following external meetings: Advisory
Group (AGDC Octaober 2009), D4Science World User Meeting (November 2009), Coordinating Working Party
on Fishery Statistics (CWP, February 2010), Fishery Resources Monitoring System (FIRMS, February 2010),
International Fisheries Commissions Pension Society (IFCPS) (April 2010), Deep-sea Fisheries Guidelines
Workshop (FAO, May 2010), and Aquatic Sciences and Fisheries Abstracts (ASFA) Advisory Board Mesting
(July 2010).
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Staff members also took part in two outside activities: World Oceans Day 2010 at the Maritime Museum of the
Atlantic, in Halifax, NS (June 2010) and the International Ocean Ingtitute (10l) round-table discussion at
Dalhousie University, Halifax, NS (August 2010).

International Relations

At the last Annual Meeting (September 2009), it was agreed that the following Contracting Parties will act as
NAFO Observers at upcoming meetings: Norway at SEAFO and NAMMCO, Denmark (in respect of Faroe
Islands and Greenland) at NEAFC, and USA at NPAFC. Reports by NAFO Observers were presented.

For 2010-2011, Norway will represent NAFO at meetings of the South East Atlantic Fishery Organisation
(SEAFO) and the North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission (NAMMCO), Denmark (in respect of Faroe
Islands and Greenland) will represent NAFO at the North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) and the
United States of Americawill represent NAFO at the North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission (NPAFC).

IV. Finance (Agenda items 14-15)
Report of STACFAD at the Annual Meeting

The STACFAD Chair, Bob Steinbock (Canada), presented the STACFAD Report (Part Il of this Report). He
noted that there were a few additional items that the Committee had dealt with during the week, and these
included expenses related to the Performance Assessment and the process for replacing the Scientific Council
Coordinator.

With regards to the timing of the 2013 NAFO Annua Meeting, a proposal that the date be moved to the
subsequent week (23 — 27 September) from the usual third full week in September, on a one time basis only,
was made. Concerns were expressed that this may conflict with other international meetings.

Adoption of the Budget and STACFAD recommendations for 2010

STACFAD made the following recommendations to the General Council:

(1) that the 2009 Auditors Report be adopted;

(2) that the amount maintained in the accumulated surplus account be set at $285,000 of which $200,000
would be sufficient to finance operations during the first three months of 2011, and of which $85,000
would be available for use in emergency situations;

(3) that the Report of the STACFAD Working Group, April 2010 be adopted noting that the issue of the
submission deadline for proposals for the NCEM stated in Rule 4.5 of the Rules of Procedure could be
revisited;

(4) that Staff Rule 5.3 be amended as follows (changes underlined and in italics): The Executive Secretary
may appoint a Coordinator or the Senior Finance and Staff Administrator to be the Deputy Executive
Secretary for the term of one or two years (renewable). This appointment will be compensated with 10%
of the Coordinator’s or the Senior Finance and Staff Administrator’s annual saary;

(5) that the budget for 2011 of $1,886,000 (Annex 3) be adopted;

(6) that the General Council re-appoint the three nominees to the Staff Committee (Bill Brodie, Deirdre
Warner-Kramer and Bob Steinbock);

(7) that the dates of the 2013 Annual Meeting (to be held in Halifax, N.S., Canada, unless an invitation to
host is extended by a Contracting Party and accepted by the Organization) are as follows:

Scientific Council - [16-20] or [23 — 27] September
General Council - [16—-20] or [23 — 27] September
Fisheries Commission - [16 —20] or [23 — 27] September

General Council adopted the first six recommendations presented by STACFAD.

General Council agreed to revisit the potential dates for the 2013 Annual Meeting during the 2011 Annual
Meeting.
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Canada expressed appreciation to STACFAD for their work. As well, Canada complimented the NAFO
Secretariat for their work throughout the year and also complimented all Contracting Parties for submitting the
required funds for the financia stability of NAFO.

V. Closing Procedure (Agenda items 16-20)
Election of Vice-Chair
Vincent Grimaud (EU) was elected as the General Council Vice-Chair for aterm of two years.
Time and Place of Next Annual Meeting
The next annual meeting will be held 19-23 September 2011 in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.
Other Business
There were no other matters raised under this item.
Press Release
It was agreed that the Executive Secretary and the NAFO President finalize the Press Release from this meeting
(Annex 17) and circulate it to the press. The Chairs of Fisheries Commission and Scientific Council were aso
invited to give their input for inclusion in the Press Release.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned on Friday, 24 September 2010 at 1700 hours.
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John’s, NL A1B 3N4
Phone: +709 782 6244 — Fax: +709 368 2260 — E-mail: msullivan@oceanchoice.com
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Walsh, Ray, Resource Manager, Fisheries and Aquaculture Management Br., Fisheries and Oceans Canada, P.O. Box
5667, St. John's, NL A1C 5X1

Phone: +709 772 4472 — Fax: +709 772 3628 — E-mail: wal shrp@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Walsh, Rosalind, Executive Director, Northern Coadlition, P. O. Box 6421, 189 Water St., Suite 301, St. John's, NL
Phone: +709 722 4404 — Fax: +709 722 4454 — E-mail: rwalsh@nfld.net

Ward, Jerry, Chief Executive Officer, Baffin Fisheries Coalition, P. O Box 6008, Igaluit, NU XOA OHO
Phone; +867 979 3066 — Fax: +867 979 3068 — E-mail: jward@bfcoalition.ca

Wareham, Alberto, Managing Director, |cewater Seafoods Inc., P. O. Box 89, Arnold's Cove, NL AOB 1A0
Phone; +709 463 2445 — Fax: +709 463 2300 — E-mail: awareham@i cewaterseaf oods.com

CUBA
Head of Delegation

Torres Soroa, Martha, International Relations Specialist, Ministry of the Food Industry, Municipio Playa,
Havana
Phone: +53 7 207 9484 — Fax: +53 7 204 9168 — E-mail: marthat@minal.cu

Adviser

Pardinas Fernandez, Virginia, Directora General, Pesport, Avenidala Pesqueray Atares, Habana Vigja, La Habana
Phone: +53 7 862 4024 — Fax: +53 7 862 5794 — E-mail: virginia@pesport.telemar.cu

DENMARK (IN RESPECT OF THE FAROE ISLANDS AND GREENLAND)

Head of Delegation (FC)

Mortensen, Elin, Adviser, Department of Oceans and Environment, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Tinganes, FO-110
Torshavn, Faroe Isands
Phone: + 298 306142 — Fax: +298 30 61 05 — E-mail: einm@mfa.fo

Head of Delegation (GC)

Feldthaus, Sonja, Head of Unit, Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture, Government of Greenland, Postbox
269, DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland
Phone: +299 34 53 15 — Fax: +299 32 52 87 — E-mail: sofe@nanog.gl

Advisers

Fuglholt, Rasmus, Head of Section, Government of Greenland, Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture, Postbox
269, DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland

Phone: +299 34 53 16 — Fax: +299 32 52 87 — E-mail: rafu@nanoq.gl
Gaardlykke, Meinhard, Adviser, Faroe Islands Fisheries Inspection, Yviri vid Strond 3, P. O. Box 1238, FO-110
Torshavn, Faroe Isands

Phone: +298 311065 — Fax: +298 313981 — E-mail: meinhardg@fve.fo
Jargensbye Hansen, Helle . @. Head of Section, Gronlands Fiskerilicenskontrol, Government of Greenland, Postbox
501, DK-3900Nuuk, Greenland

Phone: +299 345000 — Fax: +299 324704 — E-mail: hhan@nanoq.ql
Joensen, Johan, 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
Joensen, Jogvan Martin F., Project Development Manager, P/F Thor, FO 420 Hosvik, Faroe Islands

Phone: +298 42 25 03 — Fax: +298 42 23 83 — E-mail: Jm@thor.fo

Sanderson, Kate, (NAFO FC Chair), Director, Department of Oceans and Environment, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Tinganes, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe Ilands

Phone: + 298 30 61 37 — Fax: +298 30 61 05 — E-mail: kates@mfafo

Trolle Nedergaard, Mads, Fiskerilicensinspektor, Head of Department, Gronlands Fiskerilicenskontrol, Postbox 501,
DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland

Phone: +299 345377 — Fax: +299 323235 — E-mail: mads@nanog.ql
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Wang, Ulla Svarrer, Special Adviser, Ministry of Fisheries, Heykavegur 6, P. O. Box 347, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe
Idands

Phone: + 298 35 32 42 — Fax: +298 35 30 37 — E-mail: ulla.svarrer.wang@fisk.fo

EUROPEAN UNION
Head of Delegation

Grimaud, Vincent, Head of Unit, Internationa Affairs, Law of the Seaand Regional Fisheries Organisations, European
Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, Rue Joseph 11, 99, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 296 3320 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: vincent.grimaud@ec.europa.eu

Alternate

Kordecka, Aleksandra, International Relations Officer, International Affairs, Law of the Sea and Regional Fisheries

Organizations, European Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE.B.1), 200
Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat, B-1049 Brussdls, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 297 4070 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: a eksandra.kordecka@ec.europa.eu
Advisers

Nielsen, Rikke, International Relations Officer, European Commission, International Affairs, Law of the Seaand

Regional Fisheries Organisations, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Rue Joseph 11, 99 (03/34),
B-1049 Brussels, Belgium
Phone: + 32 2299 9711 — Fax: +32 2 297 95 42 — E-mail: rikke.nielsen@ec.europa.eu
Gray, Alan, International Relations Assistant, International and Regiona Agreements, European
Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs (DG MARE.B.1), Rue Joseph I1, 99,
BE-1000 Brussels, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 299 0077 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: alan.gray @ec.europa.eu
Duarte, Rafael, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Rue Joseph
I1, 79 (02/217), B-1049, Brussdls, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 299 0955 — E-mail: rafael .duarte@ec.europa.eu
Lansaly, Jon, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs (DG MARE.B.1), Rue
Joseph 11, 99, BE-1000 Brussels, Belgium
Phone: + 32 2 — Fax: +32 2 — E-mail: jon.lans ey @ec.europa.eu
Pagliarani, Giuliano, Administration Officer-NAFO Coordinator, Fisheries Control in International Waters, European
Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, Rue Joseph 11, 99 (01/062), B-1049, Brussels,
Belgium
Phone: +32 2 296 3834 — Fax: +32 2 296 2338 — E-mail: giuliano.pagliarani @ec.europa.eu
Spezzani, Aronne, European Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, 99 Rue Joseph 11,
B-1049, Brussdls, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 295 9629 — Fax: +32 2 296 2338 — E-mail: aronne.spezzani @ec.europa.eu
Kingston, Fred, Senior Adviser, Economic and Commercia Affairs Section, Delegation of the European Union to
Canada, 1900-150 Metcalfe St., Ottawa, Ontario, Canada K2P 1P1
Phone: +613 563 6358 — Fax: +613 238 5191 — E-mail: fred.kingston@ec.europa.eu
delaCorte, Gloria, Council of the European Union, General Secretariat, DG-BIII-Fisheries, RuedelalLoi 175, B-
1048 Brussels, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 281 6561 — Fax: +32 2 285 6910 — E-mail: gloria.del acorte@consilium.europa.eu
Babcionis, Genadijus, Desk Manager, CFCA, Apartado de Correos 771 — E-36200 — Vigo, Spain
Phone: +34 986 12 06 40 — E-mail: genadijus.babcionis@cfca.europa.eu
Roegiers, Barbara, European Policy Adviser, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Agriculture and Fisheries Policy
Division, Flemish Government, Koning Albert 11-laan 35 bus 40, B-1030 Brussdls
Phone: +32 2 552 7956 — Fax: +32 2 552 7921 - E-mail: barbararoegiers@Iv.vliaanderen.be

Grosmann, Meit, Leading Inspector, Environmental |nspectorate, Dept. of Fisheries Protection, Kopli 76, 10416
Tdlinn

Phone; +372 696 2218 — Fax: +372 696 2237 — Email: meit.grosmann@Xkki.ee
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Martin, Kaire, Counsellor, Permanent Representation of Estonia to the European Union, Rue Guimard 11/13, 1040
Brussdls, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 227 4356 — E-mail: kaire.martin.@mfa.ee
Sirp, Silver, Head of Observers Working Group, Estonian Marine Ingtitute, University of Tartu, 10A Maealuse
St., 12618, Talinn
Phone: +372 529 5396 — E-mail: silver.sirp@ut.ee
Tamme, Toomas, Attorney —at-Law, Alvin, Rodl & Partner, Advokaadibiiroo OU, Law Office, Roosikrantsi 2, 10119
Tallinn
Phone: +372 6 110 810 — Fax: +372 6 110 811 — E-mail: toomas.tamme@roed|.ee
Vilhjalmsson, Hjamar, Estonian Long Distance Fishing Association, Veerenni 39, 10138 Tallin
Phone: +354 588 7663 — Fax: +354 588 7610 — E-mail: hjalmar@reyktal.is
Y ngvason, Ottar, Director, Reyktal AS, Veerenni 39, 10138 Tallin
Phone: +372 6276 552 — Fax: +372 6276 555— E-mail: ottar@iec.is
Fairise, Nicolas, Chargé de mission, Affairesinternationales, Ministére de I’ alimentation, de |’ agriculture et de la
péche, 3, place de Fontenoy 75700 Paris 07 SP
Phone: +33 1 49 55 53 55 — Fax: +33 1 49 55 82 00 — E-mail: nicolas.fairise@agriculture.gouv.fr
Mahé, Jean-Claude, IFREMER, Station de Lorient, 8, rue Francois Toullec, 56100 Lorient
Phone: +33 2 9787 3818 — Fax: +33 2 9787 3801 — E-mail: jcmahe@ifremer.fr
Renwrantz, Leonie, Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, Div. 614-Sea Fisheries
Management and Control, IWC, Rochusstrabe 1, D-53123 Bonn
Phone: +49 228 99 529 4124 — Fax: +49 228 99 529 4084 — E-mail: |eonie.renwrantz@bmelv.bund.de
Gretarsson, Haraldur, Geschaftsfuhrer, Deutsche Fischfang-Union GmbH & Co. KG, Bei der Alten Liebe 5, 27472
Cuxhaven
Phone: +47 21 7079 20 — Fax: +47 21 7079 29 — E-mail: hg@dffu.de
Riekstins,Normunds, Director of Fisheries Department, Ministry of Agriculture, 2, Republikas laukums, LV-1010
Riga
Phone: +371 6732 3877 — Fax: +371 6733 4892 — E-mail: normunds.riekstins@zm.gov.lv
Labanauskas, Aivaras, Deputy Director, Fisheries Department, Ministry of Agriculture, J. Lelevelio str. 6, LT-01031
Vilnius-25
Phone: +370 5 2398 403 — Fax: +370 5 2391 176 — E-mail: aivaras@zum.It
Dybiec, Leszek, Counsellor to the Minister, Fisheries Dept., Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, 30,
Wspolna St., 00-930 Warsaw
Phone: +48 22 623 2214 — Fax: +48 22 623 2204 — E-mail: |eszek.dybiec@minrol.gov.pl
Szemioth, Bogslaw, 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
Apalinario, Jose, Director-General, Direccao-Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Avenidada Brasilia, 1449-030 Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 303 5886 — Fax: +351 21 303 5965 — E-mail: japolinario@dgpa.min-agricultura.pt
Batista, Emilia, Directora de Servicos, Departamento dos Recursos, Direccao Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Avenida
daBrasilia, 1449-030 Lisbon
Phone: +351 742 3629 — Fax: +351 21 303 5922 — E-mail: ebatista@dgpa.min-agriculture.pt
Alpoim, Ricardo, Instituto Nacional dos Recuros Biolégicos, |. P. INRB/IPIMAR, Av. de Brasilia,
1449-006 Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 302 7000 — Fax: +351 21 301 5948 — E-mail: ral poi m@ipimar.pt
Avilade Mélo, Antonio, Ingtituto Nacional dos Recuros Biolégicos, 1. P. INRB/IPIMAR, Av. de Brasilia,
1449-006 Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 302 7000 — Fax: +351 21 301 5948 — E-mail: amel o@ipimar.pt
Franca, Pedro, Administrador, Grupo Miradouro, Av Pedro Alvares Cabral, Apart 9, 3834-908 Gafanha da Nazare,
[Ihavo
Phone: +934 050 170 — Fax +934 364 450 — E-mail: pedrofranca@frip.pt
Schiappa Cabral, Antonio, Secretario-Geral, A.D.A.P.I., Rua Generd Gomes d’ Araijo, Edificio Vasco da Gama,
1399-005 Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 397 2094 — Fax: +351 21 397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.tel epac.pt
TaveiradaMota, Jose, A.D.A.P.l., Rua Genera Gomes d’ Araijo, Edificio Vasco da Gama, 1399-005, Lishon
Phone: +351 21 397 2094 — Fax: +351 21 397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt
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Machado Paiao, Anibal, Director, A.D.A.P.l.-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 21397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt.
Vaz Pais, Luis, A.D.A.P.l., RuaGeneral Gomesd Araijo, Edificio Vasco da Gama, 1399-005 Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 397 2094 — Fax: +351 21 397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.tel epac.pt
Augusto Vieira, César, Armador, Apartado 4, Gafanha da Nazare, 3834-908 |I1havo
Phone: +351 234 364 355 — Fax: +351 234 364 350 — E-mail: gsv(@sapo.pt
Polanco Mata, Algjandro, Director General de Recursos Pesguerosy Acuicultura, Secretaria General del Mar,
CIVelézquez, 144, 28006 Madrid
Phone: +34 91 347 60 30/ 31 — Fax: +34 91 347 60 32 — E-mail: apolanco@marm.es
Alonso Frayle, Mercedes, Subdirectora General de Acuerdosy Organizaciones Regiona es de Pesca, Direccion General
de Recursos Pesquerosy Acuicultura, Velazquez, 144, 28006 Madrid
Phone: +34 91 347 6040 — Fax: +34 91 347 6042 — E-mail: malonsof @marm.es
Mancebo Robledo, C. Margarita, Jefa de Area de Relaciones Pesqueras Internacionales, S. G. de Acuerdosy
Organizaciones Regional es de Pesca, Direccion General de Recursos Pesuerosy Acuicultura, Secretaria General del
Mar, C/Velazquez, 144, 28006 Madrid
Phone: +34 91 347 61 29 — Fax: +34 91 347 60 42 — E-mail: cmancebo@mapya.es
Chamizo Catalan, Carlos, Head of Fisheries Inspection Division, Secretariat General de Pesca Maritima, Ministerio
de Medio Ambiente, y Medio Rural y Marino, Veéazquez, 144, 28006 Madrid
Phone: +34 91 347 8313 — Fax: +34 91 347 1512 — E-mail: cchamizo@mapya.es
de Cardenas, Enrique, Secretariat General del Mar, Ministerio de Medio Ambientey Medio Rural y Marino,
Veldzquez, 144, 28006 Madrid
Phone: +34 91 347 6110 — Fax: +34 91 347 6037 — E-mail: edecarde@mapya.es
Gonzalez-Costas, Fernando, Instituto Espanol de Oceanografia, Aptdo 1552, E-36280 Vigo (Pontevedra), Spain
Phone: +34 9 8649 2239 — E-mail: fernando.gonzalez@vi.ieo.es
Vazquez, Antonio, 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
Morales Vila, Jose, Subdirector General de Ordenacion de los Recursos Marinos, Xunta de Galicia, Conselleria do
Mar, Ruado Vilino, 63-65, 15703 Santiago de Compostela
Phone: +34 981 957 036 — Fax: +34 981 545 025 — E-mail: jose.molares.vila@xunta.es
Fuertes Gamundi, Jose, Director Gerente, Cooperativa de Armadores de Pesca del Puerto de Vigo, S. Coop. Ltda.,
ANAMER-ANAVAR-AGARBA, Puerto Pesquero, Apartado 1.078, 36200 Vigo
Phone: +34 986 43 38 44 — Fax: +34 986 43 92 18 — E-mail: direccion@arvi.org
LiriaFranch, Juan Manuel, Vicepresidente, Confederacion Espafiola de Pesca, C/Velazquez, 41, 4° C, 28001
Madrid
Phone: +34 91 432 34 89 — Fax: + 34 91 435 52 01 — E-mail: jmliria@cepesca.com
Lopez, Ivan, Pesquera Ancora S.L., C/Peru, 1-2B, 36202, Vigo
Phone: +34 986 441012 — Fax: +34 986 229343 — E-mail: ivan.lopez@pesgueraancora.com
Gandon Sotelo, Joaguin, Managing Director, Hermanos Gandon, S.A., Salgueiron, 9, 36940 Cangas
Phone; + 34 986 39 20 20 — Fax: +34 986 39 26 26 — E-mail: Joaguin@hermanosgandon.com
Iriondo, Miguel, Presidente, ARBAC, Tomas A. Alonso, 285 — 1, Apartado 2.037, 36208 Vigo
Phone: +34 986 202 404 — Fax: +34 986 203 921 — E-mail: ARBAC@mundo-r.com
Duran Gonzalez, Jose L., Secretario Gral. ARBAC, Tomas A. Alonso, 285 — 1, Apartado 2.037, 36208 Vigo
Phone: +34 986 202 404 — Fax: +34 986 203 921 — E-mail: ARBAC@mundo-r.com
Molares Montenergro, Jose Carlos, ARBAC, Tomas A. Alonso, 285 — 1, Apartado 2.037, 36208 Vigo
Phone: +34 986 202 404 — Fax: +34 986 203 921 — E-mail: ARBAC@mundo-r.com
Alvarez, Algjandro, Av. Camelias 52, 4°A, 3621 Vigo, Spain
Phone: +34 636481100 — Fax: +34 986 209505 — E-mail: albri@albri.com
Carroll, Andy, Sea Fisheries Conservation Div., Dept. For Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, AreaD, 2™ Floor,
Nobel House, London SW1P 3JR
Phone: +44 (0)20 7238 4656 — Fax: +44 (0)20 7238 4699 — E-mail: andy.carroll @defra.gsi.gov.uk
Atkins, Nigel (info plesse)
E-mail: nigel.atkins@ukfisheries.net
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FRANCE (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon)
Head of Delegation

Artano, Stéphane, President du Conseil Territoria de Saint-Pierre-et-Miquelon, B.P. 4208, Place Monseigneur-Maurer
97500 Saint Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: + 06 32 384378 — Fax: + 508 41 04 79 — E-mail: president@cg975.fr

Advisers

de Beauregard, Guillaume, Administrateur des affaires maritimes, Chef du service, 1, rue Gloanec, B.P. 4206,
97500 Saint Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: +508 41 15 36 — Fax: +508 41 48 34 — E-mail: guillaume.de-beauregard@devel oppement-durable.gouv.fr

Bigorgne, Matthias, Ministére de I’ alimentation, de I’ agriculture et de la péche, 3 place de Fontenoy, 75700 Paris 07
SP
Phone: +33 1 49 55 53 55 — Fax: +33 1 49 55 82 00 — E-mail: matthias.bigorgne@agriculture.gouv.fr

Detcheverry, Bruno, Directeur General, SN.P.M., 11, rue Georges Daguerre, BP 4262, 97500 St. Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: +508 41 08 80 — Fax: +508 41 0889 — E-mail: bruno.detcheverry @edcmiguelon.com

Goraguer, Herle, IFREMER, Station de St. Pierre, BP 4240, 97500 St. Pierre et Miquelon
E-mail: hgorague@ifremer.fr

Laurent-Monpetit, Christiane, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Ministere de I’ Interieur, de |’ Outre-Mer et
Des Collectivites Territoriaes, 27, rue Oudinot, 75358 Paris 07SP
Phone; +53 69 24 66 — Fax: +53 69 20 65 — E-mail: christiane.laurent-monpetit@outre-mer.gouv.fr

Deschamps, Frederique, Comite des 73urmansk73 halieutiques (CRH), BP 1748, 34, Rue Maréchal Foch, 97500
Saint-Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: +05 08 413697 — E-mail: freddeschamps2001@yahoo.fr

ICELAND

Head of Delegation

Freyr Helgason, Kristjan, Special Advisor, Department of Resource Management, Ministry of Fisheries and
Agriculture, Skulagata 4, 150 Reykjavik
Phone: +354 545 8300 — Fax: +354 552 1160 — E-mail: kristjan.freyr.helgason@dr.stjr.is

Advisers

Thormar, Anna, Quota Allocations Department, Directorate of Fisheries, Dalshrauni 1, 220 Hafnarfjordur
Phone: +354 569 7900 — Fax: +354 569 7991 — E-mail: annatho@fiskistofa.is
Geirsson, Gylfi, CDR Senior Grade, Icelandic Coast Guard, Skogarhlid 14, 105 Reykjavik
Phone: +354 545 2000/545 2071 — Fax: +354 545 2040 — E-mail: gylfi@lhg.is
Gislason, Hjortur, Federation of Icelandic Fishing Vessels Owners, Ogurvik Fishing Export Co. Ltd., Tysgata 1 — 101
Reykjavik
Phone : +354 552 5466 — Fax : +354 552 8863 — E-mail : hjortur@ogunvik.is

JAPAN

Head of Delegation

lino, Kenro, Specia Adviser to the Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku,
Tokyo 100-8907
Phone: +81 3 3502 8460 — Fax: +81 3 3591 0571 — E-mail: keniino@hotmail.com

Advisers

Hatori, Tatsuya, Fisheries Inspection Officer, Far Seas Fisheries Division, Fisheries Agency, Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-8907

Phone: +81 3 3502 8111 ext. 6726 — Fax: + 81 3 3591 5824 — E-mail: tatsuya_hatori@nm.maff.go.jp

Onodera, Akiko, Fishery Division, Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2-2-1 Kasumigaseki,
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-8919

Phone: +81 3 5501 8000 ext. 3666; Fax: +81 3 5501 8332; email: akiko.onodera@mofa.go.jp




74

Takagi, Noriaki, Director, Executive Secretary, Japan Overseas Fishing Association, NK-Bldg., 6F, 3-6 Kanda Ogawa-
cho, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 101-0052
Phone: +81 3 3291 8508 — Fax: + 81 3 3233 3267 — E-mail: noritakagi @jdsta.or.jp

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Head of Delegation

Y ang, Ho Seop, Deputy Director, Distant Water Fishery Industry Division, Ministry for Food, Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries, 88, Gwanmum, Gwacheon-si, Gyeonggi-do, 427-719
Phone; +82 2 500 2400 — Fax: +82 2 503 9104 — E-mail: gksek @korea.kr

Advisers

Cho, Yang Sik, Assistant Manager, International Affairs Dept. 2, Korea Overseas Fisheries Association (KOFA), 6fl,
Samho Center Bldg. A, 275-1, Y angja—Dong, SeoCho-Ku, Seoul

Phone: +82 2 589 1617 — Fax: +82 2 589 1630 — E-mail: mild@kosfa.org

Kim, Soo Jin, Senior Researcher, Fisheries Policy Research Dept., Korea Maritime Institute (KM1), BKS Media-Center
13F, #1652, Sangam-Dong, Mapo-Gu, Seoul, 121-270

Phone: +82 2 2105 2907 — Fax: +82 2 2105 2859 — E-mail: soojin@kmi.re.kr

NORWAY
Head of Delegation

Holst, Sigrun M., Deputy Director General, Ministry of Fisheries and Coastal Affairs, Dept. of Marine Resources and
Coastal Management, P. O. Box 8118 Dep. NO-0032 Oslo
Phone: +47 22 24 65 76 — Fax: +47 22 24 95 85 — E-mail: sigrun.holst@fkd.dep.no

Advisers

Barstad, Webjarn, Head of Department, Norwegian Fishing Vessel Owners Association, P.O. Box 67 Sentrum, 6001
Aalesund

Phone: +47 70 10 14 60 — Fax: +47 70 10 14 80 — E-mail: webjorn@fiskebat.no

Hvingdl, Carsten, Research Scientist, Institute of Marine Research, P. O. Box 6404, N-9294 Tromsg

Phone: +47 77 60 9750 — +47 77 60 9701 — E-mail: carstenh@imr.no
Johnsen, Stein-Aage, Senior Legal Adviser, Resource Management Dept., Directorate of Fisheries, P. O. Box 2009
Nordnes, NO-5817 Bergen

Phone: +47 55 23 80 00/ 8124 — Fax: +47 55 23 80 90 — E-mail: stein-age.johnsen@fiskeridir.no

Palmason, Snorri Runar, Adviser, Fisheries Regulations Section, Directorate of Fisheries, P. O. Box 2009 Nordnes,
NO-5817 Bergen

Phone: +47 55 23 80 00 / 8394 — Fax: +47 55 23 80 90 — E-mail: snorri.palmason@fiskeridir.no

Pedersen, Richard, Royal Norwegian Embassy, 2720-34" Street NW, Washington, DC, 20008, USA

Phone: +47 9161 3157 — E-mail: richard.pedersen@mfa.no
Sira, Inger Helene, Higher Executive Officer, Ministry of Fisheries and Coastal Affairs, Dept. of Marine Resources and
Coastal Management, P. O. Box 8118 Dep. NO-0032 Odo

Phone: +47 22 24 64 68 — Fax: +47 22 24 95 85 — E-mail: ihs@fkd.dep.no

RUSSIAN FEDERATION
Head of Delegation

Terpelyuk, Grigoriy, Head of Fish Protection Dept., Russian Federation, Federal Agency for Fisheries,
Rozhdestvensky blvd. 12, Moscow 107996
Phone: +7 495 621 3512 — Fax: +7 495 628 7644 — E-mail: terpel yuk@fishcom.ru




75

Advisers

Agaakov, Vadim, Chief State Inspector, State Port Control and Convention Areas Div., Barents-Belomorsk
Territoriad Directorate of the Federal Agency for Fisheries of the Russian Federation, str. Kominterna 7, 183038
Murmansk
Phone: +7 815 2 798 116 — Fax: +7 815 2 451 945 — E-mail: 75urmansk @bbtu.ru
Babayan, Vladimir, Head, Fisheries Bioresources System Analysis Research Laboratory, Russian Federal Research
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Annex 2. Opening Address by The Honourable Gail Shea, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Fisheries and Oceans

Mr. President, distinguished delegates, observers, ladies and gentlemen.

On behalf of the Government of Canada, it is a great pleasure to welcome you to Halifax for the 32" Annual
Meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization.

If you have the opportunity, | invite you to experience some of the beauty and warmth that Halifax and Nova
Scotia have to offer.

We all know how important the fishery isto al of our countries, and thisis why NAFO's work is so important
to us.

Here in Atlantic Canada, our economy and our communities were founded on the wealth of the fishery. And
today, our prosperity is still directly linked to its abundance.

| come from a fishing family and community myself — in Prince Edward Island. So | know from experience
the importance of fisheries, and | recognize the need to focus on the long-term economic viability of this important
resource.

Here in Nova Scotia, the fishery has long been a cornerstone of everyday life. One third of our total Atlantic
landings comes from just off this province's coast.

The global economic downturn has had a significant impact on the fishing industry and other sectors in recent
years. Here in Canada, we have made strategic investments to strengthen our financial system, to support
development and growth, and to stimulate spending. We are beginning to see signs of recovery.

Over the years, we have also invested to diversify and strengthen our fishery. We continue to work hard to help
individuals and communities adjust and to transform our fishery — to better match capacity to supply, and to bring
more stability and predictability.

And we have made progress. Today, we have a smaller, more viable fleet — one that is better matched to the
state of our fish stocks. We have also learned an important lesson — conservation must always come first.

We have worked hard with people throughout the fishing industry to promote responsible fishing and
processing practices.

We have adopted strict conservation measures for Canada s fisheries, to protect and rebuild our fish stocks, and
secure a brighter future for the thousands of people who rely on them.

And we have not shied away from making tough decisions in the name of conservation.

For example, | reduced the 2010 quota for shrimp in the area adjacent to Newfoundland and southern
Labrador, in Canadian waters, by close to 30 per cent for conservation reasons. These are not easy decisions on any
level. But as leaders, we must be willing to make decisions that may be unpopular in order to ensure the health of
our fish stocks for generations to come.

Canadian harvesters have made sacrifices to rebuild our fish stocks, but we also know that we cannot do it
alone. Rebuilding our stocks means ensuring sustainability both inside and outside Canada’ s 200-mile limit.

Thisiswhy NAFO is so important.

To Canada, NAFO is an essentia institution that has to work and work well. Our fishers and coastal
communities depend on healthy and sustainable fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic for their economic future.

Inthisregard, | am pleased that NAFO has made significant progress in a number of important areas:

e Conservation,

e Improving enforcement and compliance,

e  Commitment to reform, and

e Progressin protecting vulnerable marine ecosytems.
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Our collective commitment to putting conservation as the number one priority in managing fisheries resources
is a tremendous step. NAFO decisions to maintain moratoria on a number of fish stocks, consistent with the
scientific advice, have clearly demonstrated its commitment to protecting stocks over the long term.

These efforts have brought recovery to two important groundfish stocks — 3M cod and 3LN redfish. These
fisheries were reopened at last year's annual meeting. Those who have sacrificed during the moratoriums can look
forward with optimism to resuming their traditional fisheries with arenewed sense of stewardship and conservation.

The commitment to improving enforcement and compliance is a key achievement and complements
conservation efforts. In this regard, Canada has made a considerable investment in the Joint Inspection Scheme in
the NAFO Regulatory Area. There isincreasing enforcement collaboration with a number of Parties in the form of
joint patrols and inspections.

In 2006, NAFO adopted a number of enforcement-related amendments to its conservation and enforcement
measures. Conseguently, for the most part, the rules of the fishery are now being followed. There are still cases
involving NAFO citations for serious infringements, but they are increasingly the exception. We must continue this
process, for although there has been a significant improvement in compliance in the NAFO Regulatory Area, parties
recognize the need for continued vigilance to ensure the continued recovery and growth of important NAFO stocks.

| am also pleased to see that NAFO has adopted the amendments to the 1978 Convention and decided last year
to undertake a Performance Review of the organization. Norway and Canada have ratified the amendments to date. |
encourage all parties to pursue ratification to ensure a strengthened NAFO Convention comes into force as early as
possible.

Lastly, | would like to applaud the progress that NAFO has made in protecting vulnerable marine ecosystems
in the NAFO Regulatory Area, in response to the United Nations General Assembly Sustainable Fisheries
Resolution. Last year, NAFO decided to close eleven additional areas of coral and sponge concentrations equivalent
to an area the size of my home province of Prince Edward Island — in other words, more than five thousand square
kilometres. Now that is significant.

In closing, let us mark the occasion of this 32™ annual meeting of NAFO by rededicating ourselves to this
goal: Let us demonstrate our shared commitment to the future of our precious fisheries and oceans resources, and the
future of those who rely on them.

| wish you a successful and productive meeting.

Thank you.
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Annex 3. Opening Statement by the Chair of General Council — Terje Lobach (Norway)
Distinguished delegates, ladies and gentlemen,
It is an honour and a pleasure for me to serve as your Chair also at this year’s annual meeting.

First of al, | would like to welcome you al back to Canada after three successive annual meetings in Europe, and |
wish to thank the Executive Secretary and his staff for their excellent work in coordinating and arranging this
meeting.

Although NAFO in recent years taken has numerous steps to rebuild fish stocks, many stocks continue to be at very
low levels. But there are also some promising signs, and the improved status of some of the stocks is encouraging.
Last year NAFO reopened a fishery that had been under moratoria for many years, and it seems that the status of this
stock continues its move in the right direction. There are also positive indications for other stocks that may allow for
reopening of additional fisheries.

Protection of ocean habitats and deep sea biodiversity has become an important item on the international agenda.
NAFO has adopted a comprehensive framework in response to the calls from the United Nations General Assembly
to address bottom fishing and vulnerable marine ecosystems. These responses have been examined in New Y ork and
elsewhere with some positive results. Although NAFO now has a set of regulations in place, there are still work to
be done, both in the Scientific Council and the Fisheries Commission, to refine the details of this important
framework.

Three years ago a new convention was adopted, taking into account modern principles concerning management of
living marine resources. But ratification seems slow, and | would urge al Contracting Parties to speed up the
internal processes. Significant progress has been, through the NAFO Reform process, also made in improved
conservation measures and actions taken to ensure that these measures are implemented and complied with. NAFO
has also recognized the need for a good and strong science base as fundamental for proper management of marine
living resources.

In response to severa calls from the international community, the annual meeting last year agreed that a
Performance Review shall be undertaken. We will in the coming days discuss the recommendations from the
Working Group that met in April and developed terms of reference, assessment criteria, panel composition as well
as considered budgetary and administrative implications.

NAFO has been in the forefront in the fight against [UU fishing. The importance of coordinated port State measures
has been recognised by the international community, and members of FAO agreed last November on the global,
binding agreement. This is a milestone in the fight of IUU fishing, and NAFO should probably, like other regional
fisheries management organisations consider the impact this Agreement may have on its system of port State
measures.

Close cooperation and collaboration are essential to achieving our common goals of stock recovery, conservation
and sustainable use of marine living resources, as well as control that agreed measures are adhered to. | am confident
that together we will manage to meet these challenges.

Thank you. | would now like to open for statements by Contracting Parties, followed by possible statements by
others.
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Annex 4. Opening Statement by the Representative of Canada
Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Representatives, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen

It's a pleasure for the Canadian delegation to participate at this annual meeting in Halifax. | want to commend the
Secretariat for selecting this venue and the excellent arrangements that have been made.

NAFO has made significant progress in moving from words to action, in reforming the Organization to ensure that
together we can responsibly address the conservation challenges before us.

NAFQO's progress can be attributed, in large part, to the strengthened collaboration among Contracting Parties to
make NAFO work.

As aresult, we have seen improved compliance in the NAFO Regulatory Area and in the coordinated responses by
Contracting Parties to address infringements.

Our cooperation has also enabled NAFO to take significant steps towards protecting vulnerable marine ecosystems
in response to the cals by the United Nations General Assembly. Canada would like to highlight the ongoing
collaborative research initiatives by Contracting Parties to verify the locations of vulnerable marine ecosystems in
the NAFO Regulatory Area. Research undertaken by the Spanish vessel Miguel Oliver and the Canadian vessel the
Hudson during the past two years has been instrumental and recognized internationally.

While significant progress has been achieved, we must recognize that there are a number of outstanding issues that
require further cooperation.

We must now commit to a responsible path forward to ensure the rebuilding of the 2+3KLMNO Greenland halibut
stock. We need to take action to reduce bycatch in all NAFO-managed fisheries, especially bycatch of moratorium
species. We need to adhere to a precautionary approach for NAFO-managed stocks, and in particular those fisheries
that have established reference levels.

Canada is encouraged by the continuing signs of recovery of important groundfish stocks. Contracting Parties that
made enormous sacrifices can now look forward to the possibility of re-engaging in their traditional fisheries.
However, it iscritical that we treat these fisheries with arenewed sense of stewardship and conservation. To do this,
effective and cautionary controls must be implemented to allow these stocks to continue their recovery.

We also need to remain vigilant to ensure compliance by fleets operating in the NAFO Regulatory Area to help to
protect stocks that remain under moratorium, such as American plaice and 3NO cod, and to ensure that recently
reopened stocks continue to recover.

Above al, we must not lose sight of our ultimate goal of conserving the NAFO-managed stocks for future
generations.

We look forward to working with all Contracting Parties this week so we can achieve our common goals of stock
recovery, conservation and sustainable use of the marine living resources.

Thank you.
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Annex 5. Opening Statement by the Representative of the European Union
Mr Chair, Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen,

It is an honour and a pleasure for me to head the delegation of the European Union at this Annual Meeting in
beautiful Halifax.

This year, probably like most years, we are facing issues that are crucial both to the performance of NAFO as a
regional fisheries management organization but also key to its success and its ability to execute and carry out its
mandate.

The report of the Scientific Council includes both encouraging and worrying signs for a range of stocks. We have
been pleased to see that the stocks for which the fishery was reopened last year are in an increasingly good shape
which shows the success of the painful management decisions taken in the past. This should serve as an
encouragement for NAFO to take difficult decisions for stocks which today are in a poorer shape, in order to allow
them to rebuild.

The consideration of the Greenland halibut stock is probably one the most important matters facing NAFO this year.
This year however, we have the advantage of the results of the Working Group on the Greenland Halibut
Management Strategy Evaluation. Considerable amount of resources and energy have been invested in the work of
this Group, so let us reap the benefits of thiswork and take the right decisions.

This year, we will again face decisions concerning the Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems. The EU believes that we
have a sound basis for discussions on thisissue, thanks to the work of the Working Group of Fisheries Managers and
Scientists and the recommendations of the Scientific Council and that we will continue to make progress to fully
implement the UNGA Resolution 61/105 in this respect.

Finally, the EU expects NAFO to launch a Performance Review of the Organisation at this Annual Meeting to
ensure that NAFO can systematically identify and address any shortcomingsin its performance.

The EU delegation looks forward to working with all Parties around the table in order to achieve the best possible
result for the conservation and management of stocks under the NAFO purview.

Thank you.
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Annex 6. Opening Statement by the Representative of the United States of America
Mr. Chairman, distinguished delegates, observers, ladies and gentlemen:

The United States is pleased to be here with our colleagues in beautiful Halifax, Nova Scotia, for the 32™ NAFO
Annual Meeting. We look forward to an interesting and productive week and would like to take this opportunity to
communicate our thoughts regarding the work before us.

First, we would like to express strong support for the work currently underway in the Greenland Halibut
Management Strategy Evaluation Working Group. After three intersessional meetings during 2010, we feel that the
alternative management approach developed by the GHMSE offers an excellent tool for NAFO to increase the
effectiveness of Subarea 2 and Divisions 3BKLMNO Greenland halibut management. The Scientific Council advice
for 2010 reflects increased optimism for this stock; this is the perfect time for NAFO to adopt a new management
procedure and get this stock back on track. We are also encouraged that this work can be a useful model for how
NAFO can improve its management overal. We note that, although its current terms of reference expire at this
annual meeting, the United States supports continued work by the GHMSE WG.

The United States also looks forward to continuing discussions that will further ensure that conservation and
management measures for all NAFO-managed stocks are consistent with scientific advice and the precautionary
approach. These discussions take on significant importance in light of new SC recommendations regarding Div. 3M
shrimp. Additionally, we remain particularly concerned that the TACs set for NAFO thorny skate and white hake
remain in excess of scientific advice.

Five years after the requirements to submit data on shark catchesin Article 17.1 of the NCEM were adopted, we are
very concerned that few CPs are fully complying. NAFO still lacks a clear picture of the extent and nature of shark
bycatch in its fisheries. It is our further hope that NAFO will commit to work with other RFMOs as necessary to
address the management of relevant Atlantic shark species. For instance, the United States continues to support a
joint meeting of the Chairs or representatives of the RFMOs concerned in the fisheries of Atlantic porbeagle, to
examine the possibility of adopting compatible management measures, in accordance with the FAO International
Plan of Action on sharks.

The United States also supports on-going efforts by NAFO Contracting Parties to address the impacts of bottom
fishing on vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs). The Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists
(WGFMS) on VMEs continues to move this issue forward, and we support an extension of this WG for 2011 and
beyond. We must continue to improve and update the current NAFO encounter procedures and also agree on the
necessary components for a VME impact assessment. We welcome the new advice of the Scientific Council
regarding assessments. Additionally, we would like to examine the viability of developing and implementing a GIS-
based procedure for predicting the presence of VMESs in advance of fishing operations. The June 2010 Scientific
Council Report contains a reference to such a process and other information on implementing such an approach is
available from other sources. We look forward to discussions on this topic during this meeting.

We would like to express our pleasure regarding the outcomes of the recent meeting of the NAFO Performance
Assessment Working Group. Although some details remain to be resolved, we think that the recommendations of
this group put NAFO in an excellent position to undertake this very important task during 2011.

Finally, the United States wishes to bring attention to the upcoming Fifth International Marine Debris Conference
that will take place March 20-25, 2011, in Honolulu, Hawaii. The U.S. Nationa Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration and the United Nations Environment Programme are co-sponsoring this conference. International
cooperation is needed to increase public awareness and develop ways to reduce the serious and growing impacts of
marine debris on oceans and sea life. Please consider attending the conference and visiting its website,

www.5imdc.org.

Thank you all for your attention. We look forward to working with you.
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Annex 7. Opening Statement by the Representative of Denmark
(in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland)

Mr Chairman, distinguished Delegates, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen

After our last three years of successful annual meetings in the European cities of Lisbon, Vigo and Bergen, the Faroe
Islands and Greenland are very pleased to be back here on this side of the North Atlantic in beautiful Halifax for the
32" Annual Meeting of NAFO.

Last year we agreed to reopen fisheries on cod in 3M and redfish in 3LN. We are pleased to see that our
precautionary measures over the last decade have allowed these stocks to grow and that we can benefit from the
further development of these fisheries.

With respect to the shrimp fishery, we have noted with concern a rather pessimistic trend in the biological advice,
especialy for 3M. Our delegation acknowledges that we have a difficult and important task ahead of us to design
and agree appropriate management measures for both of these stocks.

We have made a lot of progress in designing measures to protect vulnerable marine ecosystems in the NAFO
regulatory area from significant adverse impacts from bottom trawling. This includes the useful mapping of existing
fishing areas. Our delegation favours a pragmatic approach to the system we have in place. We need now to gain
further experience from its implementation in practice, so that we can make sure it is both effective, and realistic in
relation to the actual risks to VMEs from fishing operations. The main emphasis in this regard should therefore be
on the collection of data.

Work iswell under way to begin a performance assessment review of NAFO, in line with similar initiatives taken by
other RFMOs, including NEAFC, our sister organisation in the Northeast Atlantic, which was the first RFMO to
have such a review done. We look forward to reaching agreement this week on the necessary details for the
assessment panel to be appointed, so that we can have areport in time for next year’ s annual meeting.

Mr Chairman, our delegation would like to take this opportunity to convey our sincere appreciation and warm
thanks to the Secretariat for once again having prepared this annual meeting so well.

Finaly Mr. Chairman, the Faroe Islands and Greenland can assure you that we are fully prepared to work in a
constructive way with all delegations in the week ahead of us to bring the many issues on our agenda to a successful
conclusion.

Thank you.
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Annex 8. Opening Statement by the Representative of Cuba
Good morning.
Mr. President, Dear delegates,

On behalf of the Cuban delegation, let me express our gratitude to the authorities of Canada for the opportunity to
meet again in this beautiful city of Halifax.

We are looking forward to a constructive meeting and, of course, we all know that we have ahead of us a very busy
week.

Throughout the last decades, NAFO has achieved important milestones to become a modern, efficient and strong
fisheries organization and to this end has been taking some measures such as the precautionary and ecosystem
approaches, strengthened the monitoring, control and surveillance scheme, the fishing moratoria on a large number
of stocks, by-catch reducing measures, multi-year protection plans and enhanced the transparency of the
Organization.

The Amendment to the Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
congtitutes the first formal step towards a reformed Convention for NAFO and we hope that in the near future it will
be ratified by al Contracting Parties as a sing of their commitment with the Organization and the responsibility for
the effects of fisheries on the marine ecosystems in the Convention area.

As aresult of all these efforts, the compliance of fishing vessels with the NAFO regulations has increased, whereas
illegal, unreported and uncontrolled fishing has decreased and some fish stocks are aready showing sings of
recovery, example of what is that for 2010 two stocks under moratoria for more than 10 years have been reopened
for directed fishing.

However, the abundance of many traditional stocks continues to be low which is an indication that the rebuilding
process will take time and compromise of al parties involved to ensure that those stocks have a chance to recover.

We look forward to work with all delegations present at this meeting and that the discussions and decisions to be
taken at this 32" Annual Meeting will be testimonies of the NAFO's serious efforts in responding to the significant
changes in the marine ecosystem as a result of adverse impacts of overfishing, climate changes and also a
commitment to manage fisheries in a sustainable way for futures generations.

Thank you very much.
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Annex 9. Opening Statement by the Representative of Japan
Mr. Chairman, distinguished delegates, observers/ Ladies and Gentlemen,

Japanese delegation is very pleased to be able to visit this beautiful city of Halifax for the thirty-second Annual
Meeting of NAFO. We would like to express our appreciation for the hospitality extended by the Canadian
Government and for the excellent preparations done by our new Executive Secretary and his staff members.

NAFO has made a significant progress over the last few years. Particularly we are pleased to note that at the last
annual meeting two stocks that had been under moratoria for more than ten years were reopened for direct fishing,
demonstrating the successful management of our important fisheries resources done by this organization.

There still remain several outstanding issues, including the management of Greenland Halibut. This is a
controversial issue and has been discussed among the countries concerned for a long period of time. But, the
message we received from the Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy Evaluation which met
last week is encouraging. | do hope that we would be able to find responsible and workable solution based on the
best possible scientific advice during this week. | take this opportunity to thank al the participants of the Working
Group for their effort.

Finally Mr. Chairman, we look forward to working with all the delegations around the table so that NAFO remains
at the forefront of good management in international fisheries.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Annex 10. Opening Statement by the Representative of the Russian Federation

Mr. Chairman, distinguished delegates, ladies and gentlemen,

Let me first of all express our sincere gratitude to Canada for its hospitality as the hosting country and the NAFO
Secretariat for its highly professional preparatory work and excellent organization of the 32 NAFO Annual
Meeting in the beautiful city of Halifax.

On behalf of the Russian fishermen | am pleased to greet all the participants of this meeting.

The Russian Federation takes active part in the international fisheries cooperation at bilateral, regional and global
level. Having joined a number of international agreements on fisheries and conservation of living marine resources
of the World Ocean, we consider the NAFO activities, aimed at sustainable and long-term exploitation of fishery
resources of the Northwest Atlantic, to be very important.

The Russian Federation has always focused serious efforts on implementation of decisions adopted by NAFO. In
particular special attention is paid to scientific research in the North West Atlantic area, which has been historically
very important and still remains of great significance for the Russian fishery.

During the week ahead we shall address a number of issues related to long-term conservation of stocks and efficient
management of fisheriesin the NAFO Regulatory Area.

In recent years the NAFO Scientific Council reported positive trends in status of stocks, which had been closed to
fishing, such as 3LN Redfish and 3M Cod. We believe that thanks to our joint efforts the situation with fishery
resources, the status of which does not allow to conduct sustainable fishing today, will improve in the nearest future.
| hope that our productive work in the coming days will result in taking the necessary decisions and wish every
success to the 32" NAFO Annual Meeting.

Thank you.
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Annex 11. Opening Remarks from WWF at the 32" NAFO Annual Meeting
by Dr. Bettina Saier, Director for Oceans, WWF-Canada,
representing the global organization

The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) would like to thank our Canadian hosts and NAFO for welcoming us
here in Halifax.

We've participated in these meetings for the past five years because we are committed to the vision of a
rebuilt Grand Banks ecosystem and its valuable fisheries.

We are also committed to helping NAFO achieve its objectives: optimum utilization and conservation of
fishery resourcesin its regulatory area.

At this Annual Meeting, WWF will measure NAFO’s success using 4 priorities:

1. Allowing further stock growth of Southern Grand Banks cod through minimizing bycatch and through a
rebuilding strategy that is compliant with the United Nations Fish Stock Agreement’s Precautionary
Approach.

2. Applying further protection to vulnerable marine ecosystems in accordance with FAO guidelines.

3. Increasing the transparency and accountability of NAFO's decision-making processes.

4. Addressing the need for transparent and independent performance reviews.

Concerning recovery of southern Grand Banks cod:

NAFO took an important step three years ago in adopting a Rebuilding Strategy that included a voluntary
cod bycatch reduction target of 420 tonnes.

The bycatch target has been greatly exceeded in every year since implementation.

Thisyear, the Scientific Council reported an increase in Grand Banks cod stocks.

NAFO should recognize that an increase in 3NO spawning cod represents a great opportunity for
establishing a cod recovery strategy incorporating robust management tools such as those implemented
with success in the Barents Sea cod fishery.

NAFO will be able to demonstrate success this week by:

1. Not increasing the current bycatch target of 420 tonnes and ensuring that all Contracting Parties abide to
it

2. Establishing a Fisheries Commission Working Group to draft a rebuilding strategy in line with the
Precautionary Approach. Such a rebuilding strategy includes target and limit reference points, and
harvest control rules that incorporate reference points. The strategy should be adopted at the 2011
Annual Meeting.

Concerning protection of Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems:

WWF applauds steps NAFO has taken in recent years towards meeting the 2006 United Nations General
Assembly (UNGA) Resolution on Sustainable Fisheries (61/105).

In order to continue the progress:
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1. Standardized impact assessments in accordance with the FAO guidelines will be needed;

2. Fishery management plans in accordance with FAO Guidelines would be essential tools for ensuring
long-term sustainability of deep-sea stocks and further protection of VMEs;

3. Orphan Knoll, Fogo Seamounts 1 and 2, Corner seamounts, Newfoundland Seamounts, and New
England Seamounts should have long-term protection with VME status;

4. The adoption of non-intrusive sampling methods to monitor and delineate the extent of VMEs will have
considerable ecological benefits.

e |n addition to Grand Banks cod recovery and the protection of VMES, WWF is recommending that NAFO
improve transparency and accountability of its decision-making processes, and ensures that independent
and transparent performance review are conducted on aregular basis.

e The need for precautionary and ecosystem approaches to fisheries management is incorporated in NAFO's
amended convention. It is also an issue of concern to an increasing number of retailers pledging to source
only sustainable seafood.

e To highlight the business case for sustainable seafood and smart oceans management, WWF would like to
invite all of you to our reception on Wednesday, September 22™ from 6pm to 8pm, Room 100 on the
lower level in this building. The reception is co-hosted by the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC), and
locally produced sustainable seafood will be served.

e  WWTF would also like to invite you to meet with us anytime this week to further discuss our priorities and
conservation approaches. Y ou are also welcome to visit usin our WWF office just across the street in Duke
Tower (Suite 1202).

Thisisthe first year in many that there has been a glimmer of light on the horizon for Grand Banks cod. We believe
there is a future in this fishery and that NAFO can play a major role in making sure that there will indeed be a
shining future.



90

Annex 12. Opening Statement of the International Coalition of Fisheries Associations (ICFA)
to the 32" Annual Meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO)
September 20, 2010, Halifax, Canada

The International Coalition of Fisheries Associations (ICFA) is a coalition of the national fish and seafood industry
trade associations from the world’'s major fishing nations. ICFA members represent countries harvesting more than
85% of the globe's fish. The group was formed in 1988 to provide decision-makers a unified voice on global fish
and seafood issues.

ICFA is a recognized Non-Governmental Organization observer for United Nations agencies. We appreciate the
opportunity to attend this Annual Meeting of NAFO for the first time, as an official observer. While commercial
interests have had effective input to NAFO through the delegations of respective contracting parties, it seems
appropriate for ICFA to join the increasing ranks of official observers at NAFO, to provide a collective commercial
fishing perspective where it may be appropriate to do so.

ICFA members advocate policies for the long-term sustainable use of living marine resources for the benefit of
global food security and prosperity. ICFA members are deeply committed to science-based and fully participatory
fishery conservation and management processes.

NAFO ranks among the leading and more long-standing regional fisheries management organizations in the world.
Among with other international and national jurisdictions, NAFO has experienced various difficulties in the past, as
it struggled to address declining abundance in groundfish resources associated in large part with shifting
productivity regimes, complex surveillance and enforcement issues, and quota sharing disputes. These types of
challenges will ebb and flow depending on changing circumstance. However, past experiences have served to
inform all participants about how to balance and manage both conservation priorities and economic objectives
within evolving international standards and frameworks.

It is noteworthy to observe the significant progress that NAFO has achieved towards implementing effective
measures to conserve vulnerable marine ecosystems. It is also gratifying to observe that significant recovery is
taking place with some of the groundfish stocks in the NAFO Regulatory Area. However, while progress has been
made, more progress needs to be made. Examples of this might be the need to implement modern dispute resolution
processes, and to implement reasonably the precautionary approach framework that was adopted by NAFO at the
policy level some years ago. Thereis a need for TAC-setting to evolve towards a more effective risk management
process that addresses both conservation priorities and economic objectives. In this regard, and as one version of
this process, we look forward to seeing how the Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) initiative for Greenland
Halibut comes to fruition.

We urge NAFO and its contracting parties to continue to make effective strides with these and other important
matters, and commit the collective cooperation of commercial interests among the major fishing nations of the
world.

Thank you.
Bruce Chapman
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Annex 13. Opening Statement by the Ecology Action Centre to the 32" Annual Meeting
of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO)
September 20, 2010, Halifax, Canada

Mister Chairman, Distinguished Delegates, Fellow Observers and guests,

On behalf of the Ecology Action Centre, Nova Scotia's oldest and most established environmental organization, we
welcome you to Halifax, the city and we have called home for the past 40 years.

| am Susanna Fuller, the Marine Conservation Coordinator at the Centre. We are honored to be observers at this
meeting, as we have been at past NAFO meetings.

As amember of the Deep Sea Conservation Coalition, an organization of over 60 groups across the globe, we have
been encouraged at the progress of NAFO since 2006 in implementing the United Nations Genera Assembly
Resolution 61/105. We recognize that NAFO and Contracting Parties have cooperated through science and
management measures to protect fragile elements and unique ecosystems that make up the valued and historic
fishing areas of the Grand Bank, the Flemish Cap and surrounding waters. The research that has gone on in the past
three years on corals and sponges in particular has renewed a sense of wonder for all those involved in seeing the
diversity of marine live on the seafloor.

However, we remind you that at the time of its adoption, the UNGA Resolution was considered a compromise, and
many of you here today, hoped for a stronger Resolution in New Y ork in 2006. We also remind you that the VME
protection provisions of the UNGA 61/105 were to have been implemented by December 31%, 2008. In 2009, States
unanimously passed the UNGA Sustainable Fisheries Resolution 64/72 which further urged the implementation of
61/105 and in particular environmental impact assessments of all bottom fisheries. Therefore, at this meeting, we ask
that NAFO require these assessments by December 31, 2010 or not allow fisheries to proceed.

We also note that the current encounter protocols for corals and sponges are also far above biologically meaningful
limits, and we hope these will be revisited at this meeting.

Additionally, we encourage NAFO and its working groups to re-visit the FAO Guidelines on Deep Sea Fisheries and
implement conservation measures for all VMEs, including long-lived fish species.

64/72 aso calls for increased protection and reporting on shark landings in the NRA, which has been raised
repeatedly at NAFO meetingsin the past 4 years.

In September 2011, the implementation of these two Resolutions will be reviewed at the UN and we hope that
NAFO will be awarded top marks, by the UN and by NGOs.

We encourage Contracting Parties to make decisions in full plenary at this meeting. Transparency and accountability
are key principlesin the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement.

As one of the most established RFMOs, NAFO has the opportunity to continue its leadership to protect vulnerable
marine ecosystems (VMESs) on the high seas and regulating the impacts of bottom fisheries. Indeed, the benefits of
past conservation measures — which were not necessarily popular at the time — are now being realized with some
fisheries formerly under moratoria showing continued signs of recovery.

We invite you to review our complete recommendations to NAFO for which are supported by 10 conservation
organizations from Canada, the European Union, the United States and I celand.

We look forward to the meetings this week and further progress in building NAFO'’ s conservation reputation.

Thank you.
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Annex 14. Opening Statement by the Sierra Club Canada to the 32" Annual Meeting
of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO)
September 20, 2010, Halifax, Canada

On behalf of Sierra Club Canada | wish to say thank you to NAFO and its contracting parties for granting us
observer status at these meetings. | know we will learn agood desal here, but | also hope we are able to make positive
contributions to NAFOs deliberations. As the oldest environmental organization in North America, we possess a
wealth of information, and experience, concerning the dynamics of sustainable human interaction with natural
environments. We understand the importance of employing the "precautionary principle® and of identifying and
using the best science available. These are vital tools needed to re-establish healthy marine environments and
abundant stable commercial fisheries. We also believe that contracting parties in NAFO must meet their
international obligations to protect biodiversity and fish stocks. In Canada we also have to meet the requirements of
our Oceans Act and our Fisheries Act.

As Canadians, the lack of ocean habitat recovery and commercial fishery recovery in the North-west Atlantic is of
grave concern to us. Many of our members and supporters have deep fishery related connections with this part of the
world often going back several centuries.

The serious overfishing of the past 60 years underscores the need to protect vulnerable marine ecosystems and
rebuild the ocean food web. This runs much beyond the narrower scope of determining annual commercial fishing
quotas. We see this as part of NAFO's evolving role from managing commercia fish stocks to functioning as
stewards and managers of the Northwest Atlantic. The United Nations, the FAO, and many countries recognize this
new role for regional fisheries management organizations. The challenge now isto make it happen.

Thank Y ou.

Fred Winsor, PhD.
Conservation Chair
Atlantic Canada Chapter
Sierra Club Canada
Halifax, Nova Scotia
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Annex 15. FAO Statement to the 32" Annual Meeting
of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO)

Jessica Sanders, Fishery Officer
FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Department
FAO
Rome, Italy

Halifax, Canada
20 September 2010

The FAO wishes to thank the Secretariat of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) for
extending an invitation to attend the Thirty-second Annual Meeting held in the historic city of Halifax. The FAO is
thankful for the effective working relationship that the Organization has always enjoyed with NAFO and hopes to
continue collaborative work on the many joint topics of common concern.

The FAO would like to emphasize the unique role Regional Fishery Bodies (RFBs) play in facilitating
international cooperation for the conservation and management of shared, straddling and high seas fish stocks. RFBs
represent the primary means of governing these stocks. Therefore, strengthening RFBs to ensure effective
conservation and management of fish stocks and their associated ecosystems remains a priority in international
fisheries governance and, of course, for FAQ.

The FAO has undertaken a variety of activities which may be of interest and useful for the discussions over
the coming days. Many of you have been involved in the development and adoption of the FAO International
Guidelines for the Management of Deep-sea Fisheries in the High Seas which were agreed upon in August 2008.
During its 28" Session the FAO Committee on Fisheries (COFI) recognized that regional fisheries management
organizations (RFMOs) are among the primary driving forces in the implementation of the Guidelines and that
severad RFMOs, including NAFO, and a number of coastal States have been working on the implementation of the
Deep-seas Guidelines and United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) Resolution 61/105. In order to support these
efforts, FAO, with the assistance of the Republic of Korea, held a workshop in May 2010 examining the challenges
in the implementation of the Deep-sea Guidelines and possible solutions. The results are being published as an FAO
report and the recommendations of this meeting will be incorporated into the ongoing FAO Programme on the
Implementation of the Deep-Sea Guidelines. This Programme, currently supported by Japan and France includes,
among the initia activities, the development of a vulnerable marine ecosystem (VME) information system, guidance
on collaboration with the deepwater fishing industry and species identification guides. A discussion group for
experts interested in deep-sea fisheries in the high seas has also been initiated to facilitate communication between
stakeholders. FAO is committed to the continuation of its activities in support of the important efforts by NAFO and
other RFMOS to implement the Deep-sea Guidelines.

Many distinguished delegates may also be aware that the legally-binding FAO Agreement on Port State
Measures to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing was adopted by FAO
Members in late 2009 and is now open for signature. As of today a total of 16 countries have now signed the
Agreement. Both the Review Conference of the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreement and the UNGA, in resolution
64/72, encouraged States to become parties to the 2009 FAO Agreement and to cooperate to adopt all necessary port
State measures consistent with international law.

FAO is in the process of initiating a programme to build human and material capacity through regional
capacity-development activities to ensure that countries will be better placed to enhance and harmonize the
implementation of the 2009 FAO Agreement.

There are two upcoming technical consultations at FAO which may be of importance to delegates. The first
is the Technical Consultation to Identify a Structure and Strategy for the Development and Implementation of the
Global Record of Fishing Vessels, Refrigerated Transport Vessels and Supply Vessels which will be held from 8 to
12 November 2010 in Rome. A second technical consultation will be held from 6 to 10 December 2010 on the
development of International Guidelines for Bycatch Management and Reduction of Discards. This meeting was
agreed by the twenty-eighth session of COFI in March 2009.
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| also wish to touch briefly upon the issue of climate changes and fisheries. A partnership was recently
developed — the Global Partnership for Climate, Fisheries and Aquaculture (PaCFA)*- comprising 20 organizations
and including both ICES and PICES. This group was established out of a mutual desire to draw together potentially
fragmented and redundant climate change activities and to address the pressing need to raise the profile of fisheries
and agquaculture in the global climate change discussions. PacFA has been active in raising awareness on the issues
facing the sector and actively participated in UNFCC 15" Conference of the Parties in Copenhagen. Also in regard
to climate change, FAO is participating in a symposium on Energy Use in Fisheries to be held November 2010 in
Seattle, USA with a focus on improved alternative operational and management strategies to reduce energy use in
fisheries and aquaculture.?

With respect to the impacts of fishing on the environment, | wish to draw your attention to the work of
FAO with the International Maritime Organization (IMO) in revision of MARPOL Annex V and its guidelines,
especialy those related to marine pollution in general and the specific issues of impacts associated with abandoned,
lost or otherwise discarded fishing gear on the environment.

| would also like to highlight recent FAO work undertaken on the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries (EAF),
in particular the development of a toolbox of suitable methods as a proactive mechanism to assist countries, fishery
agencies and the various stakeholder groups to implement the EAF. This “toolbox” is afirst attempt at such a guide
and will present a large number of tested tools that are already available. In addition to the development of a
toolbox, in 2009 FAO with the help of an international expert group reviewed indicators for application of EAF. The
report is being finalised and covers ecological, socio-economic and governance indicators for EAF. A workbook on
the use of indicators for fisheries management is also underway.

| would also like to advise the meeting that the traditional timing of the COFI has been changed and that
the next session will be held from 31 January to 4 February 2011. The meeting of the Regional Fishery Body
Secretariats Network will take place immediately after COFI.

In the highly internationalized fisheries arena, it is now amost impossible for FAO to work on global,
regional or even national fisheries issues without strong cooperation and collaboration with RFBs. Therefore, |
would like to reaffirm FAO's commitment to work with all RFBs, to encourage their members to strengthen their
activities and to implement fully and speedily decisions made by these organizations.

NAFO's proactive approach to protection of vulnerable marine ecosystems and initiation of the reform
process at an early stage in order to strengthen its function and performance is highly appreciated. The FAO hopes
that NAFO will continue playing a significant role in regional action to secure sustainable and more responsible
fisheries management.

| would like to thank the NAFO Secretariat again for the invitation to observe this important meeting and |
assure you that | will follow the discussions over the coming week with much interest. | wish you avery fruitful and
productive meeting.

! http://www.climatefish.org
2 http://www.energyfish.nmfs.noaa.gov/
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Annex 16. Agenda

I. Opening Procedure

Opening by the Chair, Terje Lobach (Norway)
Appointment of Rapporteur
Adoption of Agenda
Admission of Observers
Publicity
Guidanceto STACFAD necessary for them to complete their work (Monday)
I1. Supervision and Coordination of the Organizational,
Administrative and other Internal Afffairs
Review of Membership of the General Council and Fisheries Commission
Status of ratification process resulting from the adoption of the amended Convention
Status of the NAFO Headquarters Agreement
Report of the Performance Assessment Working Group, April 2010 (GC Doc. 10/1)
Administrative Report

I11. Coordination of External Affairs

Report of Executive Secretary on external meetings
International Relations

1V. Finance

Report of STACFAD at the Annual Mesting
Adoption of the Budget and STACFAD recommendations for 2011

V. Closing Procedure

Election of Vice-Chair

Time and Place of Next Annual Meeting
Other Business

Press Release

Adjournment
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Annex 17. 2010 Annual Meeting Press Release

NAFO Takes Stock
Further Progress made on International Fishery Management

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: Halifax, NS, Canada, 24 September 2010

At this week’s meeting of NAFO — the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization - a range of conservation and
management measures were adopted for fish stocks in international waters and straddling national fishing limits
based on the precautionary approach. With a commitment to apply an ecosystem approach to fisheries management,
NAFO agreed to further refine its provisions to protect vulnerable marine ecosystems from significant adverse
impacts of bottom fisheries, which included the extended closure of 6 seamounts in international waters. To take
stock of the effectiveness of NAFO as a regional fisheries management organization, an expert panel will work
together over the next year to produce a performance assessment of the work of NAFO.

The meeting agreed on management measures for 20 fish stocks in or straddling the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA)
in 2011. Following the reopening of Flemish Cap cod (Div. 3M) and Grand Bank redfish (Div. 3LN) last year and,
based on new scientific advice, total allowable catch (TACs) for these stocks were increased. Fisheries for a number
of other stocks remain closed. Based on the latest scientific advice on the continued very low level of the shrimp
stock on the Flemish Cap, it was agreed that fisheries for shrimp in this area should not be permitted in 2011.

NAFO has agreed upon a progressive strategy to manage Greenland halibut in its Regulatory Area, developed by a
working group comprising fishery managers and scientists. The new management strategy provides for the annual
adjustment of the TAC according to defined rules and will be implemented for four years.

Over the next year NAFO will begin to develop Conservation Plans and Stock Rebuilding Strategies for protected
and recovering fish stocks such as Cod Div. 3NO and American plaice Div. 3LNO. This will be a collaborative
effort between fishery managers and scientists.

NAFO continues to develop its enforcement measures by implementing an improved system for recording daily
catches of all species in the NRA. This allows for simplified reporting requirements and enhanced monitoring
capability and will be incorporated in the Vessel Monitoring System (VMS).

NAFO continues to improve its management and conservation regime to fulfil its commitment to prevent significant
adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems, as called for by UN General Assembly (UNGA) by, among other
things, agreeing on a map of existing fishing areas.

Furthermore NAFO has agreed to extend the closure of 6 seamounts for the next 4 years; the implementation of
impact assessments of bottom fishing; and application of a more comprehensive data collection protocol for coral
and sponge species.

In 2011 NAFO will undergo a Performance Review by a panel of experts. The Panel will consist of external
reviewers and experts from Contracting Parties. The Panel will assess the performance of NAFO against the
objectives set out in the NAFO Convention and other relevant international instruments addressing the conservation
and management of marine living resources.

To date the ratification of the amended NAFO Convention has been completed by two Contracting Parties. The
internal processes continue and an update will be given during the next Annual Meeting.

Some results from a new joint multidisciplinary scientific survey (NEREIDA) that was successfully conducted by
NAFO Contracting Parties to examine fishing resources and vulnerable marine ecosystems within the NRA were
presented.

-30-

Additional highlights of the meeting can be found in the attached backgrounder.
For more information contact: Barbara Marshall, NAFO Secretariat  www.nafo.int

Tel: +1-902-468-8598
E-mail: bmarshall @nafo.int
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2010 Annual Mesting Press Release
24 September 2010

Backgrounder

NAFO is an international intergovernmental fisheries science and management body that manages the fishery in the
international portion of the Northwest Atlantic. The 32™ Annual Meeting was held in the World Trade and
Convention Centre, Halifax, NS, Canada and was attended by 180 delegates from all 12 Contracting Parties -
Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of Faroe Islands and Greenland), European Union, France (in respect of St.
Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Japan, Republic of Korea, Norway, Russian Federation, Ukraine and United States of
America. The three bodies of NAFO, General Council (chaired by Terje Lobach, Norway), Fisheries Commission
(chaired by Kate Sanderson, Denmark (in respect of Faroe Islands and Greenland) and Scientific Council (chaired
by Ricardo Alpoim, EU-Portugal) and their subsidiary bodies met over the course of week to deliberate on
management measures and scientific assessment regarding the international fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic. The
scientific advice was presented. The meeting was also attended by observers from the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO), the Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC), North Atlantic Marine Mammal
Commission (NAMMCO), the World Wildlife Fund (WWF), the Ecology Action Centre (EAC), the International
Coadlition of Fisheries Associations (ICFA) and the Sierra Club of Canada (SCC).

The Fisheries Commission agreed on management measures for the 20 fish stocks managed by NAFO. The
scientific advice was elaborated at meetings held in October of 2009 and June of 2010. Scientific Council fully
assessed the status of eleven stocks and monitored the status of other fish stocks. The overall picture is one of
cautious optimism for the finfish.

NAFO has agreed upon a progressive strategy to manage Greenland halibut in its Regulatory Area. A specid
working group comprised of fisheries managers and scientists was established in 2009 to address the uncertainty of
assessments of the Greenland halibut stock in NAFO Subarea 2 and Divisions 3KLMNO. The new management
strategy alows for the adjustment of the TAC on an annual basis based on harvest control rules and is to be
implemented for four years, followed by areview by Fisheries Commission and Scientific Council.

A new working group of fishery managers and scientists will be established with a mandate to develop Conservation
Plans and Stock Rebuilding Strategies for important resources within the NAFO Convention Area, including cod in
Div. 3NO and American plaice in Div. 3LNO.

Recognizing the value in protecting its Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VME), NAFO continues to improve its
management and conservation regime to fulfil its commitment to prevent significant adverse impacts on VMES, as
called for by UN General Assembly resolution 61/105. NAFO adopted a map of existing fishing areas that will
identify new fishing areas. NAFO agreed:

o to extend the closure of six seamounts for an additional four years to protect the vulnerable marine ecosystems
which live in these areas from impact from bottom fishing gears;

e to implement rigorous impact assessments of bottom fishing occurring outside of the NAFO fishing footprint, or
if new scientific information comes to light on the existence of VMEs, or if significant changes occur in fishing
conduct or technology; and

e to implement a more comprehensive data collection protocol for coral and sponge species encountered in
exploratory and existing fishing areas.

Full-colour pictoria identification guides of deep-sea corals and sponges have been developed to assist in the
recognition of these species.
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In 2009 and 2010 the “NAFO Potentia V ulnerable Marine Ecosystem-Impacts of Deep-sea Fisheries” (NEREIDA)
programme conducted new multidisciplinary research surveys on vulnerable ecosystems and the effects of fishing
activities. The survey was funded by EU-Spain, Canada, EU-United Kingdom and the Russian Federation. Specific
objectives included to identify organisms that constitute Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VME), describe ecology of
deep-sea habitats studying distinct features in the area and to develop a GIS database. Deep-sea Remotely Operated
Vehicles (ROVs) took video footage of both pristine coral areas and areas where corals had been impacted by
bottom contact gears.

The Fisheries Commission conducts the annual compliance review and noted the continuing trend of increased
compliance. Amendments to the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement M easures were reviewed and revisions were
made that strengthen protection of fish stocks. Increased TACs were decided for Flemish Cap cod (Div. 3M), Grand
Bank redfish (Div. 3LN) and Greenland halibut in Subarea 2 + Div. 3KLMNO. TACs for other regulated species
will be maintained. The biomass of shrimp in Div. 3M (Flemish Cap) continues to be a concern and so it was agreed
that that afishery on this stock will not be permitted. Fisheries for a number of other stocks continue to be closed.

A Performance Review will be conducted during 2011. A Review Panel consisting of experts from the International
Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the United Nations
Division of Ocean Affairs an Law of the Sea (UNDOALOS) and from Contracting Parties, Canada, Denmark (in
respect of Faroe Islands and Greenland), European Union and the Russian Federation, will assess the performance of
NAFO against the objectives set out in the NAFO Convention and other relevant international instruments
addressing the conservation and management of marine living resources. This is similar to assessments conducted
by some other RFMOs and has been called for by UN General Assembly.

The 33" Annual Meeting will be held in Halifax, NS, Canada.
Meetings

Prior to the Annual Meeting, the following NAFO meetings were held: (1) Scientific Council for shrimp assessment
(21-19 October 2009); (2) FC WG on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy Evaluation (WGMSE) (28-29
January); (3) SC Study Group on Rebuilding Strategies for Greenland Halibut (1-5 February); (4) GC Performance
Assessment Working Group (PAWG) (26-28 April); (5) STACFAD Working Group (29-10 April) (6) Scientific
Council (March-April by correspondence); (7) WGMSE (2-4 May); (8) FC WG of Fishery Managers and Scientists
on VMEs (WGFMS) (5-7 May); (9) STACTIC (18-20 May) (10) Scientific Council (3-16 June); (11) WGMSE (16-
17 September).

The table of NAFO TACs and quotas agreed at the 32" Annual Meeting is attached.
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Annex |.B
Effort Allocation Scheme for Shrimp Fishery in the
NAFO Regulatory Area Div. 3M, 2011

CONTRACTING PARTY NUMBER OF FISHING NUMBER OF VESSELS"
DAYS

Canada 0 0
Cuba 0 0
Denmark

Faroe Idands 0 0
Greenland 0 0
European Union 0 0
France (in respect of St Pierre et Miquelon) 0 0
Iceland N/A N/A
Japan 0 0
Korea 0 0
Norway 0 0
Russia 0 N/A
Ukraine 0 0
USA 0 0

1When the scientific advice estimates that the stock shows signs of recovery, the fishery shall be re-opened in accordance with
the effort alocation key in place for thisfishery at the time of the closure.
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PART II

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

32" Annual Meeting, 20-24 September 2010
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

1.  Opening by the Chair

Thefirst session of STACFAD was opened by the Chair, Bob Steinbock (Canada) on 20 September 2010. The Chair
welcomed delegates and members of the NAFO Secretariat to the meeting and thanked the Secretariat for the
advance preparations for this meeting in Halifax. He noted that there would be a few extraordinary items that the
Committee would be dealing with during the week.

Present were delegates from Canada, European Union, Denmark (in respect of Faroe Islands and Greenland),
Norway, the Russian Federation, and the United States of America and members of the Secretariat (Annex 1).

2. Appointment of Rapporteur
Stan Goodick (NAFO Secretariat) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Adoption of Agenda

The Executive Secretary noted that a number of staffing issues have transpired since the provisional agenda was
circulated and requested the addition of a new agendaitem to cover personnel matters and a proposed revision to the
staff rules. The provisional agenda with the above noted addition was adopted (Annex 2).

4.  Auditors’ Report for 2009

The auditing firm of Deloitte and Touche LLP, Chartered Accountants performed the audit of the financia
statements of the Organization for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2009. The financia statements were
circulated to the Heads of Delegation of the General Council in April 2010 and to STACFAD delegates in advance
of the Annual Meeting. The financial statements included the auditors' report, the statements of financial position,
operations, accumulated surplus, cash flows and the notes to the financial statements.

The Senior Finance and Staff Administrator for NAFO presented the Auditors' Report and Financial Statements of
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization for the year ended 31 December 2009. It was noted that the total
expenditures incurred for the fiscal period ending 2009 amounted to $1,463,273, which was $154,727 below the
approved budget of $1,618,000. It was aso noted that outstanding contributions from Contracting Parties on
December 31, 2009 was $66,928.

The balance in the accumulated surplus account at year end amounted to $675,350. At last year's Annua Mesting,
General Council approved maintaining the level in the accumulated surplus account for 2010 at $325,000 of which
$200,000 would be sufficient to finance operations during the first three months of 2010, and of which $125,000
would be available for use in emergency situations. The remaining $350,350 ($675,350 - $325,000) would be used
to reduce annual contributions for 2010.

It was noted that the 2008 valuation of the pension plan for the employees of the Organization showed that the plan
had a significant deficit of $975,000. To fulfill Canadian regulations, NAFO is required to make annual
supplementary payments of $100,800 per year for 15 years, or until the plan is fully funded. The first of these
payments was made in 2009. The valuation of the pension plan, which is scheduled every 3 years, will next take
place on January 1, 2011.
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The Auditors Report noted that the Organization: (1) has not recorded the pension plan assets, liabilities and
unfunded deficit, (2) has a policy not to capitalize its capital assets, and (3) has not recorded aliability for separation
entitlements, as approved at the annual meeting in September 2007. This liability would be fully funded by the end
of 2011. The audit determined the financial affairs of the Organization had been conducted in accordance with the
Financial Regulations and budgetary provisions of NAFO and presented a fair and accurate accounting of the
financial affairs of the Organization.

STACFAD recommends that the 2009 Auditors’ Report be adopted.

The Organization’'s Financial Regulation, Rule 7.1, states that the length of time a firm carrying out the NAFO audit
shall serveislimited to a maximum of three years. The audit of the 2010 financial records will be the third year for
Deloitte and Touche LLP, Chartered Accountants having served as auditors of the Organization.

The Secretariat will begin in the summer of 2011 the process of contacting firms and requesting proposals to be
considered to carry out the audit of NAFO's records for the 2011, 2012 and 2013 fiscal periods. The proposals will
be presented to STACFAD at the next annual meeting.

5. Administrative and Activity Report by Secretariat

Under this item, the Executive Secretary highlighted NAFO administrative matters and activities. Of particular note
was the development by the Secretariat of a new STATLANT data extraction tool, a new search feature for the
Journal of the Northwest Atlantic Fishery Science (INAFS) website and the digitization of historic NAFO
documents for placement on the web. The complete report is available in GC Doc. 10/3-Revised.

The Secretariat once again expressed the importance of receiving accurate and timely catch reports and urged
Contracting Parties to ensure compliance with the NAFO requirement.

6. Financial Statements for 2010

The Senior Finance and Staff Administrator presented the Financial Statements for the fiscal year ending 31
December 2010.

Budgetary Expenses

The approved operating budget for 2010 was set at $1,782,000. It was noted in the financial statements that
expenditures for the year are projected to be $1,787,000, over the approved budget by $5,000. Variances from the
approved budget are asfollows:

Salaries and benefits for the Secretariat staff members are projected to be $30,000 below its approved budget. This
is attributed to the position of Deputy Executive Secretary remaining vacant and the proposed overlap for the
transition to a new publications manager was not required.

Four working group meetings held in Halifax during 2010 contributed to the inter-sessional other meetings budget
exceeding its approved budget for the year by $11,000. The inter-sessional scientific meetings budget was under
budget by $23,000 due to the cancellation of a proposed assessment workshop and the limited use of the ad hoc
funds.

The Professional Services item includes expenses for audit, consulting, insurance, legal fees, professional
development and training. The legal fees are associated with a claim made against the Organization regarding the
ongoing wrongful dismissal suit.

Recruitment and relocation expenses are projected to be $11,000 over budget for the year as there was no provision
in the 2010 budget for relocation expenses relating to the unexpected resignation of the Scientific Council
Coordinator.

All remaining 2010 operating expenses are anticipated to be on or near budget for the year.
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Assessed Contributions

The 2010 operating budget was set at $1,782,000. The prior years accumulated surplus balance had $350,350
deemed to be in excess of the needs of the Organization which was allocated to the operating budget. As a resullt,
annual contributions issued to Contracting Parties for the 2010 fiscal year were $1,431,650.

Balance Sheet

The Organization’s cash position at December 31, 2010 is estimated to be $492,365, which is sufficient to finance
appropriationsin early 2011 pending the receipt of annual payments by Contracting Parties in the spring of 2011.

Three Contracting Parties have outstanding contributions for 2010 totalling $104,000; Cuba - $36,918, Korea -
$31,291 and Ukraine - $35,791. Cuba and Ukraine have communicated that payment would be forthcoming. The
Committee recommended that these three Contracting Parties be urged to make their respective payments promptly.

7. Review of Accumulated Surplus and Contingency Funds

According to the financial regulations of the Organization, STACFAD and General Council shall review the amount
available in the accumulated surplus account during each annual meeting. The accumulated surplus account shall be
set at alevel sufficient to temporarily finance operations during the first three months of the year plus an amount up
to amaximum of 10% of the annual budget for the current financia year to be used for unforeseen and extraordinary
expenses to the good conduct of the business of the Organization.

The Secretariat noted the accumulated surplus account at December 31, 2010 is estimated to be $535,000.

Given a number of significant one time items included in the 2011 budget estimate, the Committee expressed
concerns about the need to minimize the increases in contributions by Contracting Parties to the extent possible. In
line with these concerns, STACFAD recommends that the amount maintained in the accumulated surplus
account be set at $285,000 of which $200,000 would be sufficient to finance operations during the first three
months of 2011, and of which $85,000 would be available for use in emergency situations. This represents a
decrease in the amount available for use in emergency situations in 2011 by $40,000. The Committee noted its
intent to increase the level of thisfund if the budgetary situation allows.

8.  Report of the STACFAD Working Group, April 2010

In view of the process towards entry into force of the amendments to the NAFO Convention and the resulting merger
of General Council and Fisheries Commission, a STACFAD Working Group was established to amend the current
Rules of Procedure and to address other elements of an administrative nature related to the entry into force of the
amended Convention.

The Chair of the STACFAD presented the report of the STACFAD Working Group held in April 2010 which included
recommended revisions to the Rules of Procedure, Rules of Procedure for Observers, Financial Regulations and Staff
Rules.

One delegate expressed concern concerning the minimum time requirement for circulating proposals to amend the
NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NCEM) in the suggested new provision in Rule 4.5 of the Rules of
Procedure. Instead of the thirty day advance notice, the delegate proposed 14 days. It was agreed that this concern
could be revisited in the future in advance of the entry into force of the amended Convention. No concerns were
expressed on any other aspects of the STACFAD W.G. Report.

STACFAD recommends that the Report of the STACFAD Working Group, April 2010 be adopted noting that
the issue of the submission deadline for proposals for the NCEM stated in Rule 4.5 of the Rules of Procedure
could be revisited.
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9.  Personnel Matters and Proposed Revision to Staff Rules

In line with the Staff Rules, the Staff Representative, George Campanis, was invited to join the Committee for
discussions under thisitem.

The Executive Secretary informed the Committee of some recent staffing issues:

= The Scientific Council Coordinator, Dr. Anthony Thompson, announced that he will be resigning from his
position in December 2010. As Dr. Thompson was recruited internationally and relocated from Sweden to
take on his current position, he is entitled to certain relocation expenses involving the return to his home
country. These costswill beincurred during the 2010 fiscal year.

The process of recruiting a new SC Coordinator will be addressed as quickly as possible, and it is expected
that a replacement could be in the post by March 2011. The recruitment procedures and timetable, vacancy
announcement and job description were provided to the Committee for information purposes. The same
information had also been provided to the Scientific Council Executive Committee for its comments. Costs
associated with the recruitment and relocation of the new Scientific Council Coordinator have been
included in the 2011 budget estimate.

= The Office Manager, Lisa Pelzmann, is expected to give birth in early 2011 and will be entitled to
maternity/parental leave for most of 2011 as provided for in NAFO Staff Rule 6.13. Although some duties
of the office manager may be shared by other staff members during her absence, it will be necessary to hire
atemporary replacement during her leave of absence. An additional amount of $10,000 has been included
in the 2011 budget estimate.

The Executive Secretary informed the Committee of two staff members who are eligible to progress to the next
stage of their respective salary classification in accordance with the NAFO Staff Classification System.

The Executive Secretary proposed a change to the NAFO Staff Rules regarding the term appointment of a Deputy
Executive Secretary to allow for the Senior Finance and Staff Administrator to be eligible for this appointment.

STACFAD recommends amending (changes underlined and in italics) Staff Rule 5.3 as follows: The
Executive Secretary may appoint a Coordinator or the Senior Finance and Staff Administrator to be the
Deputy Executive Secretary for the term of one or two years (renewable). This appointment will be
compensated with 10% of the Coordinator’s or the Senior Finance and Staff Administrator’s annual salary.

10. Budget Estimate for 2011

The Secretariat presented the 2011 budget estimate (GC Working Paper 10/1, Rev. 2) to the Committee highlighting
the following items:

Preliminary
Approved Budget Budget Forecast Budget Estimate
2010 2011 2011
$1,782,000 $1,735,000 $1,886,000

The 2011 budget estimate of $1,886,000 represents an increase of $151,000 (8.7%) from the 2011 preliminary
budget forecast and an increase of $104,000 (5.8%) from the 2010 approved budget.

Although the variances will be discussed in detail below, there are three major reasons which have been attributed to
theincrease in the 2011 budget estimate.

1. A provision for aspecia item in the amount of $75,000 to cover the expenses for a performance assessment
review process (to cover the external review panel members fees and travel, printing, etc.) which is under
consideration by General Council.
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2. Costs associated with hosting NAFO's Annual Meeting in Halifax as well as additional support and
meetings of the Scientific Council have increased the NAFO meetings budget item by $21,000.

3. The other meetings and travel has increased by $15,000 to cover the Secretariat's representation at a
number of international meetings.

Personal Services: Budget 2010 $1,290,000 Budget 2011 $1,280,000
Decrease (0.8%) $10,000

The salaries and remuneration for the members of the Secretariat are in line with the classifications and the
salary levels of the public sector of the host country (Canada). Salary increases for 2011 are estimated to
be 1.5%. Personnel changes for 2011 include the hiring of a new Scientific Council Coordinator and aterm
replacement for the Office Manager.

Superannuation and Annuities include the annual supplementary payment of $100,800 towards the pension

fund deficit.
Additional Help: Budget 2010 $20,000 Budget 2011 $20,000
Increase (0%) $0
The additional help budget is for the continued digitization of historical documents and other assistance as
required.
NAFO Meetings: Budget 2010 $146,000 Budget 2011 $167,000

Increase (14.38%)  $21,000

The NAFO meetings budget item includes logistical expenses to host a meeting in the headquarters area,
invited expert travel costs, travel expenses by the Secretariat to attend NAFO mestings, etc. Increases to
the sessional meetings budget include expected higher costs associated with hosting the 2011 Annual
Meeting in the Halifax area.

The inter-sessional scientific meetings budget increased by $10,000 and includes co-sponsorship of an
ICES/INAFO Symposium, attendance at a workshop on reproductive potential, provision for an ad hoc fund
to cover unforeseen expenses by SC including responding to requests for advice from the Fisheries
Commission, and Secretariat support to Scientific Council inter-sessional meetings and working groups.

Other Meetings and Budget 2010 $35,000 Budget 2011 $50,000
Travel: Increase (42.9%)  $15,000

The other meetings and travel budget allows the Secretariat to host a meeting in the headquarters area or to
participate at various international meetings.

The Committee expressed concerns regarding the considerable increases to the NAFO Meetings and the
Other Meetings and Travel items and a modification was made.

Performance Review Budget 2010 $0 Budget 2011 $75,000
Increase (100%) $75,000

There is a provision for a special item in the amount of $75,000 to cover expenses for the performance
assessment review process (external review panel members fees and travel, printing, etc.) under
consideration by the Organization. Although the budget item includes provision for up to two meetings to
be held at the Secretariat, the review panel is encouraged to undertake as much of its work as possible by
use of tele- and/or web conferencing and other electronic means (i.e. Sharepoint).
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Recruitment and Budget 2010 $51,000 Budget 2011 $52,000
Relocation: Increase (0.2) $1,000

The 2010 recruitment and relocation budget included relocation and installation expenses of the incoming
Executive Secretary. The 2011 recruitment and relocation budget is for the hiring of the new Scientific
Council Coordinator.
STACFAD recommends that the budget for 2011 of $1,886,000 (Annex 3) be adopted.
A preliminary calculation of billing for the 2011 financial year is provided in Annex 4. The preliminary
caculation of billing is based on the budget estimate of $1,886,000 and shall be reduced by any amount determined
by the General Council to be in excess of the needs of the accumulated surplus account.
The accumulated surplus account at December 31, 2010 is estimated to be $535,000 and the recommended

minimum balance in the accumulated surplus account for operations and emergency use for the 2011 fiscal year is
$285,000. Thisalows for $250,000 ($535,000-$285,000) to be applied towards the 2011 hilling.

The funds required to meet the 2011 operational budget and to be funded by contributions from Contracting Parties
is estimated to be $1,636,000 ($1,886,000 - $250,000).

11. Budget Forecast for 2012 and 2013
STACFAD reviewed the preliminary budget forecast for 2012 ($1,824,000) and 2013 ($1,835,000) (Annex 5) and
approved the forecast in principle. It was noted that the budget for 2012 will be reviewed in detail at the next Annual
Meeting.
12. Adoption of 2011 Staff Committee Appointees

The Secretariat nominated the following people to serve as members of the Staff Committee for September 2010-
September 2011: Bill Brodie, Deirdre Warner-Kramer and Bob Steinbock.

STACFAD recommends that General Council appoint the three nominees.
13. Time and Place of 2011 — 2013 Annual Meetings

As previously agreed, the dates of the 2011 and 2012 Annua Meetings (to be held in Halifax, N.S., Canada, unless
an invitation to host is extended by a Contracting Party and accepted by the Organization), are as follows:

2011:
Scientific Council - 19— 23 September
General Council - 19— 23 September
Fisheries Commission - 19-23 September
2012:
Scientific Council - 17 -21 September
General Council - 17 -21 September
Fisheries Commission - 17 —21 September

STACFAD recommends that the dates of the 2013 Annual Meeting (to be held in Halifax, N.S., Canada,
unless an invitation to host is extended by a Contracting Party and accepted by the Organization) are as
follows:

Scientific Council - [16-20] or [23 — 27] September

General Council - [16-20] or [23 — 27] September

Fisheries Commission - [16-20] or [23 — 27] September
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For budgetary planning purposes, STACFAD urges that any invitations by a Contracting Party to host an Annual
Meeting be issued as early as possible.

14. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair
Deirdre Warner-Kramer (USA) was elected Chair and Olga Sedkyh (Russian Federation) was elected Vice-Chair.
Delegates expressed their gratitude to the outgoing Chair (Bob Steinbock, Canada) for his fine leadership over the
past three years.

15. Other issues including any questions referred from the General Council
during the current Annual Meeting

The Secretariat provided an update on the wrongful dismissal suit.
16. Adjournment

Thefinal session of the STACFAD meeting adjourned on 22 September 2010.
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Annex 1. List of Participants

Name Contracting Party

Bob Steinbock Canada

Jamie Singh

Rasmus Fuglholt Denmark (in respect of Faroe Islands
Elin Mortensen and Greenland)

Fred Kingston European Union

Akiko Onodera Japan

Richard Pedersen Norway

Olga Sedykh Russian Federation
Deirdre Warner-Kramer United States of America
Vladimir Shibanov NAFO Secretariat

Stan Goodick

Bev McLoon
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Annex 2. Agenda

Opening by the Chair, Bob Steinbock (Canada)
Appointment of Rapporteur
Adoption of Agenda
Auditors' Report for 2009
Administrative and Activity Report by Secretariat
Financial Statements for 2010
Review of Accumulated Surplus and Contingency Funds
Report of the STACFAD Working Group, April 2010 (GC Doc. 10/2)
Personnel Matters and Proposed Revision to Staff Rules
Budget Estimate for 2011
Budget Forecast for 2012 and 2013
Adoption of 2011 Staff Committee Appointees
Time and Place of 2011 - 2013 Annual Meetings
Election of Chair and Vice-Chair
Other issues

Adjournment



Annex 3. Budget Estimate for 2011
(Canadian Dollars)
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Preliminary
Projected Budget Budget
Approved  Bxpenditures  Forecast Estimate
Budget 2010 2010 2011 2011
1. Personal Services
a) Salaries $902,000 $877,000 $923,000 $904,000
b) Superannuation and Annuities 191,000 191,000 192,000 196,000
¢) Medical and Insurance Plans 96,000 92,000 95,000 91,000
d) Employee Benefits 101,000 100,000 96,000 89,000
Subtotal Personal Services 1,290,000 1,260,000 1,306,000 1,280,000
2. Additional Help 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
3. Communications 26,000 26,000 27,000 27,000
4. Computer Services 28,000 28,000 29,000 28,000
5. Equipment 35,000 35,000 36,000 36,000
6. Fishery Monitoring 48,000 48,000 48,000 48,000
7. Hospitality Allowance 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
8. Materials and Supplies 33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000
9. NAFO Meetings
a) Sessional 91,000 94,000 86,000 102,000
b) Inter-sessional Scientific 30,000 7,000 30,000 40,000
¢) Inter-sessional Other 25,000 36,000 25,000 25,000
Subtotal NAFO Meetings 146,000 137,000 141,000 167,000
10. Other Meetings and Travel 35,000 35,000 35,000 50,000
rll. Performance Review 0 0 0 75,000
r12. Professional Services 51,000 84,000 41,000 51,000
r13. Publications 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000
'14. Recruitment and Relocation 51,000 62,000 0 52,000
$1,782000  $1,787,000  $1,735000  $1,886,000
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Item 1(d)
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Item5

Item 6

Item 9(a)

Item 9(b)
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Notes on Budget Estimate 2011
(Canadian Dollars)

Salaries
Salaries budget estimate for 2011

Superannuation and Annuities

Employer's pension plan which includes employer’ s contributions,
administration costs, and actuarial fees. Also includes a payment towards
the unfunded liability as the latest actuarial valuation of the pension plan
showed the plan to be in a deficit position.

Group Medical and Insurance Plans
Employer's portion of Canada Pension Plan, Employment Insurance, Group
Life Insurance, Long Term Disability Insurance and Medical Coverage.

Employee Benefits

Employee benefits as per the NAFO Staff Rules including overtime,
repatriation grant, termination benefits, vacation pay, and travel to home
country for internationally recruited members of the Secretariat.
Termination Benefits Liability

Additional Support

Digitization of historical documents, translation of NAFO Fisheries
Information (e.g. Observer Reports), interns and other assistance as
required.

Communications

Phone, fax and internet services
Postage

Courier/Mail service

Computer Services
Computer hardware, software, supplies and support.

Equipment

L eases (print department printer, photocopier and postage meter)
Purchases

Maintenance

Fishery Monitoring
Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) annual license and maintenance fee
Lloyd s Register of vessels

NAFO Sessional Meetings

Annual Meting, September 2011, Halifax, Canada
SC Meeting, June 2011, Dartmouth, Canada

SC Meeting, October 2011, Norway

NAFO Inter-sessional Scientific Meetings

Provision for inter-sessional meetings, co-organizer and co-sponsor of the
ICES/NAFO Symposium on the Variability of the North Atlantic and its
Marine Ecosystems during 2000-2009, Workshop on Reproductive
Potential, and a general provision for unforeseen expenses necessarily
incurred by SC required for the provision of answering requests for advice
from FC.

$904,000
$196,000
$91,000
$89,000
$50,000
39,000
$20,000
$27,000
$14,000
10,000
3,000
$28,000
$36,000
$24,000
8,000
4,000
$48,000
$45,000
3,000
$102,000
$40,000



Item 9(c)

Item 10

Item 11

Item 12

Item 13
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NAFO Inter-sessional Other
General provision.

Other Meetings and Travel

International Meetings regularly attended by the NAFO Secretariat:
1. Aquatic Sciences and Fisheries Abstracts (ASFA)

Co-ordinating Working Party on Fishery Statistics (CWP)

Fisheries Resources Monitoring Systems (FIRMS)

International Fisheries Commissions Pension Society (IFCPS)

NEAFC Advisory Group for Data Communication (AGDC)

Regional Fishery Body Secretariats Network (RSN)

Secretariats of the North Atlantic Regional Fisheries

Management Organizations (NARFMO)

Sirius IT Annual vTrack User Group Meeting

. United Nations Fish Stock Agreement (UNFSA)

Other Mestings

Noohkwd

© ©

Performance Review
Costs associated with the performance review of the Organization.

Professional Services

Professional Services (audit, consulting, legal fees, and insurance)
Professional Development and Training

Public Relations

Publications

Production costs of NAFO publications which may include the following:
Conservation and Enforcement Measures, Convention, Inspection Forms,
Journal of Northwest Atlantic Fishery Science, Meeting Proceedings,
Rules of Procedure, Scientific Council Reports, etc

$25,000

$50,000

$75,000

$51,000
$35,000
11,000
5,000

$16,000
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Annex 5. Preliminary Budget Forecast for 2012 and 2013

(Canadian Dollars)

Budget Forecast

Budget Forecast

10.
11.

© 00 N O O b~ WN

. Personal Services

a) Salaries $923,000 $947,000
b) Superannuation and Annuities 245,000 247,000
c) Medical and Insurance Plans 102,000 107,000
d) Employee Benefits 81,000 56,000
Subtotal Personal Services 1,351,000 1,357,000
. Additional Help 20,000 20,000
Communications 27,000 28,000
. Computer Services 29,000 30,000
. Equipment 36,000 37,000
. Fishery Monitoring 33,000 33,000
. Hospitality Allowance 3,000 3,000
. Materials and Supplies 34,000 34,000
. NAFO Meetings
a) Sessional 103,000 105,000
b) Inter-sessional Scientific 40,000 40,000
c) Inter-sessional Other 30,000 30,000
Subtotal NAFO M eetings 173,000 175,000
Other Meetings and Travel 50,000 50,000
Professional Services 51,000 51,000
. Publications 17,000 17,000
$1,824,000 $1,835,000
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PART I

Report of the Fisheries Commission
(FC Doc. 10/29)

32" Annual Meeting, 20-24 September 2010
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

I. Opening Procedure (Agenda items 1-6)
Opening by the Chair, Kate Sanderson (Denmark in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland)

The meeting was opened by the Chair, Kate Sanderson (Denmark in respect of the Faroe Islands and
Greenland), at 1400 hrs on Monday, September 20, 2010. Representatives from the following Contracting
Parties were in attendance: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland), the
European Union (EU), France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Japan, Republic of Korea,
Norway, Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the United States of America (USA) (Annex 1).

With regards to attendance by observers, FAO was present, CCAMLR was represented by the EU, NEAFC was
represented by Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland), and NAMMCO was represented by
Iceland.

The presence of the following NGOs which had been granted observer status was also acknowledged: the
Ecology Action Centre (EAC), the International Coalition of Fisheries Association (ICFA), the Sierra Club of
Canada (SCC) and World Wildlife Fund (WWF).

Appointment of Rapporteur

Ricardo Federizon, Fisheries Commission Coordinator (NAFO Secretariat), was appointed. The summary of
decisions and actions taken by the Fisheries Commission is presented in Annex 2.

Adoption of Agenda

Sub-items 10.11 “American plaice in Divisions 3LNO”, 10.12 "Northern shortfin squid in Subareas 3 + 4" and
15.2 "Conservation and Management of Sharks" were inserted (Annex 3).

Election of Vice-Chair
Sylvie Lapointe (Canada) was elected Vice-Chair.
Review of Commission Membership

The review of the Commission membership was conducted at the General Council session. It was noted that the
membership of the Fisheries Commission is currently twelve (12). All Contracting Parties have voting rights in
2010.

Guidance to STACTIC necessary for them to complete their work

The Chair of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC), Mads Trolle Nedergaard (Denmark,
in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) presented the results of STACTIC May 2010 intersessional
meeting (FC Doc 10/6). He reported on the progress of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures
Editorial Review Drafting Group, brought forward for clarification the issue of whether it should be permitted
to charter fishing possibilities from shared quotas, and outlined the pending proposals which would be further
discussed in this meeting.
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In response to a request made by the United States, STACTIC was instructed to look into the compliance of the
Contracting Parties with Article 17 of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NCEM) concerning
the management and conservation of sharks. It was noted that it has been five years now since these
management measures came into force.

The recommendations from the intersessional meeting would be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission
together with the recommendations from this Annual Meeting (see item 15).

11. Scientific Advice (Agenda items 7-8)

7. Presentation of scientific advice by the Chair of the Scientific Council

7.1

Scientific advice on fish stocks

The Scientific Council (SC) Chair, Ricardo Alpoim (EU), presented a summary of scientific advice to the
Fisheries Commission. He urged the Fisheries Commission to consult the relevant SCS documents for
the detailed comments of the SC when considering management and conservation measures of the fish
stocks. Details of the scientific advice for fish stocks are contained in SCS Doc 10/18 from the June 2010
Scientific Council meeting.

Updated advice for 2011 on shrimp, as well as responses to some other outstanding requests were
finalized by the SC after the commencement of the Fisheries Commission meeting and made available to
the meeting as addenda to FC Working Paper 10/1.

The following stocks were fully assessed. Below is the summary of the scientific advice and
recommendations for 2011:

o Shrimp in Division 3M. The 2009-2010 survey biomass index indicates the stock is around the Blim
proxy and remains in a state of impaired recruitment. To favour future recruitment, Scientific Council
reiterates its October 2009 recommendation for 2011 that the fishing mortality be set as close to zero
as possible.

o Shrimp in Divisions 3LNO. Based on the average fishable biomass, the following table shows
exploitation rates at various catch levels in 2011, including the last three catch options requested by
Fisheries Commission:

Catch options (t) 12,000 17,000 24,000 27,000 30,000
Exploitation rates 10% 14% 20% 22.5% 25%

At TACs of 24,000 t and above, the exploitation rate is estimated to be 20% or higher, which is well
beyond the range of previous exploitation rates in this fishery. Given recent declines in stock biomass,
catches at levels of 24 000 t and above are likely to result in further declines. Exploitation rates over the
period 2006 — 2008 have been near 14% and were followed by stock decline. Scientific Council
considers TAC options at 14% exploitation rate or higher to be associated with a relatively high risk of
continued stock decline. TACs lower than that will tend to reduce this risk in proportion to the reduction
in the exploitation rate. Scientific Council is not able to quantify the absolute magnitude of the risk
associated with alternative TAC options.

o Greenland halibut in Subarea 2 + Divisions 3KLMNO. SC noted that all year-classes which will
recruit to the exploitable biomass in the short-term are weak. Projections at the FO0.1 level indicate
about 10% growth in exploitable biomass over 2010-2014. Therefore, SC recommends that fishing
mortality in 2011 be no higher than the FO0.1 level (median catch of 14 600 t in 2011).

o American plaice in Divisions 3LNO. At F = 0 spawning stock biomass is estimated to increase and
there is a 50% probability that SSB will surpass Blim by 2012. Under Fcurrent and F0.1 the
population is estimated to grow more slowly and there is a less than 50% probability that SSB will
reach Blim by 2015. There should be no directed fishing on American plaice in Divs. 3LNO in 2011.
Bycatches of American plaice should be kept to the lowest possible level and restricted to unavoidable
bycatch in fisheries directing for other species.
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o Cod in Division 3M. Considering the relatively low number of mature individuals currently in the
stock, SC advises that a TAC lower than 10 000 t (approximate catch at FO.1), appears not to be
damaging the SSB that is currently well above Blim.

The following stocks were fully assessed including elaboration of scientific advice for 2011 and 2012:

o Redfish in Divisions 3LN. SC recommends that an appropriate TAC for 2011-2012 could be around
1/6 of Fmsy corresponding to a catch level of 6 000 t.

o Thorny skate in Divisions 3LNO. To promote recovery of thorny skate, SC recommends that catches
in 2011 and 2012 should not exceed 5 000 t (the average catch during the past three years) in NAFO
Divs. 3LNO.

The following stocks were fully assessed including elaboration of scientific advice for 2011, 2012, and
2013:

o Cod in Divisions 3NO. There should be no directed fishing for cod in Div. 3N and Div. 30 in 2011-
2013. Bycatches of cod should be kept to the lowest possible level and restricted to unavoidable
bycatch in fisheries directed for other species.

o Redfish in Division 30. The SC noted there is insufficient information on which to base predictions
of annual yield potential for this resource. SC is unable to advise on an appropriate TAC for 2011,
2012, and 2013.

o Witch flounder in Divisions 2J + 3KL. No directed fishing on witch flounder is recommended in the
years 2011 to 2013 in Divs. 2J, 3K and 3L to allow for stock rebuilding. Bycatches of witch flounder
in fisheries targeting other species should be kept at the lowest possible level.

o Northern shortfin squid in Subareas 3+4. SC advises that the TAC for 2011 to 2013 be set between
19 000 and 34 000 t.

On the following stocks, multi-year scientific advice was provided. The Scientific Council reviewed the
status of these stocks at the June 2010 meeting, and found no significant basis to alter the advice.
Accordingly, the Scientific Council reiterates the previous advice as follows:

o American plaice in Division 3M. SC recommended that there should be no directed fishery on this
stock in 2009, 2010 and 2011. Bycatch should be kept at the lowest possible level.

o Yellowtail flounder in Divisions 3LNO. SC recommended any TAC option up to 85% Fmsy for
2010 and 2011. SC noted that the yellowtail flounder fishery takes cod and American plaice as
bycatch. Hence, in establishing the TAC for yellowtail flounder, the impacts on Divs. 3NO cod and
Divs. 3LNO American plaice of any increase in yellowtail flounder TAC should be considered.

o Witch flounder in Divisions 3NO. No directed fishing on this stock in 2009, 2010 and 2011 to allow
for stock rebuilding. Bycatches in fisheries targeting other species should be kept at the lowest
possible level.

o White hake in Divisions 3NO. Catches in Divs. 3NO for 2010 and 2011 should not exceed the 2006-
2008 average annual catch level of 850 t. Catches in Subdivision 3Ps for 2010 and 2011 should not
exceed the 2006-2008 average annual catch level of 1 050 t.

o Capelin in Divisions 3NO. SC recommended no directed fishery in 2010-2011.

The SC Chair also presented advice on Sebastes mentella (oceanic redfish) which was formulated by SC
of its own accord: In June 2010, SC reviewed the ICES 2010 Advice to NEAFC for 2011 and supported the
conclusion and advice. The SC recognizes that the catches in the NAFO area will be taken from the shallow
pelagic stock, for which ICES advises no directed fishery.

On the following topics, the SC Chair referred to the specific sections of the SCS Doc 10/18 regarding the
SC response to the Special Request for Management Advice:

o The Precautionary Approach (Page 33 of SCS Doc 10/18)
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o Evaluation of Rebuilding and Recovery Plans (Pages 33-34 of SCS Doc 10/18)
o Measures to Reduce Bycatch (Page 34 of SCS Doc 10/18)

On the topic of Mesh Size in 3M Redfish Fishery, the SC concluded that the reduction of mesh size from
130 mm to not less than 90 mm for the pelagic redfish fishery appears not to be harmful to the Division 3M
redfish stock.

7.2 Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMEs) and other ecosystem considerations

o On fishing plans and initial assessments for evaluating Significant Adverse Impacts (SAls) on
VMEs. The SC Chair referred to the specific sections of the SCS Doc 10/18 regarding the SC
response to the Special Request for Management Advice (pages. 34 — 36 of the SCS Doc 10/18).

o On closed seamounts. SC concludes that the available information supports the designation of some
seamounts referred to in Article 15 of the NCEM as VMEs (pages 34-38 of SCS Doc 10/18).

7.3 Other issues (as determined by Scientific Council Chair)
There was no other issue presented.
7.4  Feedback to the Scientific Council regarding its work during this Meeting

Questions and enquiries for further clarification arose in response to the Scientific Council Chair’s
presentation, to which the Scientific Council prepared responses during the meeting. The questions from
the Fisheries Commission and the responses from the Scientific Council are compiled in Annex 4. The
questions concerned the designation of the six closed seamounts as VMEs vis-a-vis the FAO International
Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in the High Seas, and exploitation rates in other
shrimp fisheries.

8. Formulation of Request to the Scientific Council for Scientific Advice on the Management of Fish Stocks
in 2012 and on other matters

The Fisheries Commission adopted FC WP 10/19 (Revision 2) containing its request to the Scientific Council
for scientific advice on management in 2012 and beyond of certain stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 and on other
matters (Annex 5).

I11. Conservation of Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area (Agenda items 9-10)

The Quota Table for 2011 and the Effort Allocation Scheme for the Shrimp Fishery in NAFO Division 3M can be
found in Annex 6 of this Report. Allocation schemes on the following stocks are the same as in 2010.
9. Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area, 2011

9.1 Cod in Division 3M

It was agreed to set the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) at 10 000 t. FC WP 10/20 concerning bycatch
requirements on re-opened fisheries was adopted (Annex 7).

9.2 Redfish in Division 3M
It was agreed to set the TAC at 10 000 t, the same level as in 2010.
9.3 Shrimp in Division 3M
It was decided that fisheries for shrimp in this area shall not be permitted in 2011.

A footnote was inserted in Annex 1B of the NCEM: When the scientific advice estimates that the stock
shows sign of recovery, the fishery shall be re-opened in accordance with the effort allocation key in
place for this fishery at the time of the closure.

Iceland expressed that notwithstanding the closure of the fishery in 2011, it maintains its position against
the effort allocation scheme applied to this stock.
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Japan expressed that it is in favour of retaining the current management measures for 2011 because
shrimp in division 3M could not decline considering that the re-opened cod fishery in division 3M would
decrease the predation pressure on the shrimp.

Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) reserved its position on this decision, noting that
although they were willing to support a considerable decrease in fishing days, closing the fisheries for 3M
shrimp completely was considered too drastic a decision given that the fishery was at an all time low, the
cod quota in 3M was increasing, and data from the fishery was useful in the development of scientific
advice.

10. Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks Straddling National Fishing Limits, 2011

10.1

10.2

10.3

104

105

10.6

10.7

10.8

Cod in Divisions 3NO

It was agreed that there shall be no directed fishery in 2011, 2012 and 2013. The bycatch provisions of
Article 12, § 1.b) of the NCEM shall apply.

FC WP 10/14 Revised was adopted, creating a new Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists
on Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (Annex 8). One of its terms of reference is to conduct a
comprehensive review of the existing 3NO Cod Conservation Plan and Re-building Strategy.

Redfish in Divisions 3LN

It was agreed to set the TAC at 6 000 t applicable in 2011 and 2012. FC WP 10/20 concerning bycatch
requirements on re-opened fisheries was adopted (Annex 7).

Redfish in Division 30

It was agreed to set the TAC at 20 000 t, the same level as in 2010.

Pelagic Sebastes mentella (oceanic redfish) in the NAFO Convention Area

It was decided that the management measures applied to this stock in 2010 shall continue in 2011.

There were different views among Contracting Parties as to how existing management measures for this
stock should best be adapted with respect to the latest scientific advice and in the light of the fact that the
relevant Coastal States and NEAFC are endeavouring to develop appropriate management measures for
oceanic redfish.

Norway referred to the Scientific Council’s recognition of the ICES advice for 2011 for oceanic pelagic
redfish and in particular to the recommendation relating to shallow pelagic redfish. Norway recalled that
ICES had advised that no directed fishery should be conducted on this stock, and that bycatches in non-
directed fisheries should be kept as low as possible since the stock is at a very low state. Norway
expressed the view that management in the NAFO Regulatory Area should reflect this advice.

The Russian Federation tabled a statement (FC WP 10/16) reiterating its views regarding the need for
further scientific research to ensure scientific consensus on the stock structure of pelagic Sebastes
mentella in the Irminger Sea and adjacent waters, including the NAFO Convention Area.

Yellowtail flounder in Divisions 3SLNO
It was agreed to set the TAC at 17 000 t, the same level as in 2010.
Witch Flounder in Division 3L

It was agreed that there shall be no directed fishery in 2011, 2012 and 2013. The bycatch provisions of
Article 12, § 1.b) of the NCEM shall apply.

White hake in Divisions 3NO
It was agreed to set the TAC at 6 000 t, the same level as in 2010.
Thorny skate in Divisions 3LNO

It was decided to set the TAC at 12 000 t, the same level as in 2010. The TAC will be reviewed at the
next meeting.
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Following consultations with the United States, the EU tabled a proposal aimed at limiting the catch of
this stock in line with scientific advice, and Canada shared similar concerns. However, given that no
agreement could be reached amongst NAFO Contracting Parties on this issue, the EU, Canada and the
United States committed to continue efforts to ensure that catches do not exceed the scientific advice, to
develop measures to achieve this goal at the next Annual Meeting, and to request the NAFO Scientific
Council to advance and deepen the assessment of this stock.

10.9 Greenland halibut in Subarea 2 and Divisions 3KLMNO

The TAC for 2011 was set at 17 185t (12 734 t in Divisions 3LMNO) following the recommendation of
the FC Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy Evaluation (WGMSE).

10.9.1 Reports of the FC Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy Evaluation

The Co-Chair of the WGMSE Sylvie Lapointe (Canada) presented the recommendations of the
working group which met in January in Brussels and in May and September in Halifax (FC WP
10/7 Revision 2, Annex 9). The recommendations concern Management Strategy Evaluation
approach in establishing the TAC. The Fisheries Commission adopted the recommendations, and
specifically agreed on Management Strategy 2 with a starting TAC input value of 17 500 t in the
Harvest Control Rule, which resulted in the TAC of 17 185 t for 2011.

The Fisheries Commission commended the working group and expressed its thanks for the hard
work and accomplishments it made on the highly technical subject of Management Strategy
Evaluation.

10.10 Shrimp in Divisions 3LNO

It was agreed to set the TAC at 19 200 t. Fishing is confined to Division 3L. The allocation scheme of
2010 would be continued in 2011. The reservation of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and
Greenland) to the division of shares, which it does not recognize as an appropriate allocation, was noted.

A footnote in Annex IA of the NCEM (Quota Table) was inserted: For 2012, the TAC will be reduced to
17 000 t. This TAC will be reviewed based on the available Scientific Council advice on this stock.

10.11 American plaice in Divisions 3LNO

The Fisheries Commission agreed on an interim Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy for this stock
(FC WP 10/13 Revised, Annex 10).

FC WP 10/14 Revised was adopted, creating a new Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists
on Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (Annex 8). One of its terms of reference is to conduct a
comprehensive review of the interim 3LNO American plaice Conservation Plan and Re-building Strategy.

10.12 Northern shortfin squid in Subareas 3 + 4

It was agreed to continue existing measures until at least 2013, with a TAC of 34 000 t.
I1VV. Ecosystem Considerations (Agenda items 11 -13)

During deliberations on ecosystem considerations, reference was made to the side-event during the meeting which
featured a joint presentation by Canada and Spain on research results of the ongoing "NAFO Potential VVulnerable
Marine Ecosystem-Impacts of Deep-sea Fisheries" (NEREIDA) programme. The NEREIDA conducts
multidisciplinary research surveys on vulnerable ecosystems and the effects of fishing activities. The survey is
funded by EU-Spain, Canada, EU-United Kingdom and the Russian Federation. Specific objectives include
identifying organisms that constitute Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMEs), describing ecology of deep-sea
habitats studying distinct features in the area and developing a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database.
Deep-sea Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROVs) took video footage of both pristine coral areas and areas where
corals had been impacted by bottom contact gears.

The Contracting Parties expressed their appreciation of the significance of this programme in NAFO’s response to
the UNGA Resolution 61/105. Scientists and personnel involved in the programme were applauded for their work.
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Under this agenda item, the European Union proposed a resolution concerning the promotion of scientific research
on climate change and its potential effects on NAFO fishery resources. While the proposed text garnered general
support in principle, some Contracting Parties indicated that, given its late submission during the meeting, more time
was required to reflect on the specific aims and appropriate wording of such a proposal. It was agreed to return to
the matter at the next annual meeting.

11. Review of seamounts closure

12.

It was agreed to roll over for four years the existing measures on seamounts as stipulated in Article 15 of the
NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NCEM). This means that the six identified seamounts will
continue to be closed to all bottom fishing activities until December 31, 2014.

The Fisheries Commission instructed the Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on Vulnerable
Marine Ecosystems to review Aurticle 15 8 5-8 in conjunction with the review and update of Chapter Ibis of the
NCEM.

Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on VMEs (WGFMS)
The Fisheries Commission noted the report of the Ad Hoc WGFMS which met in May 2010 (FC Doc 10/4).

12.1 Recommendations from the May 2010 Meeting

Bill Brodie (Canada), Chair of the Ad Hoc Working Group, presented the recommendations from the
May 2010 meeting for adoption or consideration (FC WP 10/2, Revised, Annex 11):

a) revised Exploratory Fishery Data Collection Form

b) revised Article 5bis of the NCEM on Interim Encounter Provision
¢) map of existing fishing areas in the NAFO Regulatory area

d) updated Chapter Ibis of the NCEM

e) revised Article 4bis on Assessment of Bottom Fishing

The Fisheries Commission adopted Recommendations a) — d) and considered Recommendation e).

Regarding Recommendation a), the revised Exploratory Fishery Data Collection Form would be intended
for use during exploratory fishery in accordance with Article 5bis § 2(b) of the NCEM. The form captures
all the information required as stipulated in the template Data Collection Plan described in Annex XXV of
the NCEM.

Regarding Recommendation b), the amendment of Article 5bis enhances the reporting requirements on
Interim Encounter Provisions in existing fishing areas and new fishing areas.

Regarding Recommendation ¢), the map of existing fishing areas (footprint) is to be used and interpreted
according to Article 2bis of the NCEM.

Regarding Recommendation d), the update is a “housekeeping” task to remove or update out-dated
provisions in Chapter Ibis. The update did not include substantial changes in the Chapter.

Regarding Recommendation e), the Fisheries Commission considered the issues identified by the working
group concerning the requirements for the assessment of bottom fishing as provided in Article 4bis. A
proposal by the United States to amend the Article (FC WP 10/8 Revision 2, Annex 12) was brought
forward and adopted by the Fisheries Commission. The amended article elaborates what the assessment
should address.

Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) urged that in the further refinement of
assessment procedures, attention should be given to ensuring that their implementation is practical, both
for the relevant national authorities and for the industry.

In adopting the proposals, the Fisheries Commission commended the working group and expressed its
thanks for the hard work and accomplishments. It also expressed its appreciation and thanks to the
Secretariat which undertook the complex task of preparing the composite footprint map based on the
submissions from the Contracting Parties.
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Future of the Ad Hoc WGFMS

The Fisheries Commission agreed that the working group should continue. In adopting FC WP 10/10
Revised (Annex 13), the “ad hoc” nature of the working group was removed and new terms of reference
were defined.

13. Multi-species interactions

13.1

Sea turtle — fisheries interactions

At the 2006 Annual Meeting, the Fisheries Commission adopted “Resolution to Reduce Sea Turtle Mortality
in NAFO Fishing Operations”. A progress report was submitted to FAO in December 2008 on NAFQO's
implementation of the Resolution.

The Secretariat presented a summary of the submissions of the Contracting Parties on their progress on the
implementation since the last report (FC WP 10/6 Revised and Addendum). It was noted that either the
fleets of the Contracting Parties did not encounter sea turtles in their fishing operations over the last two
years, or the Contracting Parties did not have any new significant information to report. It was decided to
send a progress report to FAO only when new significant information becomes available. The Contracting
Parties were urged to update the Secretariat on this matter.

13.2 Marine mammal — fisheries interactions

Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) referred to the report of the NAFO observer to the
NAMMCO 19™ meeting (GC WP 10/2) and in particular drew attention to the on-going work through the
NAMMCO Scientific Committee to develop ecosystem models which can better describe the interactions
between marine mammals and fish as a basis for improved management of all relevant marine resources.
This work is likely to represent a major step forward in this field on a global scale. It will run over 2-3 years
to progress work towards using ecosystem-based management of marine resources, including marine
mammals, in the North Atlantic region. Four different models will be applied in two geographical regions:
the Barents Sea and the waters around Iceland.

It was agreed that this item will be retained on the agenda for future meetings.

V. Conservation and Enforcement Measures (Agenda items 14 -15)

14. Review of Chartering Arrangements

15.

A report on chartering arrangements was presented by the NAFO Secretariat (FC WP 10/3). There were five
charter arrangements made during 2009 and three arrangements during January-September 2010. The Secretariat
noted full compliance with all the chartering requirements stipulated in Article 19 of the NCEM.

Reports of STACTIC (from May 2010 intersessional meeting and current Annual Meeting)

The May 2010 intersessional meeting report was presented under item 6. The STACTIC Chair presented the
results of the STACTIC Report (see Part Il of this Report). As instructed, STACTIC also evaluated Contracting
Parties” compliance with Article 17 concerning shark management.

151

15.2

Charter of fishing possibilities from quota allocations shared by other Contracting Parties

On the clarification sought by STACTIC (see item 6), the Fisheries Commission confirmed that chartering
of fishing possibilities from quota allocations shared by other Contracting Parties should not be allowed.
Conservation and Management of Sharks

STACTIC advised that there were no identified compliance issues related to the provisions of NAFO
CEM Article 17 on sharks and that it would reflect further on potential reporting improvements with the
view to enhancing the provisions of Article 17.

15.3 Recommendations

The following recommendations from the May 2010 intersessional meeting and this Meeting were
forwarded to the Fisheries Commission:

a) Duration of Inspection (STACTIC 09/20, Annex 14)
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b) Inspection Party Composition (STACTIC WP 09/21 Revised 2, Annex 15)

c) Chartering Arrangements (STACTIC WP 10/8 Revision 2, Annex 16)

d) Daily Communication of Catches (STACTIC WP 10/9 Revision 5, Annex 17)

e) Notification Requirements (STACTIC WP 10/10, Annex 18)

) Report on Infringements — Article 42 (STACTIC WP 10/11 Revised 2, Annex 19)
g) Report on Infringements — Template (STACTIC WP 10/19 Revised, Annex 20)
h) PSC 3 Form (STACTIC WP 10/23, Annex 21)

i) Shrimp Strengthening Bag (STACTIC WP 10/24 Revised, Annex 22)

j) Delisting Procedure for lUU Vessels (STACTIC WP 10/36 Revised, Annex 23)
K) Product Labelling (STACTIC WP 10/37, Annex 24)

The Fisheries Commission adopted all recommendations. In addition, the Fisheries Commission accepted the
Annual Compliance Review 2010 (STACTIC WP 10/26, Annex 25).

V1. Closing Procedure (Agenda items 16 - 18)

Time and Place of the Next Meeting
This decision was deferred to the General Council.
Other Business

The Fisheries Commission expressed serious concerns about the delay in the provision of updated advice on
shrimp from the Scientific Council. The updated advice was provided in the afternoon on the second day of the
meeting, resulting in inadequate time for Contracting Parties to consult their respective governments and
stakeholders. While acknowledging that current schedules of SC and FC meetings and the timing of shrimp
research surveys contributed to the delay, the Fisheries Commission strongly urged the Scientific Council to
endeavour to make the updated advice available at the latest one week prior to the start of the Annual Meeting.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 1530 hrs on Friday, 24 September 2010.
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Fuglholt, Rasmus, Head of Section, Government of Greenland, Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting and Agriculture, Postbox
269, DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland

Phone: +299 34 53 16 — Fax: +299 32 52 87 — E-mail: rafu@nanog.gl

Gaardlykke, Meinhard, Adviser, Faroe Islands Fisheries Inspection, Yviri vid Strond 3, P. O. Box 1238, FO-110
Torshavn, Faroe Islands

Phone: +298 311065 — Fax: +298 313981 — E-mail: meinhardg@fve.fo

Jorgensbye Hansen, Helle I. @. Head of Section, Gronlands Fiskerilicenskontrol, Government of Greenland, Postbox
501, DK-3900Nuuk, Greenland

Phone: +299 345000 — Fax: +299 324704 — E-mail: hhan@nanog.qgl

Joensen, J6han, 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

Joensen, Jogvan Martin F., Project Development Manager, P/F Thor, FO 420 Hosvik, Faroe Islands

Phone: +298 42 25 03 — Fax: +298 42 23 83 — E-mail: jm@thor.fo

Sanderson, Kate, (NAFO FC Chair), Director, Department of Oceans and Environment, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Tinganes, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe Islands

Phone: + 298 30 61 37 — Fax: +298 30 61 05 — E-mail: kates@mfa.fo

Trolle Nedergaard, Mads, Fiskerilicensinspektor, Head of Department, Gronlands Fiskerilicenskontrol, Postbox 501,
DK-3900 Nuuk, Greenland

Phone: +299 345377 — Fax: +299 323235 — E-mail: mads@nanog.gl
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Wang, Ulla Svarrer, Special Adviser, Ministry of Fisheries, Heykavegur 6, P. O. Box 347, FO-110 Torshavn, Faroe
Islands
Phone: + 298 35 32 42 — Fax: +298 35 30 37 — E-mail: ulla.svarrer.wang@fisk.fo

EUROPEAN UNION
Head of Delegation

Grimaud, Vincent, Head of Unit, International Affairs, Law of the Sea and Regional Fisheries Organisations, European
Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, Rue Joseph 11, 99, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium
Phone: +32 2 296 3320 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: vincent.grimaud@ec.europa.eu

Alternate

Kordecka, Aleksandra, International Relations Officer, International Affairs, Law of the Sea and Regional Fisheries
Organizations, European Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE.B.1), 200
Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 297 4070 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: aleksandra.kordecka@ec.europa.eu

Advisers

Nielsen, Rikke, International Relations Officer, European Commission, International Affairs, Law of the Sea and
Regional Fisheries Organisations, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Rue Joseph 11, 99 (03/34),
B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: + 32 2 299 9711 — Fax: +32 2 297 95 42 — E-mail: rikke.nielsen@ec.europa.eu

Gray, Alan, International Relations Assistant, International and Regional Agreements, European

Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs (DG MARE.B.1), Rue Joseph I, 99,

BE-1000 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 299 0077 — Fax: +32 2 295 5700 — E-mail: alan.gray@ec.europa.eu

Duarte, Rafael, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Rue Joseph

I, 79 (02/217), B-1049, Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 299 0955 — E-mail: rafael.duarte@ec.europa.eu

Lansely, Jon, European Commission, Directorate General for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs (DG MARE.B.1), Rue
Joseph 1, 99, BE-1000 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: + 32 2 — Fax: +32 2 — E-mail: jon.lansley@ec.europa.eu

Pagliarani, Giuliano, Administration Officer-NAFO Coordinator, Fisheries Control in International Waters, European
Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, Rue Joseph 11, 99 (01/062), B-1049, Brussels,
Belgium

Phone: +32 2 296 3834 — Fax: +32 2 296 2338 — E-mail: giuliano.pagliarani@ec.europa.eu

Spezzani, Aronne, European Commission, Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, 99 Rue Joseph I1,
B-1049, Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 295 9629 — Fax: +32 2 296 2338 — E-mail: aronne.spezzani@ec.europa.eu

Kingston, Fred, Senior Adviser, Economic and Commercial Affairs Section, Delegation of the European Union to
Canada, 1900-150 Metcalfe St., Ottawa, Ontario, Canada K2P 1P1

Phone: +613 563 6358 — Fax: +613 238 5191 — E-mail: fred.kingston@ec.europa.eu
de la Corte, Gloria, Council of the European Union, General Secretariat, DG-BIII-Fisheries, Rue de la Loi 175, B-
1048 Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 281 6561 — Fax: +32 2 285 6910 — E-mail: gloria.delacorte@consilium.europa.eu
Babcionis, Genadijus, Desk Manager, CFCA, Apartado de Correos 771 — E-36200 — Vigo, Spain

Phone: +34 986 12 06 40 — E-mail: genadijus.babcionis@cfca.europa.eu
Roegiers, Barbara, European Policy Adviser, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Agriculture and Fisheries Policy
Division, Flemish Government, Koning Albert 11-laan 35 bus 40, B-1030 Brussels

Phone: +32 2 552 7956 — Fax: +32 2 552 7921 - E-mail: barbara.roegiers@Iv.vlaanderen.be
Grosmann, Meit, Leading Inspector, Environmental Inspectorate, Dept. of Fisheries Protection, Kopli 76, 10416
Tallinn

Phone: +372 696 2218 — Fax: +372 696 2237 — Email: meit.grosmann@kki.ee
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Martin, Kaire, Counsellor, Permanent Representation of Estonia to the European Union, Rue Guimard 11/13, 1040
Brussels, Belgium

Phone: +32 2 227 4356 — E-mail: kaire.martin.@mfa.ee
Sirp, Silver, 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
Tamme, Toomas, Attorney —at-Law, Alvin, Rodl & Partner, Advokaadibiiroo OU, Law Office, Roosikrantsi 2, 10119
Tallinn

Phone: +372 6 110 810 — Fax: +372 6 110 811 — E-mail: toomas.tamme@roedl.ee
Vilhjalmsson, Hjalmar, Estonian Long Distance Fishing Association, Veerenni 39, 10138 Tallin

Phone: +354 588 7663 — Fax: +354 588 7610 — E-mail: hjalmar@reyktal.is
Yngvason, Ottar, Director, Reyktal AS, Veerenni 39, 10138 Tallin

Phone: +372 6276 552 — Fax: +372 6276 555— E-mail: ottar@iec.is
Fairise, Nicolas, Chargé de mission, Affaires internationales, Ministére de I’alimentation, de I’agriculture et de la
péche, 3, place de Fontenoy 75700 Paris 07 SP

Phone: +33 1 49 55 53 55 — Fax: +33 1 49 55 82 00 — E-mail: nicolas.fairise@agriculture.gouv.fr
Mahg, Jean-Claude, IFREMER, Station de Lorient, 8, rue Francois Toullec, 56100 Lorient

Phone: +33 2 9787 3818 — Fax: +33 2 9787 3801 — E-mail: jcmahe@ifremer.fr
Renwrantz, Leonie, Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, Div. 614-Sea Fisheries
Management and Control, IWC, Rochusstrabe 1, D-53123 Bonn

Phone: +49 228 99 529 4124 — Fax: +49 228 99 529 4084 — E-mail: leonie.renwrantz@bmelv.bund.de
Gretarsson, Haraldur, Geschaftsfuhrer, Deutsche Fischfang-Union GmbH & Co. KG, Bei der Alten Liebe 5, 27472
Cuxhaven

Phone: +47 21 7079 20 — Fax: +47 21 7079 29 — E-mail: hg@dffu.de
Riekstins,Normunds, Director of Fisheries Department, Ministry of Agriculture, 2, Republikas laukums, LV-1010
Riga

Phone: +371 6732 3877 — Fax: +371 6733 4892 — E-mail: normunds.riekstins@zm.gov.lv
Labanauskas, Aivaras, Deputy Director, Fisheries Department, Ministry of Agriculture, J. Lelevelio str. 6, LT-01031
Vilnius-25

Phone: +370 5 2398 403 — Fax: +370 5 2391 176 — E-mail: aivaras@zum.lt
Dybiec, Leszek, Counsellor to the Minister, Fisheries Dept., Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, 30,
Wspolna St., 00-930 Warsaw

Phone: +48 22 623 2214 — Fax: +48 22 623 2204 — E-mail: leszek.dybiec@minrol.gov.pl
Szemioth, Bogslaw, 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
Apolinario, Jose, Director-General, Direccao-Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Avenida da Brasilia, 1449-030 Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 303 5886 — Fax: +351 21 303 5965 — E-mail: japolinario@dgpa.min-agricultura.pt
Batista, Emilia, Directora de Servicos, Departamento dos Recursos, Direccao Geral das Pescas e Aquicultura, Avenida
da Brasilia, 1449-030 Lisbon

Phone: +351 742 3629 — Fax: +351 21 303 5922 — E-mail: ebatista@dgpa.min-agriculture.pt
Alpoim, Ricardo, Instituto Nacional dos Recuros Bioldgicos, I. P. INRB/IPIMAR, Av. de Brasilia,

1449-006 Lisbon

Phone: +351 21 302 7000 — Fax: +351 21 301 5948 — E-mail: ralpoim@ipimar.pt
Avila de Melo, Antonio, Instituto Nacional dos Recuros Biolégicos, I. P. INRB/IPIMAR, Av. de Brasilia,
1449-006 Lisbon

Phone: +351 21 302 7000 — Fax: +351 21 301 5948 — E-mail: amelo@ipimar.pt
Franca, Pedro, Administrador, Grupo Miradouro, Av Pedro Alvares Cabral, Apart 9, 3834-908 Gafanha da Nazare,
Ilhavo

Phone: +934 050 170 — Fax +934 364 450 — E-mail: pedrofranca@frip.pt
Schiappa Cabral, Antonio, Secretario-Geral, A.D.A.P.l., Rua General Gomes d’Araijo, Edificio Vasco da Gama,
1399-005 Lishon

Phone: +351 21 397 2094 — Fax: +351 21 397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt
Taveira da Mota, Jose, A.D.A.P.1., Rua General Gomes d’Araijo, Edificio Vasco da Gama, 1399-005, Lisbon
Phone: +351 21 397 2094 — Fax: +351 21 397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt




133

Machado Paiao, Anibal, Director, A.D.A.P.l.-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 21397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt.

Vaz Pais, Luis, A.D.A.P.l., Rua General Gomes d’Araijo, Edificio Vasco da Gama, 1399-005 Lisbon

Phone: +351 21 397 2094 — Fax: +351 21 397 2090 — E-mail: adapi.pescas@mail.telepac.pt

Augusto Vieira, César, Armador, Apartado 4, Gafanha da Nazare, 3834-908 Ilhavo

Phone: +351 234 364 355 — Fax: +351 234 364 350 — E-mail: gsv@sapo.pt
Polanco Mata, Alejandro, Director General de Recursos Pesqueros y Acuicultura, Secretaria General del Mar,
C/Velazquez, 144, 28006 Madrid

Phone: +34 91 347 60 30 / 31 — Fax: +34 91 347 60 32 — E-mail: apolanco@marm.es
Alonso Frayle, Mercedes, Subdirectora General de Acuerdos y Organizaciones Regionales de Pesca, Direccion General
de Recursos Pesqueros y Acuicultura, Velazquez, 144, 28006 Madrid

Phone: +34 91 347 6040 — Fax: +34 91 347 6042 — E-mail: malonsof@marm.es

Mancebo Robledo, C. Margarita, Jefa de Area de Relaciones Pesqueras Internacionales, S. G. de Acuerdos y
Organizaciones Regionales de Pesca, Direccion General de Recursos Pesueros y Acuicultura, Secretaria General del
Mar, C/Veldzquez, 144, 28006 Madrid

Phone: +34 91 347 61 29 — Fax: +34 91 347 60 42 — E-mail: cmancebo@mapya.es
Chamizo Catalan, Carlos, Head of Fisheries Inspection Division, Secretariat General de Pesca Maritima, Ministerio
de Medio Ambiente, y Medio Rural y Marino, Velazquez, 144, 28006 Madrid

Phone: +34 91 347 8313 — Fax: +34 91 347 1512 — E-mail: cchamizo@mapya.es
de Cardenas, Enrique, Secretariat General del Mar, Ministerio de Medio Ambiente y Medio Rural y Marino,
Velazquez, 144, 28006 Madrid

Phone: +34 91 347 6110 — Fax: +34 91 347 6037 — E-mail: edecarde@mapya.es
Gonzalez-Costas, Fernando, Instituto Espanol de Oceanografia, Aptdo 1552, E-36280 Vigo (Pontevedra), Spain
Phone: +34 9 8649 2239 — E-mail: fernando.gonzalez@vi.ieo.es
Vazquez, Antonio, 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

Morales Vila, Jose, Subdirector General de Ordenacion de los Recursos Marinos, Xunta de Galicia, Conselleria do
Mar, Rua do Vilino, 63-65, 15703 Santiago de Compostela

Phone: +34 981 957 036 — Fax: +34 981 545 025 — E-mail: jose.molares.vila@xunta.es
Fuertes Gamundi, Jose, Director Gerente, Cooperativa de Armadores de Pesca del Puerto de Vigo, S. Coop. Ltda.,
ANAMER-ANAVAR-AGARBA, Puerto Pesquero, Apartado 1.078, 36200 Vigo

Phone: +34 986 43 38 44 — Fax: +34 986 43 92 18 — E-mail: direccion@arvi.org

Liria Franch, Juan Manuel, Vicepresidente, Confederacién Espafiola de Pesca, C/Velazquez, 41, 4° C, 28001
Madrid

Phone: +34 91 432 34 89 — Fax: + 34 91 435 52 01 — E-mail: jmliria@cepesca.com

Lopez, Ivan, Pesquera Ancora S.L., C/Peru, 1-2B, 36202, Vigo

Phone: +34 986 441012 — Fax: +34 986 229343 — E-mail: ivan.lopez@pesqueraancora.com
Gandon Sotelo, Joaquin, Managing Director, Hermanos Gandon, S.A., Salgueiron, 9, 36940 Cangas

Phone: + 34 986 39 20 20 — Fax: +34 986 39 26 26 — E-mail: Joaguin@hermanosgandon.com

Iriondo, Miguel, Presidente, ARBAC, Tomas A. Alonso, 285 — 1, Apartado 2.037, 36208 Vigo

Phone: +34 986 202 404 — Fax: +34 986 203 921 — E-mail: ARBAC@mundo-r.com

Duran Gonzalez, Jose L., Secretario Gral. ARBAC, Tomas A. Alonso, 285 — 1, Apartado 2.037, 36208 Vigo
Phone: +34 986 202 404 — Fax: +34 986 203 921 — E-mail: ARBAC@mundo-r.com

Molares Montenergro, Jose Carlos, ARBAC, Tomas A. Alonso, 285 — 1, Apartado 2.037, 36208 Vigo

Phone: +34 986 202 404 — Fax: +34 986 203 921 — E-mail: ARBAC@mundo-r.com
Alvarez, Alejandro, Av. Camelias 52, 4°A, 3621 Vigo, Spain

Phone: +34 636481100 — Fax: +34 986 209505 — E-mail: albri@albri.com
Carroll, Andy, Sea Fisheries Conservation Div., Dept. For Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Area D, 2™ Floor,
Nobel House, London SW1P 3JR

Phone: +44 (0)20 7238 4656 — Fax: +44 (0)20 7238 4699 — E-mail: andy.carroll@defra.gsi.gov.uk
Atkins, Nigel (info please)

E-mail: nigel.atkins@ukfisheries.net
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FRANCE (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon)

Head of Delegation

Artano, Stéphane, President du Conseil Territorial de Saint-Pierre-et-Miquelon, B.P. 4208, Place Monseigneur-Maurer

97500 Saint Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: + 06 32 384378 — Fax: + 508 41 04 79 — E-mail: president@cg975.fr

Advisers
de Beauregard, Guillaume, Administrateur des affaires maritimes, Chef du service, 1, rue Gloanec, B.P. 4206,
97500 Saint Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: +508 41 15 36 — Fax: +508 41 48 34 — E-mail: guillaume.de-beauregard@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
Bigorgne, Matthias, Ministére de I’alimentation, de I’agriculture et de la péche, 3 place de Fontenoy, 75700 Paris 07
SP
Phone: +33 1 49 55 53 55 — Fax: +33 1 49 55 82 00 — E-mail: matthias.bigorgne@agriculture.gouv.fr
Detcheverry, Bruno, Directeur General, S.N.P.M., 11, rue Georges Daguerre, BP 4262, 97500 St. Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: +508 41 08 80 — Fax: +508 41 0889 — E-mail: bruno.detcheverry@edcmiquelon.com
Goraguer, Herle, IFREMER, Station de St. Pierre, BP 4240, 97500 St. Pierre et Miquelon
E-mail: hgorague@ifremer.fr
Laurent-Monpetit, Christiane, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, Ministere de I’Interieur, de I’Outre-Mer et
Des Collectivites Territoriales, 27, rue Oudinot, 75358 Paris 07SP
Phone: +53 69 24 66 — Fax: +53 69 20 65 — E-mail: christiane.laurent-monpetit@outre-mer.gouv.fr
Deschamps, Frederique, Comite des 134urmansk134 halieutiques (CRH), BP 1748, 34, Rue Maréchal Foch, 97500
Saint-Pierre et Miquelon
Phone: +05 08 413697 — E-mail: freddeschamps2001@yahoo.fr

ICELAND

Head of Delegation

Freyr Helgason, Kristjan, Special Advisor, Department of Resource Management, Ministry of Fisheries and

Agriculture, Skulagata 4, 150 Reykjavik
Phone: +354 545 8300 — Fax: +354 552 1160 — E-mail: kristjan.freyr.helgason@slr.stjr.is

Advisers

Thormar, Anna, Quota Allocations Department, Directorate of Fisheries, Dalshrauni 1, 220 Hafnarfjordur

Phone: +354 569 7900 — Fax: +354 569 7991 — E-mail: annatho@fiskistofa.is

Geirsson, Gylfi, CDR Senior Grade, Icelandic Coast Guard, Skogarhlid 14, 105 Reykjavik

Phone: +354 545 2000/545 2071 — Fax: +354 545 2040 — E-mail: gylfi@Ihg.is

Gislason, Hjortur, Federation of Icelandic Fishing Vessels Owners, Ogurvik Fishing Export Co. Ltd., Tysgata 1 — 101
Reykjavik

Phone : +354 552 5466 — Fax : +354 552 8863 — E-mail : hjortur@ogunvik.is

JAPAN

Head of Delegation

lino, Kenro, Special Adviser to the Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku,

Tokyo 100-8907
Phone: +81 3 3502 8460 — Fax: +81 3 3591 0571 — E-mail: keniino@hotmail.com

Advisers

Hatori, Tatsuya, Fisheries Inspection Officer, Far Seas Fisheries Division, Fisheries Agency, Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-8907

Phone: +81 3 3502 8111 ext. 6726 — Fax: + 81 3 3591 5824 — E-mail: tatsuya_hatori@nm.maff.go.jp

Onodera, Akiko, Fishery Division, Economic Affairs Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2-2-1 Kasumigaseki,
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-8919

Phone: +81 3 5501 8000 ext. 3666; Fax: +81 3 5501 8332; email: akiko.onodera@mofa.go.jp
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Takagi, Noriaki, Director, Executive Secretary, Japan Overseas Fishing Association, NK-Bldg., 6F, 3-6 Kanda Ogawa-
cho, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 101-0052
Phone: +81 3 3291 8508 — Fax: + 81 3 3233 3267 — E-mail: noritakagi@jdsta.or.jp

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Head of Delegation

Yang, Ho Seop, Deputy Director, Distant Water Fishery Industry Division, Ministry for Food, Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries, 88, Gwanmum, Gwacheon-si, Gyeonggi-do, 427-719
Phone: +82 2 500 2400 — Fax: +82 2 503 9104 — E-mail: gksek@korea.kr

Advisers

Cho, Yang Sik, Assistant Manager, International Affairs Dept. 2, Korea Overseas Fisheries Association (KOFA), 6fl,
Samho Center Bldg. A, 275-1, Yangja —Dong, SeoCho-Ku, Seoul

Phone: +82 2 589 1617 — Fax: +82 2 589 1630 — E-mail: mild@kosfa.org

Kim, Soo Jin, Senior Researcher, Fisheries Policy Research Dept., Korea Maritime Institute (KMI), BKS Media-Center
13F, #1652, Sangam-Dong, Mapo-Gu, Seoul, 121-270

Phone: +82 2 2105 2907 — Fax: +82 2 2105 2859 — E-mail: soojin@kmi.re.kr

NORWAY
Head of Delegation

Holst, Sigrun M., Deputy Director General, Ministry of Fisheries and Coastal Affairs, Dept. of Marine Resources and
Coastal Management, P. O. Box 8118 Dep. NO-0032 Oslo
Phone: +47 22 24 65 76 — Fax: +47 22 24 95 85 — E-mail: sigrun.holst@fkd.dep.no

Advisers

Barstad, Webjarn, Head of Department, Norwegian Fishing Vessel Owners Association, P.O. Box 67 Sentrum, 6001
Aalesund

Phone: +47 70 10 14 60 — Fax: +47 70 10 14 80 — E-mail: webjorn@fiskebat.no

Hvingel, Carsten, Research Scientist, Institute of Marine Research, P. O. Box 6404, N-9294 Tromsg

Phone: +47 77 60 9750 — +47 77 60 9701 — E-mail: carstenh@imr.no

Johnsen, Stein-Aage, Senior Legal Adviser, Resource Management Dept., Directorate of Fisheries, P. O. Box 2009
Nordnes, NO-5817 Bergen

Phone: +47 55 23 80 00 / 8124 — Fax: +47 55 23 80 90 — E-mail: stein-age.johnsen@fiskeridir.no

Palmason, Snorri Runar, Adviser, Fisheries Regulations Section, Directorate of Fisheries, P. O. Box 2009 Nordnes,
NO-5817 Bergen

Phone: +47 55 23 80 00 / 8394 — Fax: +47 55 23 80 90 — E-mail: snorri.palmason@fiskeridir.no

Pedersen, Richard, Royal Norwegian Embassy, 2720-34" Street NW, Washington, DC, 20008, USA

Phone: +47 9161 3157 — E-mail: richard.pedersen@mfa.no

Sira, Inger Helene, Higher Executive Officer, Ministry of Fisheries and Coastal Affairs, Dept. of Marine Resources and
Coastal Management, P. O. Box 8118 Dep. NO-0032 Oslo

Phone: +47 22 24 64 68 — Fax: +47 22 24 95 85 — E-mail: ihs@fkd.dep.no

RUSSIAN FEDERATION
Head of Delegation

Terpelyuk, Grigoriy, Head of Fish Protection Dept., Russian Federation, Federal Agency for Fisheries,
Rozhdestvensky blvd. 12, Moscow 107996
Phone: +7 495 621 3512 — Fax: +7 495 628 7644 — E-mail: terpelyuk@fishcom.ru
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Advisers

Agalakov, Vadim, Chief State Inspector, State Port Control and Convention Areas Div., Barents-Belomorsk
Territorial Directorate of the Federal Agency for Fisheries of the Russian Federation, str. Kominterna 7, 183038
Murmansk
Phone: +7 815 2 798 116 — Fax: +7 815 2 451 945 — E-mail: 136urmansk@bbtu.ru
Babayan, Vladimir, Head, Fisheries Bioresources System Analysis Research Laboratory, Russian Federal Research
Institute of Fisheries and Oceanography (VNIRO), 17, V. Krasnoselskaya, Moscow 107140
Phone/Fax: +8 499 264 8974 — Fax: +8 499 264 8974 — E-mail: vbabayan@vniro.ru
Egochina, Victoria, Chief Interpreter, International Cooperation Dept., Polar Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and
Oceanography (PINRO), 6, Knipovich Street, Murmansk 183031
Phone: + 7 815 247 4963 — Fax: + 7 8152 47 33 31 — E-mail: egochina@pinro.ru
Gorchinsky, Konstantin, Senior Expert, Barents-Belomorsk Territorial Directorate of the Federal Agency for Fisheries
of the Russian Federation, str. Kominterna 7, 183038 Murmansk
Phone: +7 815 2 450 268 — Fax: +7 815 2 451 945 — E-mail: k_gor@rambler.ru
Mishin, Vasily, First Deputy Director, Polar Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and Oceanography (PINRO), 6,
Knipovich Street, Murmansk 183038
Phone: +7 8152 47 36 66 — Fax: +7 8152 47 33 31 — E-mail: mishin@pinro.ru
Pavlenko, Alexander, Polar Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and Oceanography (PINRO), 6, Knipovich Street,
Murmansk 183038
Sedykh, Olga, Deputy Head of International Law Division, International Cooperation Department, Russian Federation,
Federal Agency for Fisheries, Rozhdestvensky blvd. 12, Moscow 107996
Phone: + 7 495 621 3180 — Fax: +7 495 621 9594 — E-mail: so@fishcom.ru
Skryabin, llya, Scientist, North Atlantic Laboratory, Polar Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and Oceanography
(PINRO), 6 Knipovich St., Murmansk 183763
Phone: +7 8152 45 0568 — E-mail: skryabin@pinro.ru
Tairov, Temur, Representative of the Federal Agency for Fisheries of the Russian Federation in Canada, 47 Oceanview
Drive, Bedford, NS, Canada B4A 4C4
Phone: +902 832 9225 — E-mail: rusfish@ns.sympatico.ca

Volkov, Victor, Deputy Head, Western Branch of FGU “Center for Fisheries Monitoring”, Tralovaya str., 43,
Murmansk, 183038
Phone: +7 8152 474626 — Fax: +7 8152 474852 — E-mail: volkov@mrcm.ru

UKRAINE
Head of Delegation

Saldo, Irina, Head of the International Integration Division, International Cooperation Dept., State Committee for
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Annex 2. Record of Decisions and Actions by the Fisheries Commission
(Annual Meeting 2010)

Substantive Issues (Agenda item):

Decision/Action:

4. Election of Vice-Chair

Elected Sylvie Lapointe (Canada) as Vice-Chair.

7. Scientific Advice

Noted Scientific Council Chair’s presentation of the scientific
advice.

8. Formulation of Request to the Scientific
Council for Scientific Advice on the
Management of Fish Stocks in 2012

Adopted FC WP 10/19 (Revision 2).

9 Management and Technical Measures for | (see 2011 Quota Table)
Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area, 2010
9.1 Cod in Division 3M TAC was set at 10 000 t.

Adopted FC WP 10/20 concerning bycatch requirements.

9.2 Redfish in Division 3M

TAC was set at 10 000 t, same level as in 2010.

9.3 Shrimp in Division 3M

Decided that fisheries for shrimp in this area should not be
permitted in 2011.

Inserted footnote in Annex 1B of the NCEM: When the scientific
advice estimates that the stock shows sign of recovery, the fishery

shall be re-opened in accordance with the effort allocation key in
place for this fishery at the time of the closure.

10. Management of Technical Measures for
Fish Stocks Straddling National Fishing
Limits, 2010

(see 2011Quota Table)

10.1 Cod in Div. 3NO

No directed fishery. Applicable until 2013.

Created a new Working Group (FC WP 10/14 Revised), one of its

term of reference is to conduct a comprehensive review of the
existing 3NO Cod Conservation Plan and Re-Building Strategy.

10.2 Redfish in Div. 3LN

TAC was set at 6 000 applicable for 2011 and 2012.
Adopted FC WP 10/20 concerning bycatch requirements.

10.3 Redfish in Divisions 30

TAC was set at 20 000 t, same level as in 2010.

10.4 Pelagic Sebastes mentella (oceanic
redfish) in the NAFO Convention
Area

Decided that management measures applied to this stock in 2010
shall continue in 2011.

10.5 Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LNO

TAC was set at 17 000 t, same level as in 2010.

10.6 Witch flounder in Div. 3L

No directed fishery. Applicable until 2013.

10.7 White hake in Divisions 3NO

TAC was set at 6 000 t, same level as in 2010.
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10.8 Thorny skate in Divisions 3LNO

TAC was set at 12 000 t, same level as in 2010.
Agreed to review the TAC at the next meeting.

10.9 Greenland halibut in Subarea 2 and
Divisions 3SKLMNO

TAC was setat 17 185t (12 734 t in Div 3LMNO) following the
recommendation of the WGMSE.

10.9.1 Reports of the FC Working
Group on Greenland Halibut
Management Strategy Evaluation

Adopted FC WP 10/7 Revision 2 concerning the WGMSE
recommendations on Management Evaluation Strategy approach in
establishing TAC, specifically agreed on Management Strategy 2
with a starting TAC input value of 17 500 t in the Harvest Control
Rule which resulted to the TAC of 17 185 t for 2011.

10.10 Shrimp in Divisions 3LNO

TAC was set at 19 200 t. Fishing is confined to Div 3L.Allocation
scheme is maintained. The reservation of Denmark (in respect of the
Faroe Islands and Greenland) on the allocation scheme was noted.

Inserted footnote in Annex 1A of the NCEM: For 2012, the TAC
will be reduced to 17 000 t. This TAC will be reviewed based on
available Scientific Council advice on this stock.

10.11 American plaice in Div. 3LNO

Adopted FC WP 10/13 Revised concerning an interim
Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy for this stock.

Created a new Working Group (FC WP 10/14 Revised), one of its
term of reference is to conduct a comprehensive review of the
interim 3LNO American plaice Conservation Plan and Re-
Building Strategy.

10.12 Squid (lllex) in Subareas 3 and 4

TAC was set at 34 000 t. Applicable until 2013.

11. Review of Seamounts

Agreed to rollover until 2014 the existing measures on seamounts as
stipulated in Article 15 of the NCEM.

Instructed the WGFMS to review Article 15 in conjunction with the
review and update of Chapter Ibis of the NCEM.

12. Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of
Fishery Managers and Scientists on VMEs

Noted FC Doc 10/4, the report of the ad Hoc WGFMS from its May
2010 meeting.

12. 1 Recommendations from the May
2010 Meeting

Adopted FC WP 10/2, Revised Annex 1 concerning the revised
Exploratory Fishery Data Collection Form as Annex XXV.I11 of the
NCEM.

Adopted FC WP 10/2 Revised, Annex 2 concerning the revision of
Article 5bis of the NCEM.

Adopted FC WP 10/2 Revised, Annex 3 concerning footprint map.

Adopted FC WP 10/2 Revised, Annex 4 concerning the editorial
update of Chapter Ibis of the NCEM.

Adopted FC WP 10/8 Revision 2 concerning revision of Article
4bis of the NCEM on assessment of bottom fishing.

12. 2 Future of the Ad Hoc WGFMS

Adopted FC WP 10/10 Revised concerning the removal of the “ad
hoc” nature and the new terms of reference of the working group.

15. Reports of STACTIC (from May 2010
intersessional meeting and current Annual
Meeting

Noted the STACTIC Reports on its 2010 Intersessional Meeting
(FC Doc. 10/6) and this meeting (Part 11 of this Report).
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15.1 Chartering of fishing possibilities
from quota allocations shared by other
CPs.

Confirmed that chartering of fishing possibilities from quota
allocations shared by other CPs is not allowed.

15.3 Recommendations

Adopted STACTIC WP 09/20 concerning duration of inspections.

Adopted STACTIC WP 09/21 Revision 2 concerning inspection
party composition.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/8 Revision 2 concerning chartering
arrangements.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/9 Revision 5 concerning requirements
on daily communication of catches.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/10 concerning notification requirements
in the Joint Inspection and Surveillance Scheme.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/11 Revision 2 concerning report on
infringements.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/19 Revised concerning template for
“Report on Infringement”.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/23 concerning the revised PSC 3 form
used in port inspections.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/24 Revised concerning shrimp
strengthening bags.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/36 Revised concerning delisting
procedure for ITUU vessels.

Adopted STACTIC WP 10/37 concerning product labeling and
recoding of catch.

Accepted STACTIC WP 10/26 concerning the Annual Compliance
Review.
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Annex 3. Agenda
I. Opening Procedure

Opening by the Chair, Kate Sanderson (Denmark in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland)
Appointment of Rapporteur

Adoption of Agenda

Election of Vice-Chair

Review of Commission Membership

Guidance to STACTIC necessary for them to complete their work
I1. Scientific Advice

Presentation of scientific advice by the Chair of the Scientific Council

7.1  Scientific advice on fish stocks

7.2 Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMES) and other ecosystem consideration
7.3  Other issues (as determined by the Chair of the Scientific Council)

7.4  Feedback to the Scientific Council regarding its work during this Meeting

Formulation of Request to the Scientific Council for Scientific Advice on the Management of Fish
Stocks in 2012 and on other matters

I11. Conservation of Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area

Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks in the Regulatory Area, 2011
9.1 Cod in Division 3M

9.2  Redfish in Division 3M

9.3 Shrimp in Division 3M

Management and Technical Measures for Fish Stocks Straddling National Fishing Limits, 2011
10.1 Cod in Divisions 3NO

10.2 Redfish in Divisions 3LN

10.3 Redfish in Division 30

10.4 Pelagic Sebastes mentella (oceanic redfish) in the NAFO Convention Area

10.5 Yellowtail flounder in Divisions 3LNO

10.6 Witch flounder in Division 3L

10.7 White hake in Divisions 3NO

10.8 Thorny skate in Divisions 3LNO

10.9 Greenland halibut in Subarea 2 and Divisions 3BKLMNO

10.9.1 Reports of the FC Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy
Evaluation

10.10 Shrimp in Divisions 3LNO
10.11 American plaice in Divisions 3LNO
10.12 Northern shortfin squid in Subareas 3+4
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12.

13.

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
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V. Ecosystem Considerations

Review of seamounts closure

Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on VMEs (WGFMS)
12.1 Recommendations from the May 2010 meeting
12.2 Future of the Ad Hoc WGFMS

Multi-species interactions
13.1 Sea turtle — fisheries interactions
13.2 Marine mammal — fisheries interactions

V. Conservation and Enforcement Measures

Review of Chartering Arrangements

Reports of STACTIC (from May 2010 intersessional meeting and current Annual Meeting)

15.1 Chartering of fishing possibilities from quota allocations shared by other Contracting Parties
15.2. Conservation and Management of Sharks

15.3 Recommendations

V1. Closing Procedure

Time and Place of Next Meeting
Other Business

Adjournment
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Annex 4. Scientific Council Responses to Questions from the Fisheries Commission
(FC Working Paper 10/9)

1. SC is requested to explain how the FAQO guidelines are used in the reply to the FC request on seamount closures
(p. 46 in FC Working Paper 10/1) and provide references to relevant articles in the FAO guidelines.

The United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) in its Sustainable Fisheries Resolution 61/105, paragraph 80, calls
upon “States to take action immediately, individually and through regional fisheries management organizations and
arrangements, and consistent with the precautionary approach and ecosystem approaches, to sustainably manage fish
stocks and protect vulnerable marine ecosystems, including seamounts, hydrothermal vents and cold water corals,
from destructive fishing practices, recognizing the immense importance and value of deep-sea ecosystems and the
biodiversity they contain”.

To assist in the implementation of this resolution FAO developed its “International guidelines for the management
of deep-sea fisheries in the high seas”. This document, in its article 13, indicates that “many deep-sea marine living
resources have low productivity and are only able to sustain very low exploitation rates. Also, when these resources
are depleted, recovery is expected to be long and is not assured”; while its article 21.ii. indicates that RFMOs need
to “identify areas or features where VMEs are known or likely to occur, and the location of fisheries in relation to
these areas and features”.

In addition, the annex of the Guidelines provides “examples of potentially vulnerable species groups, communities
and habitats, as well as features that potentially support them” and identifies “summits and flanks of seamounts,
guyots, banks, knolls, and hills” as “examples of topographical, hydrophysical or geological features, including
fragile geological structures, that potentially support the [VME] species groups or communities”.

Even though detecting the presence of an element (e.g. seamount) in itself is not sufficient to identify VMEs, it
indicates a place where VMEs are likely to exist. The SC used these guidelines in determining that the 6 seamount
closures contain or are likely to contain vulnerable marine ecosystems. Although there is no in situ data for the Fogo
and Newfoundland seamounts, the available information for all other seamounts (e.g. findings and research
summarized in WGEAFM reports, results from the NEREIDA project) indicates the presence of VME-defining
corals and sponges.

2. Is evidence of the potential impact of pelagic trawl or midwater pelagic trawl on seamounts VMEs well
documented?

Mid-water trawls are often used to fish on seamounts (Clark et al. 2006, 2007, Clark 2009); their use has been
reported in seamount fisheries around the world and involving at least 11 fish target species (orange roughy,
alfonsino, cardinal fish, redfish, pelagic armourhead, mackerel, roundnose grenadier, scabbard fish, bluenose,
rubyfish, and pink maomao). These mid-water trawls may have only a small impact on benthic habitats if they are
deployed well above the sea floor, however, in many cases the gear is used very close to or sometimes even
touching the bottom. In such cases there is an increased potential for contact and damage to corals and sponges.
These gears can also affect fish species with VME-defining life history traits (see also answer to question 3 below).

3. What is the link between the possible impacts of pelagic trawl or midwater pelagic trawl on seamounts VMESs and
SC concerns about the affects on populations of aggregations of deep-sea species and the possibility of higher
proportions of juvenile fish in catches?

The article 42 of the FAO guidelines describes five criteria to be used in the identification of VMES. Among these
criteria, three of them are directly applicable to address this question. These criteria are:

i.  Uniqueness or rarity — an area or ecosystem that is unique or that contains rare species whose loss could not be
compensated for by similar areas or ecosystems. These include:
« habitats that contain endemic species;
« habitats of rare, threatened or endangered species that occur only in discrete areas; or
« nurseries or discrete feeding, breeding, or spawning areas.
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ii. Functional significance of the habitat — discrete areas or habitats that are necessary for the survival, function,
spawning/reproduction or recovery of fish stocks, particular life history stages (e.g. nursery grounds or rearing
areas), or of rare, threatened or endangered marine species.

iii. Life-history traits of component species that make recovery difficult — ecosystems that are characterized by
populations or assemblages of species with one or more of the following characteristics:
* slow growth rates;
* late age of maturity;
« low or unpredictable recruitment; or
* long-lived

Seamount ecosystems, like islands, can be described as realtively closed, small and isolated ecosystems, and are
characterized for a high levels of endemism. It has been estimated that 11.6% of fishes and 15.4% of invertebrates
reported from seamounts were endemic (Stocks and Hart 2007).This feature of seamount communities falls under
criteria i (unigness or rarity). Some of these species can be vulnerable to pelagic fishing.

The characteristics described under criteria iv (life-history traits) clearly apply to corals and sponges, but they also
apply to some fish species. In this context, fish species that aggregate in seamounts typically possess biological
characteristics that make them highly vulnerable to exploitation (Morato et al. 2006).

In relation with criteria ii (functional significance of the habitat), Some seamounts are known to aggregate juvenile
fish. For example, the Cross Seamount near Hawaii, is known to aggregate large schools of juvenile bigeye, and to a
lesser degree, yellowfin tuna (Holland et al. 1999; Itano and Holland 2000, Sibert et al. 2000; Adam et al. 2003).
There is a growing body of empirical evidence that pelagic fishing near seamounts results in higher catch rates of
juvenile and undersized tunas (Fonteneau 1991, Itano and Holland 2000; Sibert et al. 2000, Adams et al., 2003,
Litvinov 2007, Morato et al. 2008). In these cases, even though these species are not endemic to seamounts nor they
remain there for their entire life cycle, seamounts may play an important role in the recruitment of these oceanic
populations.

Although many of the issues detailed above are likely to apply to the seamounts within the NRA, the knowledge of
their fish communities and their dynamics is still scarce. Therefore, and in accordance with the UN Fish Stock
Agreement and the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, the exercise of caution is required when fishing
on these communities is being considered.

4. What are the deep-sea species in question?

The fish species identified as targets in seamount fisheries worldwide include Alfonsino, Orange roughy, Oreos,
Cardinalfish, Redfish, Southern boarfish, Pelagic armourhead, Mackerel species, Roundnose grenadier, Blue ling,
Scabbard fish, Sablefish, Bluenose, Rubyfish, Pink maomao, and Notothenid cods (FAO 2008, Clark et al. 2007,
Clark 2009).

5. How is "occational impact of fishing on benthic VMEs** determined?

The term “occasional” is used in reference to those cases where an unintentional contact with the benthic
communities takes place. For example, mid-water trawls, even though not intended to contact the bottom, may in
occasions accidentally touch it or fish very close to it. For example, available information on by-catch for pelagic
fishing for redfish in the Flemish Cap suggests that by-catch may occurs when the gear fishes near the bottom.

6. How well is the relationshsips between semounts, pelagic fishing, pelagic species and benthic VMEs understood?

There are over 1 million seamounts in the world’s oceans, with 100,000 to 200,000 reaching heights of greater than
a kilometer (Kitchingman et al. 2007). Very few of these have been studied in detail but a number have been studied
for several decades and the information from these has been compared and contrasted to produce a global synthesis
of the ecology, fisheries and conservation of seamounts.
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“Pelagic and benthic components of seamount ecosystems may be functionally linked, such that pelagic fisheries’
removal of seamount-associated pelagic species may indirectly affect seamount benthic communities” (Passfield and
Gilman 2010). There is a trophic link between bentho-pelagic species and seamount benthos, where bentho-pelagic
species, such as the alfonsino, have been found to feed both on pelagic and benthic prey species (Lehodey 1994,
Parin et al. 1997). The trophic link between large pelagic species and the benthic component of seamounts is less
well established and likely to be indirect in nature. However, there is an ontogenetic link between pelagic and
benthic seamount habitats with most seamount benthic species, including fish, having a pelagic stage, usually as
juveniles (e.g. armorhead) (Passfield and Gilman 2010).
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The Scientific Council is asked: to provide information on exploitation rates applied in shrimp fisheries in other
regions of the world.

Response:

‘Exploitation rate’ (catch/survey biomass) is an index of fishing mortality. The values within one time series can be
compared, but values between series can only be compared if the surveys used in the calculation are of identical
design or it is know how the different surveys scale to absolute biomass. Eg. the exploitation rate calculated for the
Div. 3LNO shrimp cannot be compared to a similar index calculated for the West Greenland or Barents Sea stocks,
as the surveys are of different design and therefore relates differently to the absolute stock size. A good example of
how these differences in survey design frame, the derived exploitation index series on different scales may be found
by comparing the 2-14% exploitation rate in Div. 3LNO to the 200-900% in Div. 3M.

The survey of the Div. 3LNO stock extends into the Canadian SFA 5 and 6 (NAFO Div. 2HJ3K) and therefore the
exploitation rate indices for these two stock components may be compared assuming that these surveys relate in a
similar way to the absolute biomass.

Shrimp  Fishing Area | Year range Exploitation rate index %
(NAFOQ Divisions) (catch year) Average (range)

5 (Div. 2HJ) 1997 - 2009 16 (8 -21)

6 (Div. 2J3K) 1997 - 2009 13 (4-18)

7 (Div. 3LNO) 2000 - 2009 10 (4-14)
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Annex 5. Fisheries Commission’s Request for Scientific Advice on Management in 2012
and Beyond of Certain Stocks in Subareas 2, 3 and 4 and Other Matters
(FC Working Paper 10/19, Revision 2 now FC Doc. 10/9, Revised)

The Fisheries Commission with the concurrence of the Coastal State as regards to the stocks below which occur
within its jurisdiction (“Fisheries Commission”) requests that the Scientific Council provide advice in advance
of the 2011 Annual Meeting, for the management of Northern shrimp in Div. 3M, 3LNO in 2012.

Noting that Scientific Council will meet in October of 2010 for 2012 TAC advice, Fisheries Commission
requests the Scientific Council to update its advice on shrimp stocks in 2011 for 2012 TAC.

Fisheries Commission further requests that SC provide advice in accordance to Annex 1.
Fisheries Commission requests that the Scientific Council provide advice for the management of the fish stocks

below according to the following assessment frequency (unless Fisheries Commission requests additional
assessments):

Two year basis Three year basis

American plaice in Div. 3LNO American plaice in Div. 3M
Capelin in Div. 3NO Cod in Div. 3NO

Cod in Div. 3M Northern shortfin squid in SA 3+4
Redfish in Div 3LN Redfish in Div. 30

Redfish in Div. 3M Witch flounder in Div. 2J+3KL
Thorny skate in Div. 3LNOPs Witch flounder in Div. 3NO

White hake in Div. 3NOPs
Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3SLNO

To continue this schedule of assessments, the Scientific Council is requested to conduct the assessment of these
stocks as follows:

In 2011, advice should be provided for 2012 and 2013 for American plaice in Div. 3LNO, yellowtail flounder in
Div. 3LNO, redfish in Div. 3M, white hake in Div. 3NO and capelin in Div. 3NO and for 2012, 2013 and 2014
American plaice in Div. 3M and witch flounder in Div. 3NO.

In 2011, advice should be provided for 2012 for 3M cod.
Fisheries Commission requests that SC provide advice in accordance to Annex 1.

The Fisheries Commission also requests the Scientific Council to continue to monitor the status of all these
stocks annually and, should a significant change be observed in stock status (e.g. from surveys) or in bycatches
in other fisheries, provide updated advice as appropriate.

With respect to Northern shrimp (Pandalus borealis) in Div. 3LNO, noting the NAFO Framework for
Precautionary Approach and recognizing the desire to demonstrate NAFO’s commitment to applying the
precautionary approach, Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to :

a) identify Fpgy
b) identify By
c) provide advice on the appropriate selection of an upper reference point for biomass (e.g. Byt )

The Scientific Council is requested to provide updated information on the proportion of the 3LNO shrimp stock
that occurs in 3NO.

With respect to 3M shrimp, the Scientific Council estimated in 2009 a proxy for B, as 85% decline from the
maximum observed index levels, this is 2600 t of female biomass. In 2009 the Scientific Council estimated
biomass to be below By, and recommended fishing mortality to be set as close to zero as possible.
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In 2009 estimated catches reached 5000 t. The Fisheries Commission decided on a 50% effort reduction in 2010
and provisional estimated catches up to September 2010 reached 1000 t. In its 2010 advice, the Scientific
Council estimated biomass to be above By, but reiterated its previous advice to set fishing mortality as close to
zero as possible. The Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to evaluate if the current level of
catches is compatible with stock recovery, given that improvements in biomass levels were observed through
current level of catches.

The Fisheries Commission adopted in 2010 an MSE approach for Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 2 +
Division 3KLMNO (FC Working Paper 10/7). This approach considers a survey based harvest control rule
(HCR) to set a TAC for this stock on an annual basis for the next four year period. The Fisheries Commission
requests the Scientific Council to:

a) annually monitor and update the survey slope and to compute the TAC according to HCR adopted by the
Fisheries Commission according to Annex 1 of FC Working Paper 10/7.

b) provide guidance on what constitutes “exceptional circumstances”.

c) provide advice on whether or not the “exceptional circumstances” provision should be applied.

Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to identify Fng, identify B and provide advice on the
appropriate selection of an upper reference point for biomass (e.g. Byt ) for 3SLNO American Plaice, 3NO cod
and 3LN redfish.

Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to review the stock recruit relationship for 3NO cod and
the historical productivity regime used in setting the By, value of 60 000t.

Noting that distribution and historical catches of capelin have also occurred in 3L, the Scientific Council is
requested to provide the Fisheries Commission with available information on the occurrence and distribution
of capelin in 3L and to advise on further research requirements.

Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to examine the consequences resulting from a decrease in
mesh size in the mid-water trawl fishery for redfish in Div. 3LN to 90mm or lower.

Blue whiting (Micromesistius poutassou) is a widely distributed species, which can be found in the open ocean
as a semi-pelagic species and in shallower waters close to the bottom. Blue whiting is largely fished in the
North Eastern-Atlantic by pelagic trawls. The North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) defined a
minimum mesh size of 35mm when fishing for blue whiting with pelagic trawls in its regulatory area. Interest is
increasing for developing fishing opportunities on this stock in the NAFO Regulatory Area, specifically in the
boundary with the NEAFC RA, Division 1F, sub area 2 and Division 3K.

The Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to give advice on the following measures to be
adopted for the blue whiting:

a) Change in the classification of blue whiting in the species table (Annex Il of NAFO CEM), from
classification as a groundfish species to a pelagic species, consistent with the NEAFC classification.

b) In line with conservation and management measures in force in the NEAFC Regulatory Area, adoption of a
minimum mesh size for pelagic and semi-pelagic trawls which would include in paragraph 1 of Article 13 —
Gear Requirements the following:

- g) 35 mm for blue whiting in the fishery using pelagic trawls in Subarea 2 and Divisions 1F, 3K and 3M.

Catches of thorny skate in Div. 3LNO averaged 18 000 t between 1985 and 1991 and declined to 7 500 t in
1992-1995. Since 2000, estimated catches averaged 9 000 t. No analytical assessment has been performed and
the current advice is based on the decline of the survey indices, which have been stable at low levels since 1996.
However, relative fishing mortality has been relatively constant at around 17% between 1998 and 2004 and
declined to 5% from 2005. Scientific Council has recommended that catches in 2011 and 2012 should not
exceed the last three years average catch (approximately 5 000 t). The Fisheries Commission requests the
Scientific Council to clarify the reason behind using the last three years period as the basis for the advice and to
provide alternative options. In its examination, the Scientific Council should also take into account the relative
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stability of all survey indices since 1996 and furthermore consider the information that relative fishing mortality
has declined to low levels.

Mindful of the NEREIDA mission, the international scientific effort led by Spain to survey the seafloor in the
NAFO Regulatory Area,

Recognizing that the Coral and Sponge Protection Zones closed to bottom fishing activities for the protection of
vulnerable marine ecosystems as defined in Chapter 1 Article 16 Paragraph 3 is in place until December 31,
2011,

Mindful of the call for review of the above measures based on advice from the Scientific Council,

Fisheries Commission requests that Scientific Council review any new scientific information on the areas
defined in Chapter 1 Article 16 Paragraph 3 which may support or refute the designation of these areas as
vulnerable marine ecosystems. In the event that new information is not available at the time of the Fisheries
Commission meeting in September 2011, prepare an overview of the type of information that will be available
and the timeline for completion.

Noting the response from the Scientific Council in June 2010 regarding simulation modeling in a GIS
framework: “To apply this model to the NRA, an agreed upon set of gear descriptions and tow duration/lengths
for each fishing fleet segment would need to be created. Further estimation of retention efficiencies of the
different commercial gears and indirect effects of fishing will be needed to model effects of serious adverse
impacts.”

The Fisheries Commission requests that the Scientific Council: 1) acquire the requisite data and apply the
model to the extent possible to the NRA, and 2) consider whether the SASI model used by the US New England
Fisheries Council should be incorporated into the aforementioned GIS framework as a means of integrating
significant adverse impacts into the approach.

Recognizing the initiatives on vulnerable marine ecosystems (VME) through the work of the WGFMS, and with
a view to completing and updating fishery impact assessments, the Scientific Council is requested to provide the
Fisheries Commission at its next annual meeting in 2011: 1) guidance on the timing and frequency of fishing
plans/assessments for the purpose of evaluating significant adverse impacts on VMEs; 2) a framework for
developing gear/substrate impact assessments to facilitate reporting amongst the Contracting Parties.
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Annexl — Additional guidance in regards to questions 1 and 2.

Mindful of the desire to move to a risk-based approach in the management of fish stocks, Fisheries Commission
requests the Scientific Council to provide a range of management options as well as a risk analysis for each option
as outlined in the provisions below, rather than a single TAC recommendation.

1. The Fisheries Commission request the Scientific Council to consider the following in assessing and projecting
future stock levels for those stocks listed above. These evaluations should provide the information necessary for
the Fisheries Commission to consider the balance between risks and yield levels, in determining its management
of these stocks:

a)

b)

d)

e)

f)

The preferred tool for the presentation of a synthetic view of the past dynamics of an exploited stock and its
future development is a stock assessment model, whether age-based or age-aggregated.

For those stocks subject to analytical-type assessments, the status of the stocks should be reviewed and
catch options evaluated in terms of their implications for fishable stock size in both the short and long term.
As general reference points, the implications of fishing at Fo; and Fyy0 in 2012 and subsequent years
should be evaluated. The present stock size and spawning stock size should be described in relation to those
observed historically and those expected in the longer term under this range of options.

For those stocks subject to general production-type assessments, the time series of data should be updated,
the status of the stock should be reviewed and catch options evaluated in the way described above to the
extent possible. In this case, the level of fishing effort or fishing mortality (F) required to take two-thirds
MSY catch in the long term should be calculated.

For those resources for which only general biological and/or catch data are available, few standard criteria
exist on which to base advice. The stock status should be evaluated in the context of management
requirements for long-term sustainability and the advice provided should be consistent with the
precautionary approach.

Spawning stock biomass levels considered necessary for maintenance of sustained recruitment should be
recommended for each stock, defined in relation to both long-term productivity regimes, and current
productivity regimes to the extent these may differ. In those cases where present spawning stock size is a
matter of scientific concern in relation to the continuing reproductive potential of the stock, options should
be offered that specifically respond to such concerns.

Information should be provided on stock size, spawning stock sizes, recruitment prospects, fishing
mortality, catch rates and catches implied by these management strategies for the short and the long term in
the following format:

I.  For stocks for which analytical-type assessments are possible, graphs should be provided of all of the
following for the longest time-period possible:
o historical yield and fishing mortality;
e  spawning stock biomass and recruitment levels;
e catch options for the year 2012 and subsequent years over a range of fishing mortality rates (for as
many years as the data allow)
o (F)atleast from Fq ;10 Frax;
e spawning stock biomass corresponding to each catch option;
o yield-per-recruit and spawning stock per recruit values for a range of fishing mortalities.

I1.  For stocks for which advice is based on general production models, the relevant graph of production as
a function of fishing mortality rate or fishing effort should be provided. Age aggregated assessments
should also provide graphs of all of the following for the longest time period possible:

e exploitable biomass (both absolute and relative to Bysy)
e vyield/biomass ratio as a proxy for fishing mortality (both absolute and relative to Fysy)
e estimates of recruitment from surveys, if available.
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I1l. Where analytical methods are not attempted, the following graphs should be presented, for one or
several surveys, for the longest time-period possible:
e time trends of survey abundance estimates, over:
an age or size range chosen to represent the spawning population
an age or size-range chosen to represent the exploited population
recruitment proxy or index for an age or size-range chosen to represent the recruiting population.
fishing mortality proxy, such as the ratio of reported commercial catches to a measure of the
exploited population.

For age-structured assessments, yield-per-recruit graphs and associated estimates of yield-per-recruit based
reference points should be provided. In particular, the three reference points, actual F, Fq; and Fax should
be shown.

Noting the Precautionary Approach Framework as endorsed by Fisheries Commission, the Fisheries
Commission requests that the Scientific Council provide the following information for the 2011 Annual
Meeting of the Fisheries Commission for all stocks under its responsibility requiring advice for 2012:

a)

b)

c)

the limit and precautionary reference points as described in Annex Il of the UN Fisheries Agreement
indicating areas of uncertainty (for those stocks for which precautionary reference points cannot be
determined directly, proxies should be provided);

the stock biomass and fishing mortality trajectory over time overlaid on a plot of the PA Framework (for
those stocks where biomass and/or fishing mortality cannot be determined directly, proxies should be
used);

information regarding the current Zone the stock is within as well as proposals regarding possible harvest
strategies which would move the resource to (or maintain it in) the Safe Zone, including medium term
considerations and associated risk or probabilities which will assist the Commission in developing the
management strategies described in paragraphs 4 and 5 of Annex Il in the Agreement.

The following elements should be taken into account by the Scientific Council when considering the
Precautionary Approach Framework:

a)
b)

c)

d)

References to “risk” and to “risk analyses” should refer to estimated probabilities of stock population
parameters falling outside biological reference points.

Where reference points are proposed by the Scientific Council as indicators of biological risk, they should
be accompanied by a description of the nature of the risk associated with crossing the reference point such
as recruitment overfishing, impaired recruitment, etc.

When a buffer reference point is identified in the absence of a risk evaluation in order to maintain a low
probability that a stock, measured to be at the buffer reference point, may actually be at or beyond the limit
reference point, the Scientific Council should explain the assumptions made about the uncertainty with
which the stock is measured.

Wherever possible, short and medium term consequences should be identified for various exploitation rates
(including no fishing) in terms of yield, stability in yield from year to year, and the risk or probability of
maintaining the stock within, or moving it to, the Safe Zone. Whenever possible, this information should be
cast in terms of risk assessments relating fishing mortality rates to the trends in biomass (or spawning
biomass), the risks of stock collapse and recruitment overfishing, as well as the risks of growth overfishing,
and the consequences in terms of both short and long term yields.

When providing risk estimates, it is very important that the time horizon be clearly spelled out. By way of
consequence, risks should be expressed in timeframes of 5, 10 and 15 years (or more), or in terms of other
appropriate year ranges depending on stock specific dynamics. Furthermore, in order to provide the
Fisheries Commission with the information necessary to consider the balance between risks and yield
levels, each harvesting strategy or risk scenario should include, for the selected year ranges, the risks and
yields associated with various harvesting options in relation to Bjn.
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Annex |.B
Effort Allocation Scheme for Shrimp Fishery in the
NAFO Regulatory Area Div. 3M, 2011

CONTRACTING PARTY NUMBER OF FISHING NUMBER OF VESSELS"
DAYS

Canada 0 0
Cuba 0 0
Denmark

Faroe Islands 0 0
Greenland 0 0
European Union 0 0
France (in respect of St Pierre et Miquelon) 0 0
Iceland N/A N/A
Japan 0 0
Korea 0 0
Norway 0 0
Russia 0 N/A
Ukraine 0 0
USA 0 0

1When the scientific advice estimates that the stock shows signs of recovery, the fishery shall be re-opened in accordance with
the effort allocation key in place for this fishery at the time of the closure.
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Annex 7. By-catch Requirements - NAFO CEM - Avrticle 12
(FC WP 10/20 now FC Doc. 10/10)

Avrticle 12(1)(d) introduces a new way to manage the COD 3M and RED 3 LN fisheries, by inviting CP which have
been granted a quota to decide on a date, in advance of the exhaustion of the quota, from which the species can no
longer be fished under a directed fishery. After this date the species may only be retained on board as a by-catch,
within the limits laid down, up to the completion of the quota.

By merging by-catch and directed fishery provisions for CP fishing for their entitled quota, Article 12(1)(d) creates
confusion by introducing a system which is hardly workable in practice, with no added value from the normal quota
take up procedure. It also favours discards of both species.

Proposed Amendment

Article 3 - Article

2. Each Contracting Party to which a quota has been allocated shall close its fishery in the Regulatory Area for the
stocks listed in Annex |.A on the date on which the accumulated reported catch, the estimated unreported catch,
the estimated quantity to be taken before the closure of the fishery and the likely by-catches during the period to
which the quota applies, equal 100 percent of the quota allocated to that Contracting Party.. Such Contracting
Party shall promptly notify the Executive Secretary of the date on which that Party will close its fishery for the
stocks concerned. The Executive Secretary shall promptly inform all other Contracting Parties of such
notification. Each Contracting Party shall ensure that, after the closure, no more fish of that species is
retained on board its vessels, unless otherwise authorized by the measures.

Article 12 - By-Catch Requirements

Delete sub-article 1 (d)
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Annex 8. Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy Working Group
(FC Working Paper 10/14, Revised now FC Doc. 10/11)

Noting that international agreements such as the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA) and the FAO
Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries call for the rebuilding of depleted stocks through application of the
precautionary approach;

Further noting that many Contracting Parties have domestic legislation or policies which require the identification
of limit reference points and recovery targets;

Recalling that the 3LNO American Plaice stock and 3NO Cod stock have been under long term moratoria;

Further recalling that in 2007 NAFO adopted a Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy for 3NO Cod that
identified a limit reference point of 60,000t;

Recognizing that the moratoria have created significant hardships for all Contracting Parties;

Desiring continued recovery and growth of these stocks to ensure their long term sustainability and to promote
associated economic opportunities;

Noting that Scientific Council has reported that the Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) for 3LNO American Plaice and
3NO Cod have been increasing since the moratoria and that these stocks are expected to further approach and
possibly exceed By, in the short or medium term;

Mindful of the desire to allow further recovery and growth of these stocks;

Noting that it is necessary to implement a monitoring programme to ensure that these stocks are achieving rebuilding
objectives in future years;

It is proposed that the Fisheries Commission:

1. Establish a Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists with the following Terms of Reference:



159

Terms of Reference

Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies

Structure

Establish a Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists, which reports to Fisheries Commission, consults
with Scientific Council, and provides recommendations to Fisheries Commission.

The Working Group shall be comprised of fishery managers and scientists from Contracting Parties supported by
advisors, as required, up to a maximum of three participants per Contracting Party. The Chair/Vice-chair shall be
selected from participating fishery managers and scientists with both a fishery manager and a scientist represented in
the two positions.

Consideration shall be given by the Fisheries Commission in 2011 to the continuation or dissolution of the working
group.

Objective

1. Comprehensive review of the interim 3LNO Am. plaice and the existing 3NO Cod Conservation Plans and Re-
Building Strategies.

2. Consider risk management approaches in the review, update and future development of Conservation Plans and
Rebuilding Strategies.

This work should be presented to Fisheries Commission for consideration at the 2011 Annual General Meeting and
possible implementation in January 2012.

Specific Duties

The working group should review and update conservation plans and rebuilding strategies in respect of:

a) Limit reference points, as provided by Scientific Council, and recovery target(s);

b) Buffer reference points, developed in the context of precautionary approach framework and in support of
robust rebuilding plans;

c) Timelines or time frames that can reasonably be expected to achieve established targets;

d) Conditions at which a directed fishery might occur;

e) Harvest control rules which incorporate target, limit and buffer reference points, as well as, rebuilding
timelines or timeframes; and

f)  An implementation strategy which promotes stability in response to natural resource fluctuations that may
be expected to occur over the life of the rebuilding plan.

Possible Principles/Elements

In the conduct of its work, the working group may consider the following principles and elements in the
development of Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies:

a) When the stock has recovered beyond Blim, initial TAC levels should be set at conservative levels to allow
for continued recovery and growth;

b) Bycatch should be kept to the lowest possible level and restricted to unavoidable bycatch in fisheries
directing for other species when SSB is below Blim;

c) Interim target(s) for further growth in the stock prior to re-opening;

d) Long-term rebuilding target (e.g. Bmsy) and associated timelines and/or timeframes;

e) Harvest strategy, consistent with the Precautionary Approach, which ensure Spawning Stock Biomass
remains above Blim;
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f)  Monitoring and review process for each rebuilding plan to enable Fisheries Commission to assess and
revise plans as necessary to ensure rebuilding plan targets are achieved.

The working group may also consider refining these principles/ elements outlined above.

Meetings

The Working Group shall hold its first meeting in advance of the 2011 Meeting of Scientific Council to allow for
additional requests for advice.

The Working Group shall communicate regularly through teleconferences and electronically, as required.

A second meeting may be held at the discretion of the Chair.
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Annex 9. Working Group on Greenland Halibut Management Strategy Evaluation (WGMSE)
Recommendations to Fisheries Commission
(FC Working Paper 10/7, Revision 2 now FC Doc. 10/12)

Recognizing that Contracting Parties agreed in 2003 to implement a fifteen-year rebuilding programme for the
Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 2 + Divisions 3KLMNO,

Acknowledging the continued uncertainty of the 2009 assessment for the Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 2 +
Divisions 3KLMNO,

Desirous to move forward with a risk management approach for this stock,

Desirous to achieve the objectives of the rebuilding programme,

Recalling that at the 2009 annual meeting of NAFO, the Fisheries Commission established a Working Group to
develop a Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) framework to help inform management of Greenland halibut in
Subarea 2 + Divisions 3SKLMNO (FC Doc 09/18),

Consistent with its terms of reference, the Working Group considered alternative management strategies with their
harvest control rules, selected appropriate performance indicators, defined acceptable levels of risk, and
projected/evaluated outputs of the risk management framework utilizing a range of assessment models,

Noting that the Fisheries Commission will consider the report from this Working Group including any
recommendations contained therein as the basis for a risk management based decision on the TAC level for 2011
and beyond,

The following recommendations will be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission.

1. Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE)

The Fisheries Commission shall implement an MSE approach for Greenland halibut stock in Subarea 2 + Divisions
3KLMNO.

2. Management Strategy (Harvest Control Rule)

A simple model-free management strategy shall be adopted consistent with NAFO SCR 09/37. The harvest control
rule (HCR) will adjust the total allowable catch (TAC) from year (y) to year (y+1), according to:

TAC y,1=TAC, (1 + A xslope)
where :

slope = measure of the recent trend in survey biomass. The TAC is subject to constraints on a percentage change
from one year to the next.

Two management strategies were put forward for consideration by Fisheries Commission based on the HCR
identified above:

Management Strategy 1 Management Strategy 2
Starting TAC Control Parameter 16, 000 t 17,500t
A if slope is negative 1.25 2.00
L if slope is positive 1.00 1.00
Constraint on the rule-generated 0 0
TAC change *10% 5%
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Full details of the application of the management strategies are provided in Annex 1.

Results of these applications are provided in Annex 2.
3. Implementation

The management strategy shall be implemented initially for 4 years. It shall be annually monitored by the Scientific
Council to ensure that the data being input into the management strategy is consistent with the MSE process. If
exceptional circumstances arise, this shall provide a scientific justification for over-riding the TAC provided by the
HCR

Guidelines on how to address exceptional circumstances for adoption by Fisheries Commission in 2011 shall be
developed intersessionally by WGMSE with the advice of the Scientific Council.

The Fisheries Commission shall review the progress of this management strategy in four (4) years with advice from
Scientific Council.

The FC shall consider undertaking a revision of the Greenland halibut rebuilding programme to reflect the
implementation of the Management Strategy.

The WGMSE will remain in place at least until 2011 to allow for further refinement of the MSE following initial
implementation.
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Annex 1. Application of the management strategies

The management strategy to calculate the TAC for year y+1 is defined by the following formulae:

TAC,,, = Zy(1+ ;tyslopey)
Z  y=2010
uhere 2, = {TA(Z; y > 2011
A, slope, >0
v {ﬂd slope, <0

and where
if  TAC,,-TAC, >TAC,(1+x%)  then TAC,,=TAC,(L+x%)

if TAC,,, -TAC, <TAC,(1-y%)  then TAC,,=TAC,(1-y%)

where Z, A,, A4, X and y are control parameters to be selected.

For the MP selected the values of the control parameters are:

V4 16 000 t or 17500t

Ay 1.00 or 1.00
Ad 1.25 or 2.00
0.10 or 0.05
0.10 or 0.05

The quantity slope, is calculated as follows:

For each survey, linearly regress In Iiy vsyeary’ for y'=y —5 to y'=Yy —1, to yield a regression slope value

slope‘y , an average of the slopes is taken to provide a composite value:

_ CanFall CanSpring EU (0-1400m) 3
slope, = (slopey + slope, + slope, ) /

where |, is the survey biomass result in terms of mean weight per tow of fish for all ages.
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Annex 2. Performance statistics (medians) for two Management Strategies as averaged over the SCAA- and
the XSA- conditioned operating models

SCAA average XSA average
MS 1 (mp01) MS 2 (mp14 (+- MS 1 (mp01) MS 2 (mp14 (+-

5%)) 5%))
Coo11-2015 13374 15766 14800 16400
Co016-2020 13566 15827 19600 19100
Cro11-2030 14335 16195 23100 21400
Bo11-2015 91530 89361 69446 66588
B2016-2020 107715 103211 131854 128102
B2011-2030 117766 113381 127975 127612
B2o11-2015/B2o11 1.05 1.03 1.04 1.02
B2016-2020/B2o11 1.26 1.20 1.98 1.98
B2011-2030/B2o11 1.36 1.31 1.93 1.97
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Annex 10. Interim 3LNO American Plaice Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy

(FC Working Paper 10/13, Revised now FC Doc. 10/13)

1. The objective of this Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy is to achieve and to maintain the 3LNO Am.
plaice SSB at or above Bmsy. It may reasonably be expected that Blim will be reached within the period 2011-

2017.

2. The following reference points apply:

(a) Limit reference point for spawning stock biomass (Blim) - 50,000t

(b) On an interim basis and in the absence of risk analysis, Bbuf - 100,000t
(c) Limit reference point for fishing mortality (Flim which is < Fmsy) - 0.4
(d) Target reference point for spawning stock biomass Bmsy - 175,000t

3. Addirected fishery should only occur when SSB is above Blim and with a TAC set at a fishing mortality rate of
< 0.15 that provides for an SSB trajectory for the subsequent 3-year period to remain positive.

4.  Subject to paragraph 3, harvest control rules follow:

@
(b)

©
(d)

When SSB is below Blim (50,000t), no directed fishing and by-catch should be restricted to
unavoidable by-catch in fisheries directing for other species

When SSB is between Blim and Bbuf (50,000 — 100,000t), TAC levels should be set at a level to
allow for continued recovery and growth with low probability of declining below Blim, with F not to
exceed <0.15.

When SSB is above Bbuf (100,000t), TAC levels should be set to allow for continued growth, subject
to natural fluctuations that may be expected to occur, with F not to exceed 0.2 (F0.1)

When SSB is above Bmsy (175,000t), TAC levels may be set at F < % Fmsy

5. To provide stability, TACs should be set at levels that achieve an agreed positive SSB trajectory over the
subsequent 3 year period, consistent with the objective outlined in Paragraph 1.

(@ Annual TAC’s should promote positive change or mitigate declines in SSB when it is below Bmsy.

(b)

If the SSB is above Bbuf, TAC should utilize a risk neutral (50% or better probability) approach to
projections and utilize a more risk adverse approach to decline if the SSB is below the Bbuf.

This interim plan will be reviewed and updated by the Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies.
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Annex 11. Recommendations from the ad hoc Working Group of
Fishery Managers and Scientists (WGFMS) to the Fisheries Commission
(FC Working Paper 10/2, Revised now FC Doc. 10/27)

Following the Terms of Reference outlined in FC Doc 09/19, the WGFMS met in Halifax in May 2010 (FC Doc 10/4)
and agreed on the following recommendations:

1) Data Collection in Exploratory and Existing Fishing Areas

The WGFMS recommends to the Fisheries Commission the adoption of the revised Exploratory Fishery Data
Collection Form as Annex XXV.111 of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (Annex 1).

The WGFMS recommends to the Fisheries Commission the adoption of the proposal to revise Article 5bis paragraph
1b first indent and Article 5bis paragraph 2b first indent concerning data collection requirements in existing and new
fishing areas. The proposed revisions are contained in FCWGFMS WP 10/5, Rev. 3 and presented in Annex 2.

2) Fishing Footprint

The WGFMS recommends to the Fisheries Commission the adoption of the footprint as described in Annex 3. The
footprint is to be used and interpreted in conjunction with Article 2bis of the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement
Measures (NCEM).

3) Chapter Ibis update

The WGFMS recommends to the Fisheries Commission the adoption of the proposed editorial changes in Chapter Ibis
of the NCEM. The proposed changes are detailed in FCWGFMS 10/4 Rev. 1 and presented in Annex 4.

4) Review of Fishery Assessment Guidelines (Article 4bis of the NCEM)

The WGFMS recommends to the Fisheries Commission the consideration of the issues raised in FCWGFMS WP 10/2
Rev. 2 and presented in Annex 5. The issues relate to Article 4bis of the NCEM.

Article 4bis concerns the assessment of bottom fishing. There is currently no guiding document to inform Contracting
Parties as to what needs to be included in the assessment. Annex 5 clarifies the assessment process and what should be
addressed in an assessment.
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Annex 1. Exploratory Data Collection Form

Exploratory Fishery Data Collection Form

A. Fishing Trip Information

Vessel X Date of encounter
Flag state Call sign

Name (ddmmyy)

B. Gear and Fishing Information (use separate form for each gear).

Fishing Gear (e.g. G Gear type (e.g. bottom trawl, set gill net, etc.)
ear
trawl, gill net, Detail Gear size (groundrope length, panel length, etc.)
etails:
hook and line, etc) Other details (cod end mesh size, # of hooks, etc.)
hr min degrees minutes meters
Lati N
Tow or Set Start: GMT Time: atlFude Depth
Longitude |W
Tow or Set End: GMT Time: LatlFude N Depth
Longitude |W
C. Catch Information *Don't leave blank. Indicate zero catch if necessary.
Live Corals total Live Sponges total
weight in the haul (kg)* weight in the haul (kg)*
Biological Weight
Biological samples of is esti--
Organisms identified to the lowest taxonomic unit as possible** Samples Vulnerable Total Weight (kg)| mate or
Include fish and invertebrates taken? Indicator in catch actual?
Species taken? Tick one.
yes no yes no Act. |Est.

D. Comments

**Refer to Annex | of the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in the High Seas.
Also, use NAFO Coral and Sponge Identification Guides as appropriate.
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Annex 2. Data Collection Requirements in Existing and New fishing Areas
(FCWGFMS WP 10/5, Rev. 3)

Article 5bis. Para 1b, First indent:

The vessel master shall report the incident to the flag state, which without delay shall forward the
information to the Executive Secretary, including the position that is provided by the vessel, either the end
point of the tow or set or another position that is closest to the exact encounter location, the VME indicator
species encountered, and the quantity (kg) of VME indicator species encountered. Contracting Parties may
if they so wish require their vessels to also report the incident directly to the Executive Secretary. The
Executive Secretary shall archive the information and report it to all Contracting Parties. The Contracting
Parties shall immediately alert all fishing vessels flying their flag.

Atrticle 5bis, Para 2b, first indent:

The vessel master shall report the incident without delay to its flag state, which shall forward the
information to the Executive Secretary, including the position that is provided by the vessel, either the end
point of the tow or set or another position that is closest to the exact encounter location, the VME indicator
species encountered, and the quantity (kg) of VME indicator species encountered. Contracting Parties may
if they so wish require their vessels to also report the incident directly to the Executive Secretary. The
Executive Secretary shall archive the information and without delay transmit it to all Contracting Parties.
The Contracting Parties shall issue an immediate alert to all vessels flying their flag.
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Annex 3. Footprint map (extraction of Figure 4b and Table 2 from FC WP 09/01 Rev).

Figurel: NAFO Regulatory Area footprint map (shaded) (Figure 4b of FC WP 09/01 Rev).

Point No. Latitude Longitude Point No. Latitude Longitude
1 48°17'39"N EEZ boundary* 26 46°26'32"N 46°58'53"W
2 48°16'51"N 47°25'37"W 27 46°27'40"N 47°12'01"W
3 48°19'15"N 46°53'48"W 28 46°04'15"N 47°09'10"W
4 48°2921"N 46°21'17"W 29 46°04'53"N 47°31'01"W
5 48°32'43"N 46°08'04"W 30 45°48'17"N 47°37'16"W
6 48°48'10"N 45°37'59"W 31 45°33'14"N 47°52'41"W
7 48°59'54"N 45°17'46"W 32 45°27'14"N 48°10'15"W
8 49°02'20"N 44°53'17"W 33 45°16'17"N 48°26'50"W
9 48°56'46"N 44°3318"W 34 44°54'01"N 48°43'58"W
10 48°33'53"N 44°10'25"W 35 44°33'10"N 48°50'25"W
1 48°08'29"N 43°57'28"W 36 44°09'57"N 48°48'49"W
12 47°42'00"N 43°36'44"W 37 43°50'44"N 48°52'49"W
13 47°12'44"N 43°28'36"W 38 43°34'34"N 48°50'12"W
14 46°57'14"N 43°26'15"W 39 43°2313"'N 49°03'57"W
15 46°46'02"N 43°4527"W 40 43°03'48"N 48°55'23"W
16 46°38'10"N 44°03'37"W 41 42°54'42"N 49°14'26"W
17 46°27'43'N 44°20'38"W 42 42°48'18"N 49°32'51"W
18 46°24'41"N 44°36'01"W 43 42°39'49"N 49°58'46"W
19 46°19'28"N 45°16'34"W 44 42°37'54"N 50°28'04"W
20 46°08'16"N 45°3327"W 45 42°40'57"N 50°53'36"W
21 46°07'13"N 45°57'44"W 46 42°51'48"N 51°10'09"W
22 46°15'06"N 46°1421"W 47 42°45'59"N 51°31'58"W
23 45°54'33"N 46°24'03"W 48 42°51'06"N 51°41'50"W
24 45°59'36"N 46°45'33"W 49 43°03'56"N 51°48'21"W
25 46°09'58"N 46°58'53"W 50 43°22'12"'N EEZ boundary®

! approximately 47°47'45"W 2 approximately 52°09'46"W

Table 1: Boundary points delineating the eastern side of the footprint in the NRA. The Canadian EEZ boundary delineates the
western side of the footprint map (Table 2 of FC WP 09/01 Rev).
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Annex 4. Review and update of Chapter Ibis of the NAFO CEM
(FCWGFMS WP 10/4, Rev. 1)

Review and update of Chapter Ibis of the NAFO CEM
(Proposal by the USA and the EU)

Changes proposed without taking into consideration the work carried out by STACTIC in relation to revision of the
NAFO CEM control provisions.
Track changes: House cleaning, with reference to point 3 in the proposal adopted by FC at the annual meeting in
2009, Doc. 09/19
Highlighted in yellow: Text to be updated only in the event that the FC adopts the fishing footprint at the NAFO
annual meeting 2010

Chapter lbis
BOTTOM FISHERIES IN THE NAFO
REGULATORY AREA

Avrticle 1bis — Purpose and definitions

1. The purpose of this chapter is to ensure the implementation by NAFO of effective measures to prevent
significant adverse impacts of bottom fishing activities on vulnerable marine ecosystems known to occur or
likely to occur in the Regulatory Area based on the best available scientific information. For the purposes of this
Chapter, NAFO will take into account the guidance provided by the FAO in the framework of the Code of
Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and any other internationally agreed standards, as appropriate.

2. The term ‘bottom fishing activities’ means bottom fishing activities where the fishing gear is likely to contact
the seafloor during the normal course of fishing operations.

3. The term "existing bottom fishing areas" initially means areas where VMS data and/or other available geo-
reference data indicating bottom fishing activities have been conducted at least in two years within a reference
period of 1987 to 2007. This shall be revised regularly in accordance with Article 2bis-4.

4. The term "new bottom fishing areas" means all other areas within the Regulatory Area which are not defined as
existing bottom fishing areas, including waters deeper than 2000 metres.

5. The term “vulnerable marine ecosystems” has the same meaning and characteristics as those contained in
paragraphs 42 and 43 of the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in the
High Seas.

6. The term “significant adverse impacts” has the same meaning and characteristics as those described in
paragraphs 17-20 of the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in the High
Seas.

Avrticle 2bis - tdentification-Map of existing bottom fishing areas (footprint)

The comprehensive map of existing bottom fishing areas referred-te-in-paragraph-3produced by the Executive

Secretary (reference to ANNEX), based on information submitted by Contracting Parties,—shall be revised
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regularly to incorporate any new relevant information._Contracting Parties may, in the future, consider the
possibility of refining the comprehensive map on the basis of haul by haul information, if available. (existing
text from paragraph 2)

Avrticle 3bis - Bottom fishing activities in new fishing areas

1. Frem-1January-2009-2aAll bottom fishing activities in new fishing areas or with bottom gear not previously
used in the area concerned, shall be considered as exploratory fisheries and shall be conducted in accordance

with an-the exploratory fisheries protocol_set out in Part IV of Annex XXV-te-be-adepted-by-the-Fisheries

2. The exploratory bottom fishing shall be subject to the assessment procedure set forth in Article 4bis, with the
understanding that particular care will be taken in the evaluation of risks of the significant adverse impact on
vulnerable marine ecosystems, in line with the precautionary approach.

3. Contracting Parties shall communicate the exploratory fisheries protocol referred to in paragraph 1 to the
Executive Secretary for forwarding to the Scientific Council for review and to all Contracting Parties for
information, together with the information or preliminary impact assessment referred to in Article 4bis,
paragraph 23 (i), below.

4. Contracting Parties shall provide promptly a report of the results of such activities to the Executive Secretary
for circulation to the Scientific Council and all Contracting Parties.

5. Prior to commencing new bottom fishing activities based upon the results of exploratory fisheries conducted in
the prior two years, the Fisheries Commission shall review the assessments undertaken in accordance with
Acrticle 4bis below and the results of the fishing protocols implemented by the participating fleets, and shall:

i. establish conservation and management measures to prevent significant adverse impacts on vulnerable
marine ecosystems from individual fishing activities and to ensure the long-term sustainability of deep
sea fish stocks, or

ii. not authorize these fishing activities to proceed.

6. Contracting Parties shall ensure that vessels flying their flag conducting exploratory fisheries are equipped with
a satellite monitoring device and have an observer on board.

Avrticle 4bis - Assessment of bottom fishing

1. The Scientific Council, with the co-operation of Contracting Parties, shall identify, on the basis of best available
scientific information, vulnerable marine ecosystems in the Regulatory Area and map sites where these
vulnerable marine ecosystem are known to occur or likely to occur and provide such data and information to the
Executive Secretary for circulation to all Contracting Parties.

23. Thereafter—aAssessments—for proposed bottom fishing activities in the Regulatory Area shall follow the

procedures below:

i. Each Contracting Party proposing to participate in bottom fishing shall submit to the Executive Secretary
information and an initial assessment, where possible, of the known and anticipated impacts of its bottom
fishing activities on vulnerable marine ecosystems, in advance of the next meeting of the Scientific
Council. These submissions shall also include the mitigation measures proposed by the Contracting Party
to prevent such impacts. The Executive Secretary shall promptly forward these submissions to the
Scientific Council and the Fisheries Commission.

ii. The submission of such information shall be carried out in accordance with guidance developed by the
Scientific Council, or, in the absence of such guidance, to the best of the Contracting Party’s ability.
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iii. The Scientific Council shall undertake an assessment, according to procedures and standards it develops,
and provide advice to the Fisheries Commission as to whether the proposed bottom fishing activity
would have significant adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems and, if so, whether mitigation
measures would prevent such impacts. The Scientific Council may use in its assessment additional
information available to it, including information from other fisheries in the region or similar fisheries
elsewhere.

| 34. The ad hoc Working Group of managers and scientists on VMES, the terms of reference of which are attached,
shall examine the advice of the Scientific Council and shall make recommendations to the Fisheries
Commission in accordance with its mandate.

| 45. The Fisheries Commission shall, taking account of advice and recommendations provided by the Scientific
Council and the ad hoc Working Group of scientists and managers, concerning bottom fishing activities,
including data and information arising from reports pursuant to Article 5bis adopt conservation and
management measures to prevent significant adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems, that may
include:

(@) allowing, prohibiting or restricting bottom fishing activities;
(b) requiring specific mitigation measures for bottom fishing activities;

(c) allowing, prohibiting or restricting bottom fishing with certain gear types, or changes in gear design
and/or deployment; and/or

(d) any other relevant requirements or restrictions to prevent significant adverse impacts to vulnerable
marine ecosystems.

| 56. Fisheries Commission will periodically ask Scientific Council and the ad hoc working group of managers and
scientists on vulnerable marine ecosystems to provide advice to Fisheries Commission on the timing and
requirement for assessment of a previously assessed bottom fishery.

Article 5bis — Interim Encounter Provision

Definition of an Encounter — is an encounter, above threshold levels as set out in paragraph 3, with indicator species
of coral identified as antipatharians, gorgonians, cerianthid anemone fields, lophelia, and sea pen fields or other
VME elements. Any encounter with a VME indicator species or merely detecting the presence of an element itself is
not sufficient to identify a VME. That identification should be made on a case-by-case basis through assessment by
relevant bodies.

Contracting Parties shall require that vessels flying their flag and conducting bottom fishing activities within the
Regulatory Area abide by the following rules, where, in the course of fishing operations, evidence of vulnerable
marine ecosystems is encountered:

1) Existing fishing areas

a)
b)

Vessels shall quantify catch of VME indicator species, i.e. coral and sponge.

if the quantity of VME elements or indicator species caught in a fishing operation (such as trawl tow or set
of a gillnet or longline) is beyond the threshold defined in paragraph 3 below, the following shall apply:

- The vessel master shall report the incident to the flag state, which without delay shall forward the
information to the Executive Secretary. Contracting Parties may if they so wish require their vessels to also
report the incident directly to the Executive Secretary. The Executive Secretary shall archive the
information and report it to all Contracting Parties. The Contracting Parties shall immediately alert all
fishing vessels flying their flag.

- The vessel master shall cease fishing and move away at least 2 nautical miles from the endpoint of the
tow/set in the direction least likely to result in further encounters. The captain shall use his best judgment
based on all available sources of information.
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- The Executive Secretary shall make an annual report on single and multiple encounters in discrete areas
within existing fishing areas to the Scientific Council. The Scientific Council shall evaluate and, on a case-
by-case basis the information and provide advice to the Fisheries Commission on whether a VME exists.
The advice shall be based on annually updated assessments of the accumulated information on encounters
and the Scientific Council’s advice on the need for action, using FAO guidelines as a basis. The Fisheries
Commission shall consider the advice in accordance with Article 4bis, paragraph 45.

2) Unfished areas that are defined as ‘New fishing areas’

a) Vessels shall quantify catch of VME indicator species, i.e. coral and sponge. Observers deployed shall
identify corals, sponges and other organisms to the lowest possible taxonomical level. The sampling
protocol found in Annex XXV shall be used (templates).

b) If the quantity of VME element or indicator species caught in a fishing operation (such as trawl tow or set
of a gillnet or longline) is beyond the threshold defined in paragraph 3 below, the following shall apply:

- The vessel master shall report the incident without delay to its flag state, which shall forward the
information to the Executive Secretary. Contracting Parties may if they so wish require their vessels to also
report the incident directly to the Executive Secretary. The Executive Secretary shall archive the
information and without delay transmit it to all Contracting Parties. The Contracting Parties shall issue an
immediate alert to all vessels flying their flag.

- The Executive Secretary shall at the same time request Contracting Parties to implement a temporary
closure of a two mile radius around the reporting position. The reporting position is that provided by the
vessel, either the endpoint of the tow/set or another position that the evidence suggests is closest to the
exact encounter location.

- The Scientific Council at its next meeting shall examine the temporary closure. If the Scientific Council
advises that the area consists of a vulnerable marine ecosystem the Executive Secretary shall request
Contracting Parties to maintain the temporary closure until such time that the Fisheries Commission has
acted upon the advice from the Scientific Council in accordance with Article 4bis, paragraph 45 in Chapter |
Ibis. If the Scientific Council does not conclude that the proposed area is a VME, the Executive Secretary
shall inform Contracting Parties which may re-open the area to their vessels.

- The vessel shall cease fishing and move away at least 2 nautical miles from the endpoint of the tow/set in
the direction least likely to result in further encounters. The captain shall use his best judgment based on all
available sources of information.

- The Executive Secretary shall make an annual report on archived reports from encounters in new fishing
areas to the Scientific Council. This report shall also include reports from the exploratory fishing activities
that were conducted in the last year. The Scientific Council shall evaluate the information and provide
advice to the Fisheries Commission on the appropriateness of temporary closures and other measures. The
advice should be based on annually updated assessments of the accumulated information on encounters as
well as other scientific information. The Scientific Council’s advice should reflect provisions outlined in
the FAO guidelines. The Fisheries Commission shall consider the advice in accordance with Article 4bis,
paragraph 45.

3) For both existing and new fishing areas, an encounter with primary VME indicator species is defined as a catch
per set (e.g. trawl tow, longline set, or gillnet set) of more than 60 kg of live coral and/or 800 kg of live sponge.
These thresholds are set on a provisional basis and may be adjusted as experience is gained in the application of
this measure.

Article 6bis - Review

The provisions of this chapter shall be reviewed by the Fisheries Commission at its Annual Meeting in 2011. The
Commission shall biannually thereafter examine the effectiveness of these provisions in protecting vulnerable
marine ecosystems from significant adverse impacts.
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Annex XXV (contd)

1V. Exploratory Protocol for New Fishing Areas

The Exploratory Fishery Protocol for New Fishing Areas shall ineludeconsist of:

e A harvesting plan which outlines target species, dates and areas. Area and effort restrictions should be
considered to ensure fisheries occur on a gradual basis in a limited geographical area.

e A mitigation plan including measures to prevent significant adverse impact to vulnerable marine
ecosystems that may be encountered during the fishery.

e A catch monitoring plan that includes recording/reporting of all species caught, 100% satellite tracking and
100% observer coverage. The recording/reporting of catch should be sufficiently detailed to conduct an
assessment of activity, if required.

e A data collection plan to facilitate the identification of vulnerable marine ecosystems/species in area fished.

Exploratory fisheries shall not commence until this information has been provided to the Executive Secretary and
forwarded to all Contracting Parties and the Scientific Council for information.
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Annex 5. Requirements for bottom fishing assessment
(FCWGFMS WP 10/2, Rev. 2)

Proposal for Amendment of Article 4bis of Chapter Ibis
(Proposed by the United States)

Proposal

Acrticle 4bis, paragraph 3.i. would read as follows:

3i. If proposed bottom fishing has not been covered by a previous assessment, or if there are significant changes to
the fishery, or in light of new scientific information, the Contracting Party proposing to participate in bottom fishing
shall submit to the Executive Secretary information and a preliminary assessment of the known and anticipated
impacts of its bottom fishing activities on vulnerable marine ecosystems no less than two weeks in advance of the
opening of the annual meeting in June of the Scientific Council. Assessments should address the elements as set
forth in Annex XXVbis. The Executive Secretary shall promptly forward these submissions to the Scientific Council
and the Fisheries Commission.

Annex XXVbis Assessment of Bottom Fishing Activities

Assessments should address, inter alia:

1.

Type(s) of fishing conducted or contemplated, including vessels and gear types, fishing areas, target
and potential bycatch species, fishing effort levels and duration of fishing (harvesting plan);

Best available scientific and technical information on the current state of fishery resources and baseline
information on the ecosystems, habitats and communities in the fishing area, against which future
changes are to be compared,;

Identification, description and mapping of VMEs known or likely to occur in the fishing area;

Identification, description and evaluation of the occurrence, scale and duration of likely impacts,
including cumulative impacts of activities covered by the assessment on VMEs;

Data and methods used to identify, describe and assess the impacts of the activity, the identification of
gaps in knowledge, and an evaluation of uncertainties in the information presented in the assessment;

Risk assessment of likely impacts by the fishing operations to determine which impacts on VMEs are
likely to be significant adverse impacts; and

The proposed mitigation and management measures to be used to prevent significant adverse impacts on VMEs, and
the measures to be used to monitor effects of the fishing operations.
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Annex 12. Amendment of Article 4bis of Chapter Ibis —
Assessment of Bottom Fishing
(FC Working Paper 10/8, Revision 2 now FC Doc. 10/14)

Avrticle 4bis, paragraph 3.i. would read as follows:

3i. If proposed bottom fishing is outside of the footprint identified by the Fisheries Commission, or if there are
significant changes to the conduct or technology of existing bottom fisheries, or new scientific information
indicating a VME in a given area, the Contracting Party proposing to participate in bottom fishing shall submit to
the Executive Secretary information and a preliminary assessment of the known and anticipated impacts of its
bottom fishing activities on vulnerable marine ecosystems no less than two weeks in advance of the opening of the
annual meeting in June of the Scientific Council. Assessments should address the elements as set forth in Annex
XXVbis. The Executive Secretary shall promptly forward these submissions to the Scientific Council and the
Fisheries Commission.

Annex XXVbis Assessment of Bottom Fishing Activities

Assessments should address, inter alia:

1.

Type(s) of fishing conducted or contemplated, including vessels and gear types, fishing areas, target
and potential bycatch species, fishing effort levels and duration of fishing (harvesting plan);

Best available scientific and technical information on the current state of fishery resources and baseline
information on the ecosystems, habitats and communities in the fishing area, against which future
changes are to be compared;

Identification, description and mapping of VMEs known or likely to occur in the fishing area;

Identification, description and evaluation of the occurrence, scale and duration of likely impacts,
including cumulative impacts of activities covered by the assessment on VMES;

Data and methods used to identify, describe and assess the impacts of the activity, the identification of
gaps in knowledge, and an evaluation of uncertainties in the information presented in the assessment;

Risk assessment of likely impacts by the fishing operations to determine which impacts on VMEs are
likely to be significant adverse impacts; and

The proposed mitigation and management measures to be used to prevent significant adverse impacts
on VMEs, and the measures to be used to monitor effects of the fishing operations.
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Annex 13. Terms of Reference — Working Group of Fishery Managers
and Scientists on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems
(FC Working Paper 10/10, Revised now FC Doc. 10/15)

Structure:

Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems reports to the Fisheries
Commission, considers the advice of Scientific Council, and provides recommendations to Fisheries Commission.

The Working Group shall be comprised of fishery managers and scientists from Contracting Parties supported by
advisors, as required, up to a maximum of three participants per Contracting Party. The Chair/Vice-chair shall be
selected from participating fishery managers and scientists with both a fishery manager and a scientist represented in
the two positions.

Objective:

The main objective of the Working Group is to make recommendations to the Fisheries Commission on the effective
implementation of measures to prevent significant adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems.

Specific Duties:

In responding to requests for advice and recommendations from the Fisheries Commission, the Working Group
shall:

Consider the advice of Scientific Council to Fisheries Commission; evaluate associated risks; and make
recommendations on mitigation strategies and measures to avoid significant adverse impacts on vulnerable marine
ecosystems, drawing on relevant international guidance’.

Review area closures, fisheries impact assessments and other measures outlined in the NAFO Conservation and
Enforcement Measures (NCEMSs) with specific timelines.

Update the text in Chapter | bis of the NCEMs as necessary.

Meetings:

The Working Group will meet as required by the Fisheries Commission. Whenever possible, meetings of the
Working Group should occur between the annual June meeting of Scientific Council and the NAFO annual meeting,
and shall communicate regularly through teleconferences and electronically, as required.

! Including but not limited to the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in the High
Seas
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Annex 14. Duration of Inspections
(STACTIC Working Paper 09/20 now FC Doc. 10/16)

The Conservation and Enforcement Measures, Chapter IV Joint Inspection and Surveillance Article 33 9 -
Inspection Procedure currently states that the duration of an inspection shall not exceed (3) hours. Operational
experiences have demonstrated that the (3) hour requirement can restrict inspectors in the time needed to complete a
thorough and detailed inspection. Furthermore, in the context of joint patrols it would be desirable to allow for
additional time to facilitate interpretational discussions and coordination necessary to facilitate consensus on
inspection results/outcomes.

In addition to the elements described above, the movement to a (4) hour inspection duration would also serve to
harmonize with the NEAFC Scheme for Control and Enforcement (Article 18.5) which states:

“The duration of an inspection shall not exceed 4 hours, or until the net is hauled in and the net and catch are
inspected, whichever is longer.”

Possible Amendment

Chapter 1V — Joint Inspection and Surveillance, Article 33 9, Inspection Procedures as follows:

9. The duration of an inspection shall not exceed three four hours, or until the net is hauled in and the net and
catch are inspected, whichever is longer. This time limitation shall not apply in the case of an infringement.
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Annex 15. Inspection Party Composition — Article 33(4)
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/21, Revision 2 now FC Doc. 10/17)

The current NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NCEM’s), Article 33, explicitly calls for an inspection
party to consist of “at a maximum two inspectors”, with the possibility of a third member if it is an inspection
trainees and only where vessel conditions permit.

Given that the measures already allow for the possibility of a three member inspection party and that allowing the
third member, previously only an inspection trainee, to be a regular inspector would provide additional flexibility to
those Contracting Parties that conduct inspections under the NCEMs, it would seem appropriate, especially in the
context of tight inspection duration timeframes, to sanction the use of an additional inspector were warranted.

Furthermore, recent joint inspections, conducted with the USCG, also lend further credence to allow for an
additional inspector to facilitate this type of joint activity and not force Contracting Parties with inspection vessels in
the NRA to rotate between its own inspectors and that of a guest Contracting Party, but rather to allow a fully
effective and multinational inspection party.

It should also be noted that the NEAFC Scheme of Control and Enforcement, Article 18.6, places no actual limit on

the number of inspection party members, rather only limits the number of inspectors from each NEAFC Contracting
Party, when inspecting the vessel of another Contracting Party.

Possible Amendment

Proposal — Amend Chapter |V — Joint Inspection and Surveillance Scheme, Article 33, Inspection Procedure.
Replace the current text of Article 33(4) with the following:

4. An inspection party shall consist of at maximum four inspectors. An inspection trainee may accompany the
inspection party for training purposes only, however the inspection trainee counts against the inspection party
maximum of four. In such circumstances, the inspection party shall, upon arrival on board, identify the trainee to the
master of the fishing vessel. This trainee shall simply observe the inspection operation conducted by the authorized
inspectors and shall in no way interfere with the activities of the fishing vessel.
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Annex 16. Chartering Arrangements
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/8, Revision 2 now FC Doc. 10/18)

It is noted that when a vessel engaged in a chartering arrangement is boarded at sea, inspectors do not know the
information notified to the Secretariat regarding the chartering arrangement.

It is requested to adopt a provision allowing the inspectors at sea to be provided with the information related to the
chartering arrangement when boarding a chartered vessel.

Possible amendment
Add the following sentence at the end of Article 19 (9):

The flag State of the chartered vessel shall provide a copy of the documentation referred to in this paragraph
to the chartered vessel, to be carried on board.
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Annex 17. Daily Communication of Catches
NAFO CEM Article 27 + Annex X and Annex XXII
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/9, Revision 5 now FC Doc. 10/19)

It is noted that a lack of clarity in some technical issues related to the communication of catches under Article 27
create confusion and do not allow an automated process of data for quota up-take and control. These are:

o

O

the "CAT" reference, which is currently used for 3 different type of communication: weekly; daily and
for the cross of boundary 3L (for PRA)

the aggregation of the catch per species inside of a stock area in the weekly CAT message

the option to choose the period for communicating aggregated catch reports

the lack of specific field to declare catch under chartering

It is requested

O O O O O O

O O

to use the CAT reference only for the daily catch reporting by Division and for all species

to abandon the use of weekly catch report

to give a specific code (COB) for the cross boundary 3L/3M messages for shrimp fishery

to clarify the requirements defining each data element of the message

to specify that the CAT message reports only the catch of the day before, per species and per Division
to specify that the COE, COX and COB messages provide cumulative figures only per species, for
control/inspection purposes

to identify the catch under chartering

to adapt Annex X and XXII for clarity

Possible amendments

1. Replace Article 27 §1 under c) and d) by the following text

c) Catch report. This report shall be on a daily basis and shall include catch of all species of the day preceding the
report, including nil catch returns. The report shall be sent each day before 12.00 hours UTC of the day after fishing.
This message is identified as CAT.

d) Catch prior to entry to and exit from 3L. This reports shall be made by vessels that fish shrimp in Division 3L and
shall be sent one hour prior to crossing the boundary of Division 3L in entry and in exit. It shall include the
requirements in Annex X point 3. This report shall be identified as COB;

2. Replace Article 27 point 3 second paragraph by the following text

The sequence of messages under-Article-26-and-this-article shall be as follows:

Report

Code Remarks Requirements for the field

Catch on Entry COE | 6 hours in advance of the vessels entry into the RA

Entry ENT | The first position report from a vessel detected to be inside the RA

Position POS | Position report every hour

Catch CAT | Reporting of catches; in a daily basis, for all species by Division

Cross Boundary COB | Reporting of catches; prior to crossing the boundary to 3L as appropriate

Transhipment TRA | Report on quantities to be on-loaded (receiving vessel) or off-loaded (donor
vessel), for each transhipment

Catch on Exit COX | 6 hours in advance of the vessels departure from the RA

Exit EXI The first position report from a vessel detected to be outside the RA

Port of Landing POR | Report (receiving vessel) on catch onboard to be landed, for each landing after

transhipment
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3. Modify Annex X in accordance with the following provisions

a) Point 1: Replace the specified remarks by the following
1) *““Catch on ENTRY”” Report
Data Element | Field | Mandatory/ Requirements for the field
Code | Optional

On board OB M Total round weight of fish by species on board upon entry into the Regulatory
Avrea in kilograms rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms.
Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species (FAO 3 alpha codes) + live
weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,
e.g.
//OB/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//

Directed species | DS M

Main target species in the Regulatory area. Allow several species to be entered
with the value separated by spaces, e.g. //DS/speciesspacespeciesspacespecies//

b) Point 4:

Replace the specified remarks by the following
Renumber current point 4 as new point 5

45) “Catch on EXIT” Report
Data Element | Field | Mandatory/ Requirements for the field
Code | Optional
Catch CA M Activity detail;
Catch retained onboard by species and by Division since last CAT report in
kilograms rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms.
Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species (FAO 3 alpha codes) + live
Species weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,
Live weight e.g.
/ICA/speciesspaceweightspacespecieswspaceeightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//
Catch OB M Activity detail;
Total round weight of fish by species on board upon exit from the Regulatory
Avrea in kilograms rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms
Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species (FAO 3 alpha codes) + live
Species weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,
Live weight e.g.
//OB/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//
Days fished DF | O Activity detail; number of fishing days in the Regulatory Area
c) Point 2: Replace table by the following table

Add new footnotes 3 and 4 under the table

2) “Catch report"
Data Element Field | Mandatory/ Requirements for the field
Code | Optional
Start record SR M System detail; indicates start of record
Address AD M Message detail; destination, “XNW” for NAFO
From FR M Message detail; Address of the transmitting party (1ISO-3)
Sequence Number | SQ M Message detail; serial number in current year
Type of Message | TM M Message detail; message type, “CAT” as Daily Catch report
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Radio call sign RC M Vessel registration detail; international radio call sign of the vessel

Trip Number TN 0 Activity detail; fishing trip serial number in current year

Vessel Name NA 0 Vessel registration detail; name of the vessel

Contracting Party | IR O Vessel registration detail; unique Contracting Party vessel number as ISO-3

Internal flag state code followed by number

Reference

Number

External XR e} Vessel registration detail; the side number of the vessel

Registration

Number

Relevant Area RA M Activity detail; NAFO Division

Latitude LA M Activity detail; position at time of transmission

Longitude LO M Activity detail; position at time of transmission

Catch CA M Activity detail;
Catch retained onboard by species and by Division since last CAT report in
kilograms rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms.
Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species (FAO 3 alpha codes) + live

Species weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,

Live weight e.g.
/ICA/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//

Chartering Flag CH M° Flag of Chartering Contracting Party to which the catch must be allocated

Days Fished DF M Activity detail; number of fishing days in the Regulatory Area since last CAT
report, as appropriate*

Date DA M Message detail; date of transmission

Time TI M Message detail; time of transmission

End of record ER M System detail; indicates end of record

® Mandatory if fishing activity under chartering agreement
“ By default, the normal reporting period should be 1 day

d) Point 3: Insert the following table as new point 3
3) *“Catch on crossing Boundary” 3L report (for PRA)
Data Element | Field | Mandatory/ Requirements for the field
Code | Optional
Start record SR M System detail; indicates start of record
Address AD M Message detail; destination, “XNW” for NAFO
From FR M Message detail; Address of the transmitting party (1SO-3)
Sequence SQ M Message detail; serial number in current year
Number
Type of ™ M Message detail; message type, “COB” for Cross Boundary Catch report
Message
Radio call sign RC M Vessel registration detail; international radio call sign of the vessel
Trip Number TN ) Activity detail; fishing trip serial number in current year
Vessel Name NA (@] Vessel registration detail; name of the vessel
Contracting IR e} Vessel registration detail; unique Contracting Party vessel number as 1SO-3
Party Internal flag state code followed by number
Reference
Number
External XR (@] Vessel registration detail; the side number of the vessel
Registration
Number
Relevant Area RA M Activity detail; NAFO Division entering from
Latitude LA M Activity detail; position at time of transmission
Longitude LO M Activity detail; position at time of transmission
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Catch CA M Activity detail;
Catch retained onboard by species and by Division since last CAT report in
kilograms rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms.
Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species (FAO 3 alpha codes) + live
Species weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,
Live weight e.g.
/ICAJ/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//
Area of entry AE M Activity detail; NAFO Division entering into
Catch OB M Activity detail;
Cumulative catch retained on board by species in kilograms rounded to the
nearest 100 kilograms. since commencement of fishing in the Regulatory Area.
Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species FAO 3 alpha codes) + live
species weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,
live weight e.g.
//OB/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//
Days Fished DF ¢} Activity detail; number of fishing days in the Regulatory Area
Date DA M Message detail; date of transmission
Time Tl M Message detail; time of transmission
End of record ER M System detail; indicates end of record
e) Renumber current point 3 as new point 4

Replace the specified line by the following

34) “Transhipment” Report
Data Element Field | Mandatory/ Requirements for the field
Code | Optional
Quantity on- KG M Quantity by species in the Regulatory Area on-loaded or off-loaded in kilograms
loaded or off- rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms.
loaded
Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species (FAO 3 alpha codes) + live
Species weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,
Live weight e.g.
/IKG/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//
f) Point 5: Replace the specified lines by the following
Renumber point 5 as new point 6
56) “Port of landing” Report
Data Element | Field | Mandatory/ Requirements for the field
Code | Optional
Quantity to be KG M Activity detail;

landed

Species
Live weight

Quantity by species in kilograms rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms, to be
landed in a port-

Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species +9-weight- (FAO 3 alpha
codes) + live weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a
space, e.g.
/IKG/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//
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Quantity on board | OB

Species

Live weight

Activity detail;
Quantity by species in kilograms rounded to the nearest 100 kilograms on-board.

Allow for several pairs of fields, consisting of species (FAO 3 alpha codes) + live
weight in kilograms (until 9 digits), with each field separated by a space,

e.g.
//OB/speciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspacespeciesspaceweightspace//

4. Insert the following line in Annex XXII point C in category "Activity details"
Category Data Element | Field | Type Contents Definitions
code
Activity Chartering CH Char*3 1ISO-3166 Flag of Chartering Contracting Party
Details Flag Catches
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Annex 18. Notification Requirements — NAFO CEM Article 30
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/10 now FC Doc. 10/20)

Acrticle 30 requests CP to notify by 1 November the inspectors, inspection means and inspection plans related to
their sea inspection programme.

Postponing by 1 month such notification would allow CP to better prepare the provisional plans for the inspection
activities in the RA.

The availability of such information would be easier if posted on the secure part of the NAFO website.

It is requested to postpone the deadline from 1 November to 1 December and to invite the Secretariat to post the
information on the secure part of the NAFO website.

Possible amendment

1. Replace 1 November by 1 December in paragraphs 1 and 3 of Article 30

2. Insert new paragraph 4 in Article 30:

4. The Executive Secretary shall post the information received from the CP on the secure part of the
NAFO website.
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Annex 19. Report on Infringements — NAFO CEM Article 42
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/11, Revision 2 now FC Doc. 10/21)

Avrticle 42(1) states that CP shall report twice a year on infringements detected on their vessels and the relative
follow-up, and on significant differences in the recording of catches from logbooks and the inspector’s estimation.
No standardized reporting process is proposed.

The rationale for such a biannual reporting is not clear.

It is requested

o todeliver a report once a year (on 1 March), instead of twice
o to standardize the reporting process (unique e-format)

The Executive Secretary shall establish the form of the report for the electronic notification by Contracting Parties.

Possible amendment

Modify paragraph 1 in Article 42 in accordance with the following text
1. Contracting Parties shall report to the Executive Secretary by 1 March each year:
a) the action taken during the previous year concerning infringements notified to it by a Contracting Party. The
infringements shall continue to be listed on each subsequent report until the action is concluded under the

laws of the Flag State; and

b) differences that they consider significant between records of catches in the logbooks of vessels of the
Contracting Party and inspectors' estimates of catches on board the vessels.
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Annex 20. Report on Infringement Form
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/19, Revised now FC Doc. 10/22)

SNje)s Jo Uonoy

SNjejs 10 uonoy

SNje)s Jo Uonoy

suonoe
dn-mojjo4
/ uonisodsig

suoleAIasqQO/suswwo) SNjejs Jo uooy
uolejuawnooq
UOISIAOI IR
ISIn0Jd NION jualeddy
(sieleq) edAL
(uBis |1eD ‘BweN)
ajels Hod aweN Hod ajeq uoising | d0Aq | ele@ uoising do Aq sjeq [essap Buiysiy ajels bely

(e1qeoiridde y1) uonoadsu| pod

(s1qeoiidde y1)
uopjoadsu| Bag puodas

uonoadsu| eag isli

Juswabuiu| peuoday

# 90UBIBlOY BSBD

Hoday Jo ajeqg

pouad

Aued Bupoenuon

Zv 1PV ‘Al 19)deyd WD — spuswabuliyul uo poday
uoneziuebiQ saLBYSI4 J1JUBY }ISOMYLION

"Z¥ 9191V INION yum BuiAjdwos ui santed Bunoenuo) Ag uoijedlsnou 91uoi193]e syl Jo) pasn ag 01 WioH




190

Annex 21. Report on Port State Control Inspection (PSC 3) - NCEM Annex XI11
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/23 now FC Doc. 10/23)

A. INSPECTION REFERENCE

Yes No Yes No
Landing Transhipment
Port State Port of landing or transhipment
Vessel name Flag State IMO Number* International Radio call sign

Landing/transhipment started Date Time
Landing/transhipment ended Date Time
B. INSPECTION DETAILS
Name of Donor Vessel? IMO Number* Radio Call sign Flag State

B1. CATCH RECORDED IN THE LOGBOOK

Species® Avrea of catch Declared live weight kg Conversion Factor Used

Fishing vessels not assigned an IMO number shall provide their external registration number
In case where a vessel has engaged in transhipment operations . A separate form shall be used for each donor vessel
FAO Species Codes — NEAFC Annex V NAFO Annex 11



B2. FISH LANDED OR TRANSHIPPED*
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* In cases where a Vessel has engaged in transhippment operations a separate form shall be used for each donor vessel

Species* = Product® Areaof Product Conversion Equivalent Diff (kg) Diff (%) Diff (kg) Diff (%) between
Catch  weight Factor live weight = between between between Product weight landed

landed
in kg

live weight  live weight product And PSC 1/2
declared in declared in  weight

the the landed and

logbook logbook PSC 1/2

and the and the

live weight  live weight

landed landed

B3. INFORMATION ABOUT LANDINGS AUTHORISED WITHOUT CONFIRMATION FROM THE FLAG STATE

ref: NEAFC article 23.2 / NAFO art 46.7

Name of Storage:

Name of Competent
Authorities:

B4. FISH RETAINED ON BOARD

Species®  Product’ Area of Catch Product Weight
(kg)

4 &*® FAO Species Codes - NEAFC Annex V NAFO Annex |1

Deadline for
Receiving
Confirmation:

Conversion Factor Live weight (kg)  Diff (kg) between  Diff (%)
product weight on  between
board and PSC 1/2  product

weight on
board and
PSC 1/2

°& " Product presentations - NEAFC Appendix 1 to Annex IV — NAFO Annex XX (C)
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C. RESULTS OF INSPECTION

Cl. GENERAL
Inspection Started Date: Time:
Inspection Ended Date: Time:

Observations

C2 GEAR INSPECTION IN PORT (for NAFO only)
A. General Data
Number of Gear Inspected Date gear inspected

Has the vessel been cited?  Yes: No: If yes, complete the full verification of inspection in port port.
If no, complete the form with the exception of the NAFO seal details

B. Otter Trawl details

NAFO Seal Number Is the seal undamaged? Yes: fNo:
Gear Type:

Attachments:

Grate Bar Spacing (mm):

Mesh type

Average Mesh sizes (mm)

Trawl part

Wings

Body

Lengthening Piece

Codend

D. OBSERVATIONS BY THE MASTER

I, the undersigned, Master OF the VESSE ..o hereby confirm that a copy
of this report have been delivered to me on this date. My signature does not constitute acceptance of any part of the contents of this report,
except my own observations, if any.

Signature: Date :
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E. INFRINGEMENTS AND FOLLOW-UP

E1l. NAFO

E.1A Sea Inspection

Infringements resulting from Inspections inside NAFO RA

Inspection Party Date of Inspection Division NAFO CEM infringement legal reference

E1B Port Inspection results
(a) — Confirmation of Infringements found at sea inspection

NAFO CEM Infringement legal reference National Infringement Legal Reference

(b) — Infringements found at sea inspection and not possible to be confirmed during the Port Inspection

Comments:

(c) - Additional infringements found during the Port Inspection

NAFO CEM Infringement legal reference National Infringement Legal Reference

E2. NEAFC INFRINGEMENT NOTED

Article: NEAFC provision(s) violated and summary of pertinent facts

Observations:

Inspectors Name Inspectors Signature Date and Place

F:DISTRIBUTION

Copy to flag state Copy to NEAFC Secretary Copy to NAFO Executive Secretary



194

Annex 22. Shrimp Strengthening Bags
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/24, Revised now FC Doc. 10/24)

At present, the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NAFO/FC Doc. 10/1), Chapter I, Article 13 (6)
states that: “vessels shall not use any means or device which would obstruct the meshes or diminish the size of the
meshes”. Irrespective of this provision vessels may still attach authorized topside chafers, described in Annex XV,
to the upper side of the codend in such a manner that they will not obstruct the meshes of the codend inclusive of
any lengthener(s).

Historically, vessels fishing shrimp have used an outer “strengthening bag” over the topside of the codend to
provide support to the codend. While the wording within the current NCEMs does not allow for this type of
attachment, vessels continue to use them.

It is Canada’s view it is acceptable for shrimp vessels to use strengthening bags. Accordingly, provisions should
be inserted into the NCEMs to address the manner in which the strengthening bag must be attached to the trawl.

Possible Amendment

fshrim renathenin in the NRA: effectivi nuary 1. 2011,

In order to ensure the proper attachment of shrimp strengthening bags currently in use in the NRA, Canada
would suggest that parameters be documented in the NCEM to ensure that the attachments do not diminish the
size of meshes in the codend, obstruct the mesh or sorting grids or grates.

Annex XV
Add the following to Annex XV in reference to vessels fishing for shrimp in the NRA.
3. Shrimp Trawl — Codend Strengthening Bag (Figure 1), for vessels directing for shrimp in the NRA

A strengthening bag is defined as an outer covering of netting that can be used on a shrimp trawl to protect and
provide strength to the codend of the shrimp trawl.

(a) Vessels shall not use a strengthening bag of which the mesh size is less than 130 millimeters.

(b) The strengthening bag shall not extend forward of the sorting grids or grates or obstruct the sorting grids or
grates in any way.

(c) A strengthening bag shall not be attached in any way that restricts the authorized mesh or obstructs the mesh
opening.

(d) Vessels shall not use a strengthening bag with any other top-side chafers simultaneously.
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Figure 1 Shrimp Trawl Codend Strengthening Bag (side view)
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Annex 23. Delisting Procedure for TUU Vessels
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/36, Revised now FC Doc. 10/25)

The NAFO procedures to remove a vessel from the NAFO listings related to vessels engaged in 1UU fishing
activities does not provide exhaustive criteria on which STACTIC should base its decision to delist the vessel
concerned.

Considering the similarity between both IUU listings, it is requested to align the delisting criteria in NAFO with the

relevant criteria for NEAFC. This would in particular allow Contracting Parties to recommend the removal of an
IUU listed vessel without the intervention of the flag State.

Possible amendment

Insert the following text in Article 57 paragraph 3 after d)
e) the vessel has sunk, been scrapped, or permanently reassigned for purposes other than for fishing
activities.

STACTIC may also recommend that the vessel be removed from the Provisional List or the IUU List if a
Contracting Party provides satisfactory evidence that the conditions under e) have been met.
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Annex 24. Minimum Standards for Product Labelling under Article 23 and
Labelling shall accurately reflect Logbook Records under Article 24
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/37, Revised now FC Doc. 10/26)

Background

There are currently no minimum standards for product labelling in the NCEM. The lack of a standard has resulted
in labels having information that is not legible. Also labels have fallen off the packaging or the original date of
capture label has been covered with an additional label.

To ensure that product can be inspected properly it is recommended that minimum standards on product labelling be
introduced to the NCEM.

The mislabeling of catch limits the ability for NAFO inspectors to reconcile catch in the hold with what is recorded
by the Master. The mislabeling of catch has also resulted in catch being mis-recorded, particularly in the case of the
3L/3M Shrimp fisheries where the date of capture is required. For greater clarity of the measures, and given the
direct correlation with mis-recording, it is recommended that the labeling of product shall be accurately recorded in
the daily production and fishing logbooks. It should also be recognized that the inaccurate labelling of product
should be considered a serious infringement of the measures.

Proposed Amendments

Amend Article 23 by adding the following text.

Labels shall be securely affixed, stamped or written on packaging and be of a size that can be clearly read by
inspectors in the normal course of their duties. Labels shall be clearly marked in ink on a contrasting background.
Each package shall not contain more than one product category. In the case of shrimps harvested in Divisions 3L
and 3M and Greenland halibut harvested in Subarea 2 and Divisions 3KLMNO each package shall only contain one
stock area. In the case of shrimps each package shall only contain one date of capture.

Amend Article 24.2 by adding the following text.

Catches and Product labelled in accordance with Article 23 shall be accurately recorded in the daily production
logbook and the daily fishing logbook.
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Annex 25. Annual Compliance Review 2010
(Compliance Report for Calendar Year 2009)
(STACTIC Working Paper 10/26 now FC Doc. 10/28)

1. Introduction

In 2004, NAFO introduced its first compliance review (FC Doc. 04/13). This review uses information from diverse
NAFO monitoring, control and surveillance activities to determine how well the international fisheries complied
with the annually updated NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NCEM). The review also assesses the
performance of NAFO Contracting Parties with regard to their reporting obligations.

The format of the compliance review is being continuously developed by the Standing Committee on International
Control (STACTIC). The current 2010 NAFO compliance review compares information for the years 2004 to 2009
from the following sources: a) Vessel Monitoring System (VMS), b) Observer Reports, ¢) Port Inspection Reports,
d) At-sea Inspection Reports and e) Reports on Dispositions of Apparent Infringements. More detailed data
compilation tables were complied by the NAFO Secretariat and circulated to the Contracting Parties in June 2010.

2. Fishing Activities (effort) in the NAFO Regulatory Area

In the years covered by this review, overall fishing activity in the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA) has continually
diminished, with the exception of the groundfish fishery in 2009. In 2004, there were 134 active vessels operating in
the NRA. However, by 2009 the number of active vessels decreased to 51, representing a 62-percent decrease
(Figure 1). This number increased slightly in 2009 to 62 active vessels, but that is due to an increase in the number
of vessels participating in both the groundfish and shrimp fisheries. Conversely, for the pelagic redfish fishery, the
number of vessels has dropped by almost 98 percent; from 48 in 2004 to only 1 in 20009.

Figure 1. Number of vessels and vessel days in the NAFO Regulatory Area by fishery type

The fishing effort is measured in vessel-days per year in the NRA. Vessel-days are determined by the position
reports transmitted by the vessels through their respective Fisheries Monitoring Centers via the vessel’s VMS.
Although the number of vessels decreased by 61 percent from 2004 to 2009, total fishing effort diminished by 70
percent; from 16,480 days to 5,016 days (Figure 1, Table 5). Although total fishing effort declined slightly between
2008 and 2009, effort in the groundfish fishery increased.

NAFO identifies three main different fishery types; the groundfish, shrimp and pelagic redfish fisheries (Sub-Areas
1F2J). Currently, over three-quarters of the fishing effort can be attributed to the groundfish fishery (82 percent),
whereas the pelagic redfish fishery accounts for less than 1 percent of current fishing effort. It should be noted that
the number of vessel days in the NRA for the pelagic redfish fishery declined by 99.7 percent, from 1,414 days in
2004 to 5 days in 2009, as compared to a 83 percent decline in the shrimp fishery and a 59 percent decline in the
groundfish fishery during the same time period.
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3. Compliance by Fishing Vessels

To ensure that vessels fishing in the NRA adhere to the NCEMs, NAFO monitors, surveys and controls the fishery.
In this context NAFO conducts joint at-sea inspections by NAFO-certified inspectors as well as inspections in
NAFO member ports. Through the random at-sea and obligatory port inspections, NAFO is able to uncover
infringements of the NAFO regulations and collect evidence for the following prosecution within the legal system of
each NAFO flag state. Prior to 2009, port state Contracting Parties were required to conduct port inspections on all
vessels landing or transshipping fish species from the NRA. Under the recently implemented Port State Control
measures, port state Contracting Parties are only required to carry out inspections on vessels from other Contracting
Parties at a rate of 15 percent a year. However, the compulsory inspection of all vessels is still in force for landings
of NAFO species under a recovery plan.

Although the total number of at-sea inspections decreased from 401 inspections in 2004 to 234 inspections in 2009,
the frequency rate of at-sea inspections in relation to the effort (number of inspections per vessel-days per year)
actually increased from 2.4 percent in 2004 to 4.7 percent in 2009, (Figure 2, Table 5). It should be noted, however,
that the total at-sea inspection rate has remained fairly stable since 2006, ranging from 4.2 to 4.8 percent. At-sea
inspection rates have generally increased in all three fisheries since 2004. However, in 2009, the inspection rate for
the groundfish fishery dropped by 0.6 percent, and there were no at-sea inspections in the pelagic redfish fishery,
likely because there was only 1 active vessel in this fishery with only 5 days present in the NRA. Conversely, the
inspection rate for the shrimp fishery increased between 2008 and 2009 by 0.5 percent.

Inspections in port have also declined dramatically, from a 228 in 2004 to 94 in 2009, representing a 59 percent
decline over the time period (Table 5). Although the number of port inspections increased slightly between 2007
and 2008 (6 percent), it declined by 29 percent between 2008 and 2009. This appears to be due to reductions in
fishing effort in both the shrimp and pelagic redfish fisheries since the number of port inspections for the groundfish
fishery actually increased slightly from 2008 to 2009 (4 percent) commensurate with of the slight increase in fishing
effort in this fishery between these two years.

Figure 2. Number of At-Sea Inspections and Inspection rates (number of at-sea inspection/vessel-days)
in the NAFO Regulatory Area by fishery type

NAFO inspectors cite a vessel if they have reason to suspect that the vessel breached one or more NAFO
regulations. During the review period, at-sea inspectors issued a minimum of 5 citations in 2008, and a maximum of
20 citations in 2005 (Table 5). The annual citation rate (the number of citations issued in relation to the number of
inspections conducted) for at-sea inspections declined between 2005 and 2008, but increased in 2009 (Figure 3). In
contrast, the citation rate for port inspections more than tripled between 2004 and 2007, but declined dramatically in
2008 and 2009, with 2009 being the lowest in the time series at 1.1 percent.

YInspections for the sole purpose of confirming a previous citation were not counted.
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Figure 3. Percentage of inspections that resulted in a citation at sea and in port

Each citation issued by NAFO inspectors can list one or more infringement. NAFO recognizes 10 serious
infringements (NCEM Article 37.1). NAFO inspectors also detect other infringements that are not classified as
serious, such as missing stowage plans or product labels. The number of infringements that have been issued at-sea
or in port during the review period is presented in Figure 4. Although the total number of infringements increased
slightly from 30 in 2004 to 42 in 2007, it declined by 76 percent between 2007 and 2008. In contrast, there was a 90
percent increase in 2009 in comparison to 2008. This increase in infringements is likely the result of increased effort
in the groundfish fishery in 2009, as discussed further below.

The frequency of infringements by type is presented in Figure 5. More detail on these infringements for the years
2004 through 2009 is provided in Table 5. The most frequent infringement is inaccurate recording of catches, a
serious offence that was particularly pronounced in 2006 and 2007 (27 and 43 percent of total infringements,
respectively). However, the actual number of infringements of this type declined dramatically between 2007 and
2008, from 16 to 2 infringements (Table 5), with a slight increase to 3 infringements in 2009.

The percentage of infringements by fisheries type is displayed in Figure 6 for 2006 through 2009. However, detailed
infringement information for 2004 through 2009 is provided in Table 5. More than half of all infringements come
from groundfish vessels, and up until 2008, groundfish vessels accounted for at least half of all serious
infringements. In 2008, groundfish vessels accounted for 100 percent of serious infringements, although there were
only 3 issued. The high level of infringements, including serious infringements, in the ground fish fishery can be
attributed to the fact that groundfish fishery effort constitutes more than half of the total fishing effort in the NRA in
terms of vessel-days. It should be noted that the number of serious infringements from groundfish vessels decreased
dramatically in 2008 with a commensurate decline in fishing effort. However, fishing effort and number of
infringements increased for the groundfish fishery in 2009. It should be further noted that all infringements detected
by port inspectors during the review period involved groundfish vessels.
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Figure 4. Number of Apparent Infringements detected by NAFO at-sea and port inspectors for 2004-2009
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Figure 5. Apparent Infringements detected by NAFO at-sea and port inspectors
*Please note that the first 4 are non-serious infringements and the remaining 10 are serious

infringements.




203

Nonserious Nonserious Nonserious
Nonserious PRA, 8% PRA, 10% REB, 10%
GRO, 30% -7 "= e
- .
Nonserigus
GRO, 1

Serious
REB, 2%  Serious

Serious
PRA8% 2006 PRA, 2% 2007

Serious Nonserious
Nonserious GRO, 30% PRA, 11%
PRA, 40% =

Serious
GRO, 32%

Nonserious Serious
Nonserious GRO, 47% PRA, 11%

2008 oro 30 2009

Figure 6. Percentages of serious (dark areas) and non-serious (light areas) infringements (by fishery type)
detected by at-sea and port inspectors for 2006-2009

4. Reporting obligations by fishing vessels and NAFO Contracting Parties

Monitoring the NAFO fisheries includes submission of reports on catch and effort by vessels from different sources:
VMS reports such as Catch-on-Entry (COE) and Catch-on-Exit (COX) are submitted by the fishing vessels through
their respective Fisheries Monitoring Centers; port inspection reports by the port authorities; and observer reports?
by the flag state members. These reports from different sources allow a comparative analysis of catches, should
ideally cover 100 percent of the fishing trips, and should account for all the days the fishing vessels are present in
the NRA. Figure 7 shows the relative coverage of fishing trips from the reports received; deviations from 100
percent are caused by missing reports.®> Since 2005, catch reports received by NAFO VMS have become the most
complete source on catch-by-vessel information. The submission of port inspection and observer reports improved
in 2008, but declined in 2009.

Submission of observer reports decreased in 2006 and 2007, increased in 2008, but declined again in 2009. The drop
in observer reporting rate in 2006 and 2007 is not due to a decline in the actual number of observer reports received
by NAFO resulting from implementation of the electronic reporting scheme, which allows vessels to reduce their
observer coverage by 25 percent in if they submit daily electronic catch reports. Rather, the reporting compliance of
vessels participating in that scheme has been accounted for in Figure 7 and Table 1 (i.e., if daily catch reports are 4
times the number of observer reports, the vessel is considered compliant). However, factors relating to

2 Vessels fishing in the NRA are required to have 100% observer coverage, i.e. presence of an independent observer
on board at all times. Since 2007, Contracting Parties can alternatively opt for a daily electronic catch reporting
scheme (see CEM, Chapter VII) which allows them to reduce the observer coverage on their vessels by up to 25%.

® The percentage coverage for VMS catch reports (COE-COX) shown in Figure 7 was calculated from the number
of days as indicated in each report and the total effort (vessel-days) as validated from the VMS position reports. Port
reports included transhipments at sea (particularly important for the pelagic redfish fishery).
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implementation of this electronic reporting scheme may have impacted observer compliance rates during these two
years. The electronic reporting scheme was originally a pilot project in 2006, and was fully implemented in 2007.
In 2007, only two Contracting Parties participated in this scheme (Norway, the Faroe Islands), but Estonia became
the third to participate in 2008 and 2009 (see STACTIC WP 10/22).

Similar to the observer reports, the submission of port inspection reports also decreased in 2009. This is likely due
to the implementation of NAFO’s Port State Control Scheme in 2009. As noted above, under this scheme port state
Contracting Parties are only required to carry out inspections on vessels from other Contracting Parties at a rate of
15 percent a year, with the exception of vessels fishing for NAFO species under a recovery plan.
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Figure 7. Percentage coverage of fishing effort by VMS, Port Inspection and Observer Reports

Another issue is the timeliness of reports submitted by Contracting Parties to the NAFO Secretariat. Articles 28 and
35 of the NCEMs require that observer reports and at-sea inspection reports be submitted within 30 days (of
completion of assignment for observer reports). Under the Port State Control measures implemented in 2009, port
state Contracting Parties are required to transmit the Port State Control inspection form (form PSC 3) to the
Executive Secretary “without delay.” However, this provision was not in effect for 2008, Thus, the 30-day
requirement in force for port inspection reports in 2008 is considered in this analysis. In comparison to port
inspection and observer reports, at-sea inspection reports are submitted in a more timely fashion (Figure 8).
However, the timeliness of the at-sea inspection reports has declined since 2005, from an on-time rate of 91 percent
in 2005, to 62 percent in 2009. In fact, the timeliness of at-sea inspection reports has been fairly consistent since
2007, while the timeliness of observer and port inspection reports has increased, with dramatic improvement in
20009. It should be noted that timeliness of submission does not necessarily equate to a failure to submit the required
reports.

During the course of the 2009 Annual NAFO Meeting, concerns were raised by Contracting Parties regarding the
quality of the reports received. As such, the Secretariat was asked to provide a summary of their experience with
these reports. This is as follows:

The lack of uniformity in format of the submitted observer reports may compromise the quality of
the reports in general. However total catch information by species contained in the observer
reports were compared to other sources (e.g., VMS hail reports and Port Inspection reports), where
possible, and the comparison shows that there is a general agreement of the catch information
among various sources.

Upon further discussion with the Secretariat it was noted that lack of uniformity with these reports is also an issue,
making it time consuming to compile the annual compilation tables provided to Contracting Parties. It was also
noted that corrections to individual reports must be handled on an individual basis, further complicating the
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compilation of annual information to assess compliance. Finally, one of the Contracting Parties highlighted
problems caused by “malformed” VMS reports, such as COE and COX reports. These “malformed” (or erroneous)
reports cannot be processed, and, therefore, cannot be forwarded to the systems that provide information to patrol
platforms on a real-time basis impacting monitoring and surveillance activities. As a result, the Secretariat proved a
presentation at the 2010 STACTIC Intersessional Meeting to help explain the potential causes of “malformed”
reports and how they are excluded from the data used to prepare the annual compliance review. Potential causes
include technical issues at the Contracting Party level (e.g., duplicates, mis-typed hail reports, etc.) and lack of
clarity regarding the hail reporting requirements in NCEMs (e.g., unnecessary reports, mis-directed reports, etc.).
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Figure 8. Timeliness of submission of reports
5. Follow-up to infringements

Flags states are obligated to follow-up with further investigations and legal prosecution when NAFO inspectors
issue a citation against a Contracting Party vessel. The Secretariat receives information on the status of each case.
The legal procedure can take longer than one year and it is, therefore, not expected that by 2009 (for example) all
cases originating during the previous years could be resolved. This information is reflected in Figure 9 and also in
Table 6.

In general, it appears that most cases are resolved within a 2-year time period. However, the number of cases with
no follow-up information has remained relatively stable since 2006 despite a decline in the total number of citations
issues.
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Figure 9. Legal resolution of citations against vessels fishing in the NAFO Regulatory Area by year in which the

citations were issued (as of July 2010). A citation is an inspection report (from at-sea or port
inspectors) that lists one or more infringements. Inspections carried out for confirming a previous
citation are not counted.

6. Observed trends (period 2004 to 2009)

The total fishing effort in the NAFO area continues to decline both in terms of number of vessels and fishing
days in the NRA since 2004. There was an increase in the number of vessels participating in the groundfish and
shrimp fisheries in 2009, but this increase was offset by a decline in the number of vessels participating in the
redfish fishery. Further, the change in number of vessels participating in individual fisheries (61 in 2008 and 62
in 2009) in relation to the change in the total number of active vessels (60 in 2008 and 51 in 2009) indicates
that more vessels participated in multiple fisheries in 2009 than in 2008. Although, there was a slight drop in
total fishing effort in 2009 in comparison to 2008 (0.8 percent), there was a 25 percent increase in effort in the
groundfish fishery. Conversely, total fishing effort declined substantially in both the shrimp and redfish
fisheries (43 percent and 98 percent, respectively).

The number of at-sea inspections has declined overall since 2004, despite a slight increase in 2006. This is
likely due to the reduced number of active vessels fishing in the NRA. Overall, the rate of at-sea inspections per
vessel fishing day has increased since 2004, from 2.4 percent in 2004 to 4.8 percent in 2008, with a slight
decline to 4.7 percent in 2009. However, the at-sea inspection rate declined dramatically for the redfish fishery
in 2009 (to O percent) since there was hardly any activity in this fishery. The at-sea inspection rate also
declined by 11 percent for the groundfish fishery (from 5.3 to 4.7 percent), but increased by 13 percent (from
4.0 to 4.5 percent) for the shrimp fishery. This may indicate more compliance concerns involving the shrimp
fishery in 2009 in comparison to the groundfish fishery.

The number of citations resulting from at-sea inspections varied from 5 to 20 during the 5-year period. The at-
sea citation rate decreased slightly since 2005, with an increase in 2009, but has remained generally stable over
the time period.

The number of citations resulting from port inspections increased to a peak of 19 between 2004 and 2007, but
has declined dramatically since with only 1 citation in 2009.

There was a 45 percent decline in port inspections from 2004 to 2007, but a slight increase in 2008 (6 percent),
then a subsequent decline again in 2009 (29 percent). The number of vessels cited by port authorities per year
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varied from a high of 16 in 2007 to a low of 1 in 2009. The number of apparent infringements issued ranged
from 27 in 2007 to 1 in 2009, demonstrating a 96 percent decline since 2007.

During the 6 year period, a total of 115 apparent infringements resulted from at-sea inspections and 60 from
port inspections. The apparent infringement category “Mis-recording of Catches” (Both Stowage and Inaccurate
recording related) accounted for 37 of the apparent infringements issued at sea (33 percent) and 32 in port (53
percent). These infringements were issued more frequently in relation to groundfish fisheries.

The number of cases having no follow-up information from the Contracting Party has been relatively stable
since 2006 despite an overall decline in the number of citations issued. Thus, lack of follow-up on apparent
infringements remains a concern. For example, the percentage of citations with no follow-up relative to total
citations issued was 14 percent in 2006 and 38 percent in 2009. The Contracting Party may be following up on
the apparent infringement, but may not have reported the status back to the NAFO Secretariat.

Timeliness of submission of port inspection and observer reports by Contracting Parties has greatly improved,
but has remained steady for at-sea inspection reports.
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7. Annexes (the “Report tables)

Table 1. Submission of Fishing Reports*

Number of Percentage Number of
Days of Effort Davs Percentage
Percentage accounted by | accounted by accoun¥e db of Effort
of Effort Port Port Observer Y | accounted by
Days at the | Number of Days | accounted by Inspection Inspection and CAX Observer
Regulatory accounted by COE-COX and TRA and TRA reports and CAX
Year Area (Effort) | COE-COX pairs pairs reports reports P reports
2004 16480 12156 74% 13327 81% 12779 78%
2005 12290 11706 95% 9679 79% 11326 92%
2006 8663 7991 92% 7488 86% 5921 68%
2007 6598 6210 94% 5269 80% 4276 65%
2008 5054 4785 95% 4613 91% 4596 91%
2009 5016 4920 98% 3981 79% 4047 81%
*COE = Catch on entry, COX = Catch on exit, TRA = transhipment, CAX = Daily catch report
Table 2. Timely submission of Port Inspection Reports
Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Total Number of Port Inspection Reports
received 228 177 151 125 133 94
Total Number of Port Inspection Reports
received late 134 117 111 92 92 34
Percentage % of late Port Inspection
Reports 59% 66% 74% 74% 69% 36%

NB: Timeliness based upon Article 45 in 2008 NECMs which stipulated the transmission of port inspection reports to the Secretariat
within 30 days on which the landing was completed.

Port Inspection Reports are submitted by the CP of the Port Inspection Authority.

Table 3. Timely submission of At-Sea Inspection Reports

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Total Number of at-sea Inspections 401 326 361 296 263 324
Number of at-sea Inspections received late 40 30 95 112 96 124
Percentage % of late at-sea Inspection Reports 10% 9% 26% 38% 37% 38%

NB: Timely submission means transmission of the report with 30 days.
At-sea Inspection Reports are submitted by the CP with inspection presence at NAFO Regulatory Area.

Table 4. Timely submission of Observer Reports

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Total Number of Observers Reports 211 170 114 84 126 86
Number of Observers Reports received late 176 131 87 67 96 49
Percentage % of late Observers Reports 83% 77% 76% 80% 76% 57%

NB: Article 28 stipulates the transmission of the observer reports to the Secretariat within 30 days after the completion of the observer's
assignment.

Observer Reports are submitted by the Flag State of the vessels.
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Table 5-2004, part 1. Effort, at-sea inspections and Als by fisheries type

Fisheries* GRO PRA REB Total
Number of vessels 63 33 48 134**
Days Present in NRA 9966 5100 1414 16480
Number of at-sea inspections 328 73 0 401
Number of at-sea inspection report containing citation of
one or more Als 13 2 0 15
Number of vessels cited with Als at sea 10 2 0 12
Als issued by category - from at-sea inspections***
Greenland halibut measures 0 0 0 0
Mis-recording of catches -stowage 0 0 0 0
Product labeling 0 1 0 1
Vessel requirements - capacity plans 3 0 0 3
By-catch requirements 3 0 0 3
Catch communication violations 0 0 0 0
Fishing without authorization 0 1 0 1
Gear requirements - illegal attachments 1 0 0 1
Gear requirements - mesh size 5 0 0 5
Inspection protocol 2 0 0 2
Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording 1 0 0 1
Observer requirements 0 1 0 1
Quota requirements 1 0 0 1
VMS requirements 0 2 0 2
TOTAL 16 5 0 21

* GRO = groundfish primarily in Divs. 3KLMNO; PRA = shrimp fisheries in Divs. 3LM; REB = redfish in Divs. 1F2J

** Some vessels switched directed species within the year.

*** Als from citation reports serving to confirm an incident are not counted. Al categories in bold are considered serious.

Table 5-2004, part 2. Effort, port inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES* GRO PRA REB Total
Number of vessels 63 33 48 134**
Days Present in NRA 9966 5100 1414 16480
Number of port inspections 85 138 5 228
Number of port inspection report containing citation of
one or more Als 9 0 0 9
Number of vessels cited with Als by port authorities 9 0 0 9
Als issued by category - from port inspections***
Greenland halibut measures 0 0 0 0
Mis-recording of catches -stowage 0 0 0 0
Product labeling 0 0 0 0
Vessel requirements - capacity plans 0 0 0 0
By-catch requirements 1 0 0 1
Catch communication violations 0 0 0 0
Fishing without authorization 1 0 0 1
Gear requirements - illegal attachments 0 0 0 0
Gear requirements - mesh size 1 0 0 1
Inspection protocol 0 0 0 0
Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording 6 0 0 6
Observer requirements 0 0 0 0
Quota requirements 0 0 0 0
VMS requirements 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 9 0 0 9
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Table 5-2005, part 1. Effort, at-sea inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES*

GRO

PRA

REB

Total

Number of vessels

50

27

53

116**

Days Present in NRA

6948

3558

1784

12290

Number of at-sea inspections

270

55

326

Number of at-sea inspection report containing citation of
one or more Als

16

20

Number of vessels cited with Als at sea

14

17

Als issued by category - from at-sea inspections***

Greenland halibut measures

Mis-recording of catches -stowage

Product labeling

Vessel requirements - capacity plans

By-catch requirements

Catch communication violations

Fishing without authorization

Gear requirements - illegal attachments

Gear requirements - mesh size

Inspection protocol

Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording

Observer requirements

Quota requirements

olojgjlw|w(M|O(OININIMd| OO

VMS requirements
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TOTAL

24

7
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31

* GRO = groundfish primarily in Divs. 3KLMNO; PRA = shrimp fisheries in Divs. 3LM; REB = redfish in Divs. 1F2J

** Some vessels switched directed species within the year.

*** Als from citation reports serving to confirm an incident are not counted. Al categories in bold are considered serious.

Table 5-2005, part 2. Effort, port inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES*

GRO

PRA

REB

Total

Number of vessels

50

27

53

116**

Days Present in NRA

6948

3558

1784

12290

Number of port inspections

80

87

10

177

Number of port inspection report containing citation of
one or more Als

Number of vessels cited with Als by port authorities

Als issued by category - from port inspections***

Greenland halibut measures

Mis-recording of catches -stowage

Product labeling

Vessel requirements - capacity plans

By-catch requirements

Catch communication violations

Fishing without authorization

Gear requirements - illegal attachments

Gear requirements - mesh size

Inspection protocol

Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording

Observer requirements

Quota requirements

VMS requirements

TOTAL
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Table 5-2006, part 1. Effort, at-sea inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES*

GRO

PRA

REB

Total

Number of vessels

45

21

42

92**

Days Present in NRA

5908

1776

979

8663

Number of at-sea inspections

277

76

361

Number of at-sea inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als

11

18

Number of vessels cited with Als at sea

10

16

Als issued by category - from at-sea inspections***

Greenland halibut measures

Mis-recording of catches -stowage

Product labeling

Vessel requirements - capacity plans

By-catch requirements

Catch communication violations

Fishing without authorization

Gear requirements - illegal attachments

Gear requirements - mesh size

Inspection protocol

Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording

Observer requirements

Quota requirements

VMS requirements

O |olo|h(O|OINM|O|O(N|FR((FL|O1|O
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TOTAL

15

6
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23

* GRO = groundfish primarily in Divs. 3KLMNO; PRA = shrimp fisheries in Divs. 3LM; REB = redfish in Divs. 1F2J

** Some vessels switched directed species within the year.

*** Als from citation reports serving to confirm an incident are not counted. Al categories in bold are considered serious.

Table 5-2006, part 2. Effort, port inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES*

GRO

PRA

REB

Total

Number of vessels

45

21

42

92**

Days Present in NRA

5908

1776

979

8663

Number of port inspections

76

56

19

151

Number of port inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als

10

10

Number of vessels cited with Als by port authorities

10

10

Als issued by category - from port inspections***

Greenland halibut measures

Mis-recording of catches -stowage

Product labeling

Vessel requirements - capacity plans

By-catch requirements

Catch communication violations

Fishing without authorization

Gear requirements - illegal attachments

Gear requirements - mesh size

Inspection protocol

Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording

Observer requirements

Quota requirements

VMS requirements
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Table 5-2007, part 1. Effort, at-sea inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES*

GRO

PRA

REB

Total

Number of vessels

45

14

20

76**

Days Present in NRA

4158

1948

488

6594

Number of at-sea inspections

202

81

11

294

Number of at-sea inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als

13

Number of vessels cited with Als at sea

13

Als issued by category - from at-sea inspections***

Greenland halibut measures

Mis-recording of catches -stowage

Product labeling

Vessel requirements - capacity plans

By-catch requirements

Catch communication violations

Fishing without authorization

Gear requirements - illegal attachments

Gear requirements - mesh size

Inspection protocol

Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording

Observer requirements

Quota requirements

VMS requirements

o|lo|O(MV|O|(O|O|O|O|O(O|O|WwW|O
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TOTAL

5

5

oo |Oo|O|O|R,|O|O|O|d|O|O|O

15

* GRO = groundfish primarily in Divs. 3KLMNO; PRA = shrimp fisheries in Divs. 3LM; REB = redfish in Divs. 1F2J

** Some vessels switched directed species within the year.

*** Als from citation reports serving to confirm an incident are not counted. Al categories in bold are considered serious.

Table 5-2007, part 2. Effort, port inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES* GRO PRA REB Total
Number of vessels 45 14 20 76**
Days Present in NRA 4158 1948 488 6594
Number of port inspections 67 51 7 125
Number of port inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als 19 0 0 19
Number of vessels cited with Als by port authorities 16 0 0 16
Als issued by category - from port inspections***
Greenland halibut measures 1 0 0 1
Mis-recording of catches -stowage 0 0 0 0
Product labeling 3 0 0 3
Vessel requirements - capacity plans 0 0 0 0
By-catch requirements 3 0 0 3
Catch communication violations 4 0 0 4
Fishing without authorization 0 0 0 0
Gear requirements - illegal attachments 0 0 0 0
Gear requirements - mesh size 0 0 0 0
Inspection protocol 0 0 0 0
Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording 16 0 0 16
Observer requirements 0 0 0 0
Quota requirements 0 0 0 0
VMS requirements 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 27 0 0 27
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Table 5-2008, part 1. Effort, at-sea inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES* GRO PRA REB Total
Number of vessels 38 13 10 60**
Days Present in NRA 3302 1551 201 5054
Number of at-sea inspections 176 62 7 245
Number of at-sea inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als 2 3 0 5
Number of vessels cited with Als at sea 2 3 0 5
Als issued by category - from at-sea inspections***
Greenland halibut measures 0
Mis-recording of catches -stowage 1 1 2
Product labelling 1 1
Vessel requirements - capacity plans 3 3
By-catch requirements 1 1
Catch communication violations 0
Fishing without authorization 0
Gear requirements - illegal attachments 0
Gear requirements - mesh size 0
Inspection protocol 0
Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording 0
Observer requirements 0
Quota requirements 0
VMS requirements 0
TOTAL 3 4 0 7

* GRO = groundfish primarily in Divs. 3KLMNO; PRA = shrimp fisheries in Divs. 3LM; REB = redfish in Divs. 1F2J

** Some vessels switched directed species within the year.

*** Als from citation reports serving to confirm an incident are not counted. Al categories in bold are considered serious.

Table 5-2008, part 2. Effort, port inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES* GRO PRA REB Total
Number of vessels 38 13 10 60**
Days Present in NRA 3302 1551 201 5054
Number of port inspections 70 60 2 132
Number of port inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als 3 0 0 3
Number of vessels cited with Als by port authorities 2
Als issued by category - from port inspections***
Greenland halibut measures 0
Mis-recording of catches -stowage 0
Product labelling 1 1
Vessel requirements - capacity plans 0
By-catch requirements 0
Catch communication violations 0
Fishing without authorization 0
Gear requirements - illegal attachments 0
Gear requirements - mesh size 0
Inspection protocol 0
Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording 2 2
Observer requirements 0
Quota requirements 0
VMS requirements 0
TOTAL 3 0 0 3
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Table 5-2009, part 1. Effort, at-sea inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES* GRO PRA REB Total
Number of vessels 41 20 1 51**
Days Present in NRA 4122 889 5 5016
Number of at-sea inspections 194 40 0 234
Number of at-sea inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als 8 4 0 12
Number of vessels cited with Als at sea 6 4 0 10
Als issued by category - from at-sea inspections***
Greenland halibut measures 0
Mis-recording of catches -stowage 4 4
Product labelling 1 1
Vessel requirements - capacity plans 3 2 5
By-catch requirements 1 1
Catch communication violations 0
Fishing without authorization 0
Gear requirements - illegal attachments 0
Gear requirements - mesh size 1 1
Inspection protocol 2 1 3
Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording 2 1 3
Observer requirements 0
Quota requirements 0
VMS requirements 0
TOTAL 14 4 0 18

* GRO = groundfish primarily in Divs. 3KLMNO; PRA = shrimp fisheries in Divs. 3LM; REB = redfish in Divs. 1F2J

** Some vessels switched directed species within the year.
*** Als from citation reports serving to confirm an incident are not counted. Al categories in bold are considered serious.

Table 5-2009, part 2. Effort, port inspections and Als by fisheries type

FISHERIES* GRO PRA REB Total
Number of vessels 41 20 1 51**
Days Present in NRA 4122 889 5 5016
Number of port inspections 73 21 0 94
Number of port inspection report containing citation of one
or more Als 1 0 0 1
Number of vessels cited with Als by port authorities 1

Als issued by category - from port inspections***
Greenland halibut measures
Mis-recording of catches -stowage
Product labelling 1
Vessel requirements - capacity plans
By-catch requirements
Catch communication violations
Fishing without authorization
Gear requirements - illegal attachments
Gear requirements - mesh size
Inspection protocol
Mis-recording of catches - inaccurate recording
Observer requirements
Quota requirements
VMS requirements
TOTAL 1 0 0 1
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Table 6. Resolution of Apparent Infringement (Al) Cases (as of July 2010)

followup information

2006 2007 2008 2009
Number c_>f reports with 28 32 8 13
citations issued*
Number of cases pending 1 2 5 6
Number of resolved cases 23 25 3 2
Number of cases with no 4 5 0 5

* Number of at-sea and port inspection reports issuing serious and non-serious Als.

A report may contain one or more Al.
Reports serving to confirm identical cases are not counted.
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PART II

Report of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)

32" Annual Meeting
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada
September 20-24, 2010

1. Opening of the Meeting (Chair: Mads Nedergaard, Denmark (in respect
of the Faroe Island and Greenland)

The Chairman opened the meeting at 14:00 hrs at the World Trade and Convention Centre, Halifax, Canada and
welcomed representatives of Canada, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland), Iceland, the
European Union (EU), France (in respect of St. Pierre-et-Miquelon), Japan, Norway, Russia, the United States and
the NAFO Secretariat to the STACTIC meeting.

No opening statements were made.
2. Appointment of Rapporteur
Brent Napier (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Adoption of Agenda

The Chair introduced the agenda and noted that an item would be added under “Other matters” to address the
instructions received from Fisheries Commission to reflect on possible changes to Article 17 — Conservation and
Management of Sharks. He then opened the floor to further comments.

The Representative of Canada noted that, under agenda item 5 — Review and evaluation of NAFO Compliance
objectives, that based on STACTIC WP 09/08 a standing section related to “Electronic/Satellite/Remote
Monitoring” should be added as it was in previous agendas. The Chair noted the omission and added this item as
agenda item 5 (d).

The Representative of Canada also noted his wish to have a second proposal (STACTIC WP 10/34) added under
agenda item 9 b) as it related to product labeling. The Chair recognized the addition.

The representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) signaled a desire to add an agenda
item to accommodate a proposal concerning fishing for shrimp in NAFO Division 3L (Article 15.2.). The Chair
acknowledged the request and indicated that this would be dealt with under “Other matters”.

The Chair remarked that STACTIC WP 10/33, related to the work of the Editorial Drafting Group (EDG), would be
added under agenda item 8.

The Representative of the EU informed the Chair of the following new proposals and recommended agenda
placement:

STACTIC WP 10/9 (revised) Daily Communication of Catches under agenda item 9 h)
STACTIC WP 10/29 Observer Scheme under agenda item 10

STACTIC WP 10/30 Port State Control under agenda item 9

STACTIC WP 10/31 At-sea Inspection Checklist under agenda item 5 b)

STACTIC WP 10/32 Product Form Codes under agenda item 9

The Chair agreed to the EU’s proposed agenda amendments.

The Chair noted that the Icelandic proposal (STACTIC WP 10/21) regarding procedures to coordinate the weighing
of landed catch would be discussed under agenda item 5a).
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As a point of clarification, the Chair noted that an editorial error had been discovered and corrected in a proposal
(STACTIC WP 09/21 revised 2) approved for submission to Fisheries Commission at the 2010 NAFO annual
meeting.

The agenda, as amended, was adopted (Annex 1).
4. Compliance review 2009 including review of reports of apparent infringements

The Chair introduced the agenda item and requested that the representative of the Compliance Report Drafting
Group (CRDG) make a presentation on the compilation of fisheries reports and the 2009 annual compliance review
process (STACTIC WP 10/26).

The representative of the CRDG introduced the 2009 compliance review report and provided a brief explanation of
the compilation process. She also sought STACTIC approval to explore a new approach to the compliance review
process (outlined in STACTIC WP 10/38) that would be composed of two steps, the first being a more detailed
discussion/report internal to STACTIC and the second a high level, executive summary that would be submitted to
Fisheries Commission in the form of the Annual Compliance Report. The representative of Canada and the EU both
supported the proposed approach.

The Chair thanked the CRDG for its work to date and directed it to continue working closely with the Secretariat to
develop the new format in preparation for the 2011 NAFO intercessional meeting.

Prompted by comments from the CRDG, the Chair opened a discussion on practice of addressing the objectivity of
inspections (STACTIC WP 10/18) independent from the compliance review report and the relevance of its current
format given STACTIC’s decision to abandon the objectivity of inspection formula at the 2009 NAFO Annual
Meeting.

The representative of the EU noted that the NAFO CEM’s currently contained provisions obliging the NAFO
Secretariat to report on objectivity of inspections, however remarked that this concept was already covered within
the existing compliance reporting process.

The representative of Canada supported the notion that the current compliance report included information
pertaining to objectivity, and its placement within this report allowed for better correlation to the other elements of
the compliance report.

The Chair noted that the issue of objectivity would hereafter be addressed within the compliance report.

Addressing the final issues under this agenda item the Chair introduced the outstanding working papers (STACTIC
WP 10/1 revised, STACTIC WP 10/14 and FC Doc 10/8) and asked whether there were any updates/comments.

The representative of Iceland noted that, in one particular case, the final disposition of the apparent infringement did
not seem to be commensurate with the magnitude of non-compliant behaviour and the corresponding enforcement
effort required to address the issue.

The representative of the EU noted that it was the responsibility of each flag State Contracting Party to prosecute
apparent infringements based on its domestic procedures, and further noted that vessels that exhibit this type of
behaviour, and escape reasonable penalties, will be subject to closer scrutiny and monitoring.

The Chair noted that no other comments were made on this issue and the item was closed.
It was agreed that:

o STACTIC would take atwo phased approach to the compliance reporting process, as described in
STACTIC WP 10/38.

o The NAFO Secretariat would assist the CRDG with ensuring the elements of the annual “Report on the
Objectivity in the Rea lization and Distribution of Inspections Between the Co ntracting Parties” are
incorporated within the compliance review process and that the objectivity formula previously utilized in
relation to this report would be discarded.

o  STACTIC WP 10/26 would be submitted to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
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5. Review and evaluation of NAFO Compliance objectives

The Chair opened the agenda item and proceeded with each sub-item.

a) In-Port/Land based Monitoring

Port Inspection Checklist

The representative from the EU reiterated his statement from the May 2010 intersessional meeting that the purpose
of the in-port checklist, presented as STACTIC WP 09/17, was to for use as a guide and was not intended to be
compulsory. Thus, there is no redraft of this working paper as indicated in the report from the intersessional
meeting. See item 5.b for further discussion on the issue of harmonizing the in-port and at-sea inspection process.

The representative of the United States noted that the elements in the checklist should be consistent with the
elements provided for under similar FAO guidelines, the representative of the EU confirmed that the elements were
fully consistent.

Procedures to Coordinate the Weighing of Landed Catch

The representative of Iceland presented STACTIC WP 10/21 touching on the key points of the working paper which
provided an overview of the Icelandic system for weighing landed catch. The Chair thanked the representative of
Iceland for the presentation and inquired as to how the minimum sample levels identified in the paper were
determined. The representative of Iceland noted that research formed the basis for these thresholds.

The representative of the EU noted that a similar process was in place in the EU and remarked that this type of
working paper was useful in further developing the concept of a more effective and reliable inspection scheme. The
representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) noted that other “best practices” type
papers had been submitted by other representatives in the past and that it might be useful to make them more
accessible. The Chair noted that the NAFO Secretariat maintains working papers, so it could track this information
down as required. The representative of the EU supported this idea and suggested that a reference site could be
created to make these papers more readily available. The Chair suggested that other representatives could provide
information on relevant domestic practices, including those regarding procedures for weighing landed catch, to
allow NAFO to draw from collective experiences and best practices, and possibly harmonize in the future.

Representatives were encouraged to provide information on relevant enforcement practices to allow STACTIC to
benefit from the collective experiences. It was agreed that this issue could be revisited at subsequent meetings.

b) At-Sea Monitoring

At-sea inspection Checklist

The representative of the EU introduced STACTIC WP 10/31, a guidance document outlining a checklist for at-sea
inspections. The representative of the EU explained that this was a non-compulsory checklist intended to act as a
compliment to the port inspection checklist (STACTIC WP 09/17). He elaborated that in order to maximize the
effectiveness of the NAFO inspection scheme, and in the interest of improving the cost/benefit ratio, representatives
should reflect on how to work more strategically by focusing on the quality instead of the quantity of inspections.

The representative of Canada voiced support for the concept of minimum standards and guidelines for inspections,
so long as the checklist was not overly prescriptive or limiting to the inspection process and still allowed the
necessary degree of flexibility.

The Chair inquired as to whether this was based on domestic practices within the EU. The representative confirmed
that the elements of the checklist were based on domestic practices.

The representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) questioned whether this would form
part of the inspection report. The representative of the EU indicated that this checklist was intended solely as
guidance and it was not envisaged that it would form part of the inspection report.

It was agreed that this would remain an open item to allow STACTIC to reflect on Contracting Party experiences
related to the utilization of the checklists.



219

Joint Patrols

To further discussions held during the 2010 STACTIC intersessional meeting, and in relation to STACTIC WP
09/15, which proposes procedures for joint inspections, the representative of Canada provided a brief summary of
Canada’s experiences with joint patrols in 2010. The following key points were enumerated:

e As of this meeting, four joint patrols were conducted (2 with the EU inspectors and 2 with inspectors from

the United States) from 2 Canadian patrol vessels operating in the NRA in 2010;

There were a total of 22 inspections conducted,;

Overall, the joint inspections worked well and were a positive experience;

Given logistical issues future patrols should be identified in the December preceding the inspections;

Medical (sea-going) and security clearances must be conducted and submitted well in advance of patrols;

The ability to communicate effectively in the English language is essential for safety/planning purposes

onboard Canadian vessels; and

e Inspectors should arrive sufficiently in advance of patrols to allow for comprehensive briefings and
participation in patrol planning.

The representative of the EU thanked Canada for hosting community inspectors, citing that joint inspections
provided an opportunity for Contracting Parties to participate in enforcement operations in the NRA when there
were no National means available. He reiterated that more work was required on developing protocols/procedures to
enhance further joint patrols and noted that the experiences garnered through this “pilot” would be beneficial in that
regard.

The representative of Canada noted that those participating in the joint patrols should also be getting credit for
having contributed to enforcement operations in the NRA. He also reminded representatives that those thinking of
engaging in joint patrols must notify the Executive Secretary prior to deployment.

The representative of the United States also thanked Canada for providing a cost effective means of allowing greater
participating in enforcement operations in the NRA and contributing to inspector capacity development. He agreed
that joint patrol participants should be acknowledged for their contribution and relevant reports should be
documented accordingly.

The representative of the EU noted that the concept of joint inspections should be expanded to include such things as
port inspections. The representative of Canada supported this concept.

It was agreed that further reflection was required on the issue of jo int inspection protocols and that this item
should be revisited at subsequent meetings.

c) Aerial Surveillance

The Chair introduced this standing item on the STACTIC agenda to facilitate discussions related to aerial
surveillance in the NRA. No working papers or were submitted under this item. However, the representative of
Canada noted that Canada does operate an extensive aerial surveillance program in the NRA which accounts for
approximately 295 patrols per year, some in a joint capacity with inspectors from other Contracting Parties. The
representative of Canada further suggested that STACTIC should leave this agenda item open to allow for annual
reporting of efforts in this regard.

It was agreed that this agenda item would remain open to allow representative to report on aerial surveillance
activities and reflect on related issues.

d) Electronic/Satellite/Remote Monitoring

The Chair introduced this standing item on the STACTIC agenda to facilitate discussions related to
electronic/satellite/remote monitoring in the NRA. No working papers or discussion items were submitted under this
item. The representative of Canada noted that, in future, issues such as VMS and emerging electronic reporting
provisions could be discussed under this agenda item.

Representatives agreed to reflect further on possible topics of interest under this agenda item.
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6. Review of IUU pursuant to NAFO CEM Article 57.3

The Chair opened the agenda item and asked the NAFO Secretariat to introduce STACTIC WP 10/20. The NAFO
Secretariat presented the working paper and indicated that there had been no changes to the 1UU lists since the last
formal review at the 2010 STACTIC intersessional.

The representative of the EU provided an update on two vessels on the NAFO-NEAFC 1UU list, indicating that they
were possible candidates for de-listing. The Chair noted that these vessels were placed on the list by NEAFC and
accordingly, they should be de-listed by the same organization.

The representative of Norway noted that, while NAFO should have the ability to de-list vessels, it was STACTIC’s
responsibility to ensure that there was proper documentation supporting removals.

The representative of the EU presented STACTIC WP 10/36, this paper introduces procedural text from the NEAFC
Scheme for Control and Enforcement outlining eligibility elements for a delisting procedure.

The representatives noted that NAFO should be harmonized with NEAFC on this issue and recognized the practical
basis for adopting these provisions.

It was agreed to submit STACTIC WP 10/36 (revised) to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
7. Joint Inspection and Surveillance Scheme

The Chair remarked that a discussion had taken place on the issue concerning the trend of increased inspection rates
on fishing vessels, as tabled at Fisheries Commission during the 2009 NAFO annual meeting. He was not aware of
any further developments and opened the floor to comments.

The representative of the EU remarked that if there were no outstanding issues or papers that this agenda item could
be deferred to another meeting. The Chair agreed with this view.

The agenda item was closed.
8. Editorial Drafting Group of the NAFO CEM (EDG)

The Chair asked that the EDG provide a progress report on the NAFO CEM editorial drafting initiative and
referenced the associated working papers (STACTIC WP 10/27, STACTIC WP 10/28 and STACTIC WP 10/33).

The representative of the EDG provide a brief synopsis of STACTIC WP 10/27, which provided a summary of the
groups efforts to date and outlined the proposed next steps. She indicated that phase 1 of the work, addressing the
more minor and editorial issues, was nearly complete and that phase 2 would focus on re-ordering the
articles/provisions into logical groupings and beginning to address/identify the more substantial issues.

In conducting its editorial work the EDG again identified issues requiring STACTIC guidance. The EDG introduced
STACTIC WP 10/28 and sought direction on how to proceed with the issues listed in the working paper. The Chair
echoed the sentiments of many of the representatives cautioning the EDG to work through the editorial issues,
leaving the substantive issues to STACTIC for resolution. Each issue was reviewed and those items identified as
possible substantive questions may be presented to Fisheries Commission for guidance after further reflection by
STACTIC at its next intersessional (Annex 2).

As a final part of the work completed by the EDG, STACTIC WP 10/33 was presented. This paper proposed a draft
table of contents for the existing annexes to group them in a more logical and thematic (e.g. annexes related to gear
grouped together) order.

The representative of the DFG supported the ordering but suggested that the grouping proposed under the
“reporting” theme could be separated into obligations of the Master and obligations of the Contracting Party. The
representative of the EDG noted that the table of contents would be modified accordingly.

The representative of Canada applauded the EDG for its efforts, however questioned, with phase 1 nearly
completed, whether Fisheries Commission guidance should be sought on the more substantive phase 2 components.
The Chair advised the EDG to continue its work and focus on completing phase 1 in advance of the 2011 STACTIC
intersessional.
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It was agreed that:

e The EDG would continue its work in order to provide a final editorial overview for consideration at the
2011 STACTIC intersessional.

o As phase 2 of the editori al review, the EDG w ould commence work on making suggestions for new
measures to be submitted to Fisheries Commission at the 2011 NAFO annual meeting.

o The Fisheries Commission would be provided with a progress report on this initiative, noting the need
for another year given the magnitude of the task.

9. Possible revisions of NAFO CEM

a) Duration of an inspection

The Chair introduced the agenda item and reminded representatives that this working paper (STACTIC WP 09/20)
had been deferred from the 2010 STACTIC intersessional to allow for further reflection. The representative of
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) indicated that he had consulted with industry and it was
felt that (3) hours was sufficient, (4) hours could start to become a burden. The representative of the EU indicated
that provisions existed within the NAFO CEM’s that allowed for stays beyond three hours (e.g. Article 33.10).

The representative of Canada reiterated that given the complexity of inspection under the NAFO inspection scheme
the extra hour would be useful and again noted that NEAFC currently had a provision for (4) hour inspections. The
representative of Russia supported the Canadian proposal. The representative of the United States also supported the
proposal, citing the usefulness of the extra time, especially in the context of joint patrols. The representative of
Norway confirmed that the NEAFC Scheme for Control and Enforcement, Article 18.5, allowed for (4) hour
inspections. Given this, representatives agreed, in the interest of harmonization, to adopt (4) hour inspection in
NAFO.

After further reflection it was agreed to forward STACTIC WP 09/20 to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
b) Product Labelling

The Chair opened the agenda item and noted that there were two Canadian working papers under this item
(STACTIC WP 10/25 and STACTIC WP 10/34). The representative of Canada introduced STACTIC WP 10/25 and
explained that this paper was a re-write to expand on concepts first introduced in STACTIC WP 09/23. It was
explained that the rationale for establishing label standards was to facilitate the inspections process and was deemed
necessary in light of operational experiences.

The representative of Norway was surprised to hear that this level of detail was required to address the issue but
supported the proposal. The representative of the EU agreed with that labels should be of adequate size and
constitution to facilitate inspections, however felt other text may be more effective. The representative of France (in
respect of St. Pierre-et-Miquelon) also indicated that the emphasis should be readability and not on size standards.

The representative of Canada introduced the second working paper under this agenda item, STACTIC WP 10/34.
This proposal called for the inclusion of labelling violations as serious infringements given the linkage to mis-
recording. The representative of the EU supported the principle but felt another approach might be more effective in
achieving the desired result. The representative of the EU agreed to work with Canada on a revised paper that would
address both issues.

Based on discussion and consultation, Canada presented STACTIC WP 10/37. This paper merged the concepts
found in the two earlier proposals. The new document amends Article 23 to further emphasis the need for legible
labelling and also amends Article 24.2 to create a linkage between labelled product and the catches recorded in the
daily production/fishing logbook.

It was agreed that STACTIC WP 10/37 would be submitted to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
c) Verification of Authorization to Fish

The Chair noted that there were two working papers under this agenda item and asked the representative of Iceland
to present STACTIC WP 10/16. The representative of Iceland explained that the purpose of this paper was to
introduce the concept of a virtual inspector’s portal that would contain the most updated electronic version of
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relevant information (e.g. vessel registration, authorization to fish, research plans). He noted that this initiative could
be developed in stages and other relevant information could be made available through the portal as the project
developed. The portal would be a secure password protected site that could be accessed from sea.

The representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) supported the concept but indicated
some issues would need to be resolved (e.g. vague wording in Article 20 Vessel Register). The representative of
Canada also supported the concept noting that a one-stop shop for inspectors would be desirable but that there still
remains much design and development work to implement this initiative. He also noted that connectivity for all
users would need to be addressed and indicated that while awaiting development of the portal, STACTIC WP 09/24
could be supported in the interim. The representative of Norway indicated that it has dispensed with the paper
process and it would be undesirable to return to this practice. The representative of Iceland supported this position
and noted that connectivity at sea was no longer an issue.

The Chair thanked the representative of Iceland for the paper and inquired as to the potential cost implications. The
NAFO Secretariat indicated that they would welcome the opportunity to develop such a portal but indicated that
there would be systemic and resource implications with respect to implementing this concept. The representative of
Iceland indicated that NEAFC had implemented a lesser, but similar system and wondered if those experiences
could not be exploited. He further elaborated that this system could be implemented in stages given the complexity.
The NAFO Secretariat indicated that they had consulted with NEAFC on its system and discovered it had taken
several years to complete the work in its entirety. The representative of Canada suggested that it might be useful if
the NAFO Secretariat developed a workplan with options and cost implications for presentation to STACTIC. The
representative of the EU supported the Canadian suggestion. The Chair directed the NAFO Secretariat to reflect
further on this issue and report back to STACTIC at the next meeting.

It was agree d that the NAFO Secr etariat would develop a working paper to pre sent at the 2011 STACTIC
intersessional meeting.

d) Shrimp Strengthening Bags

The Chair introduced the agenda item and asked Canada to explain the revisions to this working paper that was
originally presented at the 2009 annual meeting as STACTIC WP 09/25. The representative of Canada introduced
STACTIC WP 10/24 and noted that the changes requested during the 2010 STACTIC intersessional had been
incorporated. The representative of the EU supported the proposal, but noted that the term “sorting grid/grate”
should be used instead of “separator grate” to be consistent with what is found in the NAFO CEM’s. The
representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) made some minor wording suggestions in
the interest of clarity.

Canada presented a revised working paper that incorporated these editorial changes, and it was agreed to forward
this working paper to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.

It was agreed that STACTIC WP 10/24 (Rev.) would be submitted to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
e) Retrieval of the net

The Chair opened the agenda item and asked Canada to elaborate on STACTIC WP 09/26. The representative of
Canada remarked, based on an intervention by Norway, he now recognized that this proposal would make the
provision contained with the NAFO CEM’s inconsistent with what was in place within the NEAFC Scheme for
Control and Enforcement and agreed to withdraw the proposal, especially in light of the adoption of STACTIC WP
09/20 which aimed to harmonize NAFO and NEAFC measures.

The working paper was withdrawn and this item was closed.
f) By-catch requirements

The Chair opened the agenda item and invited the EU to explain the rationale for STACTIC WP 10/7. The
representative of the EU explained that the bycatch provision, Article 12.1 d), adopted at the 2009 annual meeting is
inappropriate and added a level of complexity to an already complicated bycatch regime and was, in his estimation,
impractical to implement. The representative of Russia supported this position.
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The representative of Canada noted that this provision was only just adopted last year by the Fisheries Commission,
specifically in relation to newly re-opened fisheries that had been under moratoria. He indicated that this provision
was consistent with existing management provisions.

The representative of the EU argued that this provision mixed the concept of fishing under a quota and fishing under
by-catch tolerances and required fisheries managers to invent a date to halt fishing to avoid quota overruns. The
representative of Norway remarked that the adopted provision was logical and that it was the obligation of the
Contracting Party to manage within its quota. Elaborating further the representative of Norway indicated that
depending on the available quota, and prevailing circumstances, a Contracting Party would have to choose between
allocating the full quota, allocating only a partial quota to allow for some by-catch in other fisheries and finally not
allocating any quota to provide for high by-catch rates in other fisheries.

Several Contracting Parties expressed their apprehensions about exploring the removal of this newly introduced
provision, noting the need to further consult with their respective delegations.

It was agreed that:

o The Chair would report to the Fisheries Commissi on that, while it wa s recognized that this was a
fisheries management issue, some STACTIC representatives expressed concerns that the implementation
of this provision was problematic and may add confusion in the management of the fisheries.

g) Chartering arrangements

The Chair opened this agenda item and requested the representative of the EU present STACTIC WP 10/8
concerning requiring that documentation be retained on board the vessel concerning the chartering arrangement. It
was explained that the purpose of this working paper was to facilitate the work of at-sea inspectors in the short-term.
This topic was also discussed in concert with the broad level discussion on electronic reporting, and the desire to
move towards a more electronic means of documentation (see STACTIC WP 10/16 presented by Iceland) in the
mid-to longer term.

The representative of Canada noted that the short-term solution was to require that this information be retained on
board, while the long-term solution would be to have it available to Contracting Parties electronically, in real-time.
The NAFO Secretariat noted that this information was currently available on the NAFO website. The representative
of Canada further noted that not all Contracting Parties may have electronic capabilities on board their inspection
vessels, and it may be useful to have a document on board to facilitate inspection. The representative from the
United States remarked that the charter vessel should at a minimum carry a copy of the consent letter referenced
under NAFO CEM Article 19.7. The Secretariat clarified that there are two consent letters, one from the Chartering
Contracting Party and one from the flag State Contracting Party. It was agreed that both consent letters should be
carried on board the vessel. The representative of the EU agreed to revise STACTIC WP 10/8 in light of these
comments. Following presentation of this revised working paper, there was general agreement that STACTIC WP
10/8 (Rev 2) be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.

It was agreed that STACTIC WP 10/8 Rev.2 would be submitted to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
h) Communication of Catches

The Chair opened the agenda item and noted there were a number of proposals pertaining to this issue. The
representative of Iceland introduced STACTIC WP 10/17, a discussion paper that provided clarification on report
types and proper sequencing of messages. The Chair thanked Iceland for the paper and noted that this document
would provide good context for subsequent discussion on reporting.

The representative of the EU provided a detailed summary and rationale for the EU’s proposal on daily
communication of catch (STACTIC WP 10/9). Representatives all agreed on the merit of adopting daily reporting,
in the interest of both simplifying reporting requirements and to provide enhanced monitoring capability. A
comprehensive discussion ensued on the benefits and systemic issues related to the elements of the proposal. The
representatives, particularly those of Iceland, the EU and Russia were able to successfully merge multiple concepts
and resolve the various technical issues to arrive at a modified proposal that was acceptable to all parties.

The representative of Iceland explained that regardless of the frequency of catch reports, the catch reported under
the CA data element is always the catch taken since the last communication of catches.

It was agreed that new codes would be submitted to the AGDC for verification via the NAFO Secretariat.
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The Chair remarked that the extent and breadth of the discussions reflected the complexity and importance of the
issue and was pleased that STACTIC was able to advance this working paper.

It was agreed to submit STACTIC WP 10/9 (Rev.5) the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
i) Report on Infringements

As requested at the 2010 STACTIC intersessional, the NAFO Secretariat produced a draft template for an electronic
notification form (STACTIC WP 10/19) that would be used by Contracting Parties to report on infringements. While
there was general support for the proposed template, the representative of the United States noted that the field
entitled “Second Sea Inspection” should have additional text indicating “as applicable”. The representative of
Canada also supported the form, but noted the use of the term “confirmation”, under the “Second Sea Inspection”
and “Port Inspection” fields, and remarked that this was not appropriate given that no such process existed within
the NCEM’s. It was suggested that this text be removed and no example be provided. The representative of the EU
noted that this term was simply intended to reflect the follow-up that occurs to an infringement, but acknowledged
that “confirmation” was not appropriate.

The NAFO Secretariat noted the comments and provided a revised working paper that addressed the identified
issues.

It was agreed to submit STACTIC WP 10/19 (Rev.) to the Fisheries Commission for adoption.
j) COX message and CANCEL report

The Chair opened this agenda item and asked the representative of Russia to introduce STACTIC WP 10/15. The
representative of Russia indicated that there were two parts to this proposal. The first part was intended to facilitate
inspections by adding a field OB (onboard) to the COX report that represents that actual catch on board the vessel
(to account for any catch that was acquired or offloaded via transhipment). The second part was conceived to
provide a means for allowing the cancellation of erroneous catch reports through the implementation of a “cancel”
report.

The representative from the EU noted that the essence of the first part of Russia’s proposal, related to COX
messages, was addressed within the EU proposal STACTIC WP 10/9 (Rev. 5) and could be removed from this
proposal. The representative of Russia agreed with this suggestion.

The representative from the EU then noted his support for the “cancel” report concept, but expressed his view that
this message should not come from the vessel Master, but rather the FMC. The representative from Canada echoed
this sentiment, explaining that while he understood the need for the cancel report, he also recognized that this
provision could be negatively exploited by vessel Masters. Accordingly, the representative of Canada supported the
EU’s recommendation that the “cancel” reports should only be submitted from a Contracting Parties FMC.

The representative of Russia agreed to modify their proposal to address the comments of Canada and the EU. This
revised proposal was later presented as STACTIC WP 10/15 (Rev). While there was general agreement that this
proposal should be adopted, on the advice of the representative of Iceland, it was suggested that Russia should first
submit this to the Advisory Group on Data Communication (AGDC) to facilitate harmonization between the linked
NAFO and NEAFC systems.

It was agreed that NAFO Secretariat would submit the revised proposal on “Cancel” messages to the AGDC to
solicit its views on how best to adopt the proposal for use in both NAFO and NEAFC.

k) Port State Control (pre-notification of arrival in port)

The Chair opened the agenda item and asked the representative of the EU to introduce STACTIC WP 10/30, a
proposal that would enable a vessel to provide portion “A” of PSC 1 or 2 at the latest (1) day in advance of the
estimated time of arrival instead of the current (3) days. It was noted that the pre-notification of the estimated time
of arrival is still to be submitted (3) days prior to landing or transhipment. The representative of the EU noted that
when the fishing grounds are in close proximity to a designated port the quantity provided (3) days in advance is
likely an estimate as the vessel will continue fishing prior to entry. This creates the need to send a second form to
amend the original PSC form. The representative of Japan supported the proposal.

The representative of Iceland indicated that, under Article 46.2, a derogation already exists that allows a port State to
identify a different pre-notification period. He also noted that pre-notification exists to provide the opportunity to
verify the catch with the flag State. The representative of Canada agreed with the Icelandic intervention, noting in
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practice that Canada has permitted shorter pre-notification periods. The representative of Canada also indicated that
pre-notification was necessary to allow for proper inspection planning.

The representative of Norway indicated that a similar scenario exists in Norway, where Russian vessels are active in
fishing grounds that are in close proximity to port. He noted that, as in NAFO, the NEAFC measures provide
Contracting Parties with the necessary flexibility to address this issue bilaterally.

The representative of the EU noted that this derogation was not compulsory and forced the need to negotiate
bilateral arrangements, which creates an unnecessary administrative burden. The representative of Iceland noted that
NAFO and NEAFC currently employed harmonized port State control schemes and changes to this article would
affect this balance. The representative of Russia agreed with the Icelandic and Norwegian views and noted that the
current port state control schemes were working well in both organizations.

The Chair encouraged Contracting Parties to work collaboratively in establishing practical pre-notification periods
within the purview of the established Port State Control Scheme. After further reflection the EU agreed to withdraw
STACTIC WP 10/30 based on the comments of the other representatives.

It was agreed that STACTIC WP 10/30 would be withdrawn and the agenda item was closed.
1) Product Form Codes

The Chair opened the agenda item and asked the representative of the EU to introduce STACTIC WP 10/32, a
proposal calling for an amendment to the existing product form codes in the NAFO CEM’s Annex XX (c). The
representative of the EU noted that the existing codes within Annex XX (c) were insufficient to cover some of the
product forms currently utilized in the NRA. The representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and
Greenland) inquired as to the origin of these codes. The representative of the EU indicated that these were taken
from established FAO 3-apha codes and added that others could be added from the FAO list if necessary. The Chair
noted the potential need to make similar changes in NEAFC to ensure ongoing harmonization of these codes.

The representative of Canada indicated that he had no issues with expanding the number of codes but questioned the
technical implication of moving from a single alpha code to a 3-alpha code. The representative of Norway agreed
that there could be data issues and suggested that this matter be tabled at the next meeting of NEAFC’s AGDC. The
Chair supported Norway’s suggestion given the possible implications in NAFO and NEAFC.

It was agreed that the NAFO Secretariat would forward this issue to the AGDC.
10. Observers Scheme - NCEM Chapter V11 and Article 28

The Chair noted that there were two working papers under this agenda item and asked the NAFO Secretariat to
provide an overview of STACTIC WP 10/22, the preliminary evaluation of the effectiveness of implementation of
Chapter VII. The NAFO Secretariat outlined the approach taken in conducting this evaluation and solicited
comments and questions from the representatives.

The representative of the EU suggested that this agenda item be structure to deal with three items:

1. Evaluation of NAFO CEM’s Chapter VII;
2. ldentification of items to submit to the attention of the AGDC.
3. Observer Program discussion; and

The Chair noted the EU’s suggested approach and opened the floor to comments.

The representative of the EU thanked the NAFO Secretariat for this factual report and expressed the view that it was
clearly demonstrated that Chapter VI is in need of a major revision. He expressed the view that this item should be
discussed within the broader context of full electronic reporting system in the AGDC. He asked the Chair to request
that the AGDC to initiate a discussion on the electronic reporting system at its next session.

In the context of STACTIC WP 10/22, the representative from Canada inquired as to why only 13 out of 25 fishing
periods under this alternative Observer scheme were found to be compliant. The representative of Denmark (in
respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) offered practical explanations for some of the missing reports from his
vessels. The Secretariat explained that compliance determination under this evaluation was based on an examination
of individual vessel compliance with reporting requirements across all trips by that Contracting Party. The
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representative from the United States questioned whether this was an appropriate means of determining compliance
with these provisions.

The representative of Iceland provided some background on the evolution of NAFO CEM’s Chapter VIl and noted
that compliance was to be assessed by reviewing both the reporting requirements, and the content of messages when
an Observer was onboard a vessel and when an Observer was not onboard. He remarked that compliance to these
provisions was not an issue for the AGDC.

The Chair acknowledge the general sentiment within STACTIC that the provisions contained with NAFO CEM’s
Chapter V11 were not overly functional or effective and that they would soon be rendered obsolete by advances in
electronic reporting, such as daily reporting. On this note, the discussion concerning the evaluation of the alternative
Observer scheme was concluded.

On the issue of potential items that could be brought to the attention of the AGDC, the representative of the EU
sought agreement by representatives to initiate a discussion in the AGDC on the implementation of a broader
electronic reporting system, in the medium term, to promote a more reliable and effective enforcement scheme.

The Chair then requested that the EU present STACTIC WP 10/29, a discussion paper that suggested extensive
changes to the current Observer scheme. The representative of the EU outlined the philosophy behind the discussion
paper, reiterating the EU’s position that the current Observer scheme was costly and ineffective.

The representative of Canada noted that Observers are an internationally recognized enforcement tool and that
Canada currently operates an extensive Observer program, both domestically and within the NRA, which is viewed
as an effective component in Canada’s enforcement scheme. He suggested that, given the sentiments expressed by
the EU, a possible way forward could be the establishment of a working group comprised of enforcement, science
and fisheries management experts. The representative of the United States supported the Canadian comments.

The representative of the EU suggested the Scientific Council should be questioned on the usefulness of the
compliance Observer program to scientific initiatives. The Chair noted the suggested and it was agreed that
Scientific Council would be approached on this issue.

It was agreed that:

e Further reflection was required on NAFO CEM’s Chapter V11, including how other electronic reporting
provisions could be explored to replace the current scheme.

o  Scientific Council would be consulted on usefulness of Observer reports to its various initiatives and
what, if any, negative scientific impacts could come from reductions/elimination of a scientific observer
program.

o  STACTIC would continue to reflect on the merit and effectiveness of the current Observer scheme.

o The NAFO Secretariat would forward a request to the AGDC to initiate a discussion on the electronic
reporting system at its next session.

11. Other matters
a) Contingency plans in the case of force majeure

The Chair noted that, given the infrequency of this issue there was no urgency in addressing this issue, but
remarked that it would be prudent to develop procedures at some point.

The representative of Iceland voiced concerns that, in the absence of clear procedures, issues may be
advanced in the absence of interested Contracting Parties being present. He recommended postponing
discussion on important items in these cases. The representative of the United States acknowledged these
concerns, but noted that this would not be an issue if the meeting was cancelled or postponed, it would
only be relevant in cases were a meeting was convened with less that the usual compliment of Contracting
Parties.

The representative of Canada noted that another international organization, the IMCS Network, was
recently faced with the same situation and elected to cancel the meeting. He noted that circumstances
would often dictate the appropriate action.
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The Chair instructed representatives to reflect further on the issue so that a way forward could be
determined.

It was agreed that STACTI C would refle ct further on the issue and revisit it at the 2011 STACTIC
intersessional meeting.

Conservation and Management of Sharks (Article 17)

The Chair opened the discussions, presented the NAFO Secretariat’s compilation of information related to
sharks and encouraged representatives to provide views related to compliance with the shark conservation
and management provisions.

The EU remarked that, based on available information, sharks did not appear to pose a compliance concern
in the NRA and noted information from the full NAFO Convention area may be useful for the purposes of
this exercise. He noted that, based on the discussions under this agenda item it was clear that the reporting
rules were not sufficient and work should be undertaken to improve the provisions.

The representative of the United States questioned whether Contracting Parties were complying with the
reporting provisions of Article 17. The NAFO Secretariat confirmed that reports were being received from
Contracting Parties pursuant to Article 17, although few references to sharks had been noted.

The representative of Canada reported that Canadian NAFO inspectors had witnessed only limited shark
activity in the NRA and that there were no compliance issues of concern. He noted that sharks were
occasionally captured inadvertently as bycatch, however in Canada’s experience they were being
discarded.

The representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) noted that the reporting
provisions linked with Article 17 were less than ideal for capturing information pertaining to sharks as they
generally called for information pertaining to catch “onboard”, and most sharks in the NRA were being
discarded. She also noted that the provisions contained within Article 17 should also be reviewed and
updated, as appropriate, to reflect advances in shark management.

It was agreed that:

o Fisheries Commission would be advised that ther e were no identified compliance issues related
to the provisions of NAFO CEM’s Article 17.

o  Representatives would re flect further on potential reporting improvements with the view to
enhancing the provisions of Article 17.

Article 15 — Area and Time Restrictions

The representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) presented STACTIC WP
10/35 and explained that its purpose was to align the coordinates provided under NAFO CEM’s Article
15.2 with the spirit of the provision. The representative of Norway indicated that it could support the
concept if it indeed brought harmony between the spirit of the provisions and the coordinates. The
representative of Canada supported Norway’s viewed but noted that the proposed (3) coordinates would
need to be verified to ensure they were consistent with the text of the current measures and encouraged
adding additional coordinates to better reflect the 200 meter contour.

It was agreed that:
o  Further consultation is required to ensure the spirit of NAFO CEM Article 15.2 was respected.

o  Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) will submit a revised working paper
at the 2011 STACTIC intersessional meeting.

STACTIC Working Papers submitted for adoption

The following table contains a list of STACTIC Working Papers forwarded to the Fisheries Commission for
adoption:
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STACTICW.P. | TITLE

09/20 Discussion Paper on “Duration of Inspections”

09/21 (Rev. 2) Discussion Paper on "Inspection Party Composition: Article 33 (4)

10/8 (Rev. 2) Discussion paper on "Chartering Arrangements” - NAFO CEM - Article 19

10/9 (Rev. 5) Discussion paper on "Daily Communication of Catches" - NAFO CEM Article 27 +
Annex X + Annex XXII

10/10 Discussion Paper on "Notification Requirements” NCEM Article 30

10/11 (Rev. 2) Discussion Paper on "Report on Infringements” NCEM Atrticle 42

10/19 (Rev.) Template for “Report on Infringement” Form

10/23 PSC 3 Report Form

10/24 (Rev.) Discussion Paper on “Shrimp Strengthening Bags”

10/26 Annual Compliance Review 2010

10/36 (Rev.) Discussion paper on "Delisting procedure for IUU vessels"- NAFO CEM Atrticle 57

10/37 Minimum Standards for Product Labelling under Article 23 and Labelling shall
Accurately reflect Logbook Records under Article 24

12. Election of Chair

Representatives acknowledged the excellent work of Mads Nedergaard (Denmark in respect of the Faroe Islands and
Greenland), who has served as STACTIC Chair for two consecutive terms, and thanked him for his professionalism
during his tenure.

Gene Martin (United States) was appointed Chair of STACTIC.

Stein-Aage Johnsen (Norway) was appointed as Vice-Chair.
13. Time and Place of Next Meeting

The Chair opened the agenda item and expressed a strong desire to take advantage of the cost savings and
economies of having the STACTIC intersessional meeting take place in association with the NEAFC PECCOE and
the AGDC meetings. The representative of Canada reiterated comments made during its opening statement in
General Council that controlling costs for the NAFO Secretariat was important and Contracting Parties should keep
this in mind when selecting a venue for the STACTIC intersessional meeting.

The representative of the EU also supported the view expressed by the Chair, however noted that should this
proposal not be possible in 2011, Estonia was willing to host the next STACTIC intersessional, at a time and place
to be determined. He also expressed a wish to continue conducting the meeting in the month of May to allow for
adequate time in advance of the NAFO annual meeting.

The representative of Iceland agreed with the benefits to be derived from having the various meeting take place
around the same time, in the same location. In the event that this was not possible however, he reiterated Iceland’s
view, expressed in STACTIC WP 9/16, that in the interest of cost savings and convenience, the STACTIC
intersessional meeting should take place in either the NAFO facilitates in Dartmouth, or at a centrally located
European venue.

It was agreed NEAFC would be engaged on this issue and that efforts would be made to conduct the STACTIC
intersessional meeting in close coordination with the PECCOE and AGDC meetings. The default location will be
at the NAFO Secretariat offices in Dartmouth, Canada.

14. Adoption of Report
The report was adopted by the representatives.

15. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 12:20 hrs on Thursday, September 23 2010.
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Annex 1. Agenda

Opening by the Chair, Mads Nedergaard, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland)
Appointment of Rapporteur
Adoption of Agenda

Compliance review 2009 including review of reports of apparent infringements

Review and evaluation of NAFO Compliance objectives
In-Port/Land based Monitoring

e At-Sea Monitoring

e Aerial Surveillance

e Electronic/Satellite/Remote Monitoring

Review of current IUU List pursuant to NAFO CEM Article 57.3

Joint Inspection and Surveillance Scheme
Editorial Drafting Group of the NAFO CEM (EDG)
Possible revisions of NAFO CEM

a) Duration of an inspection

b) Product Labelling

¢) Verification of Authorization to Fish
d) Shrimp Strengthening Bags

e) Retrieval of the net

f)  By-catch requirements

g) Chartering arrangements

h) Communication of Catches

i)  Report on Infringements

j) COX message and CANCEL report
k) Port State Control (pre-notification of arrival in port)
I)  Product Form Codes

Observers Scheme - NCEM Chapter VII and Article 28
Other matters

a) Contingency plans in the case of force majeure

b) Conservation and Management of Sharks

c) Article 15— Area and Time Restrictions

d) STACTIC Working Papers submitted for adoption

Election of Chair
Time and Place of the next STACTIC Meeting
Adoption of Report

Adjournment
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Annex 2. Outstanding Issues Presented by the EDG

The following determinations were made:

1. Under Article 14.1 (minimum fish size), should the 5 nautical mile move provision be changed to 10 nautical
miles to be consistent with by-catch provisions?

Determination: Requires further reflection.

2. Does Article 14.3 (minimum fish size exemption since Canadian vessels required to land all catches) apply to any
other CPs?

Determination: Requires further reflection.

3. Which protocol is being referred to under Article 15.8 (area and time restrictions)? The exploratory fishing
protocol?

Determination: Requires guidance from Fisheries Commission/Scientific Council.

4. Which duties/responsibilities are transferred from chartering CP to flag state CP when a charter takes place
(Article 19.5)?

Determination: Only those outlined in Article 19.5.
5. What is intent of including reference to bycatches in Article 19.11 (chartering arrangements), and to who’s quota
does such by-catch get counted against?

Determination: Contracting Party with the quota - as is the reporting practice. Representative of the EU
guestioned why chartering exists when quota transfer process in place — further reflection required.

6. Should chartering compliance report referenced in Article 19.13 be included in general compliance report
generated by STACTIC?

Determination: Presented directly to Fisheries Commission as required, thus no need to incorporate into
Compliance Report.

7. In Article 20.1, there is not clear definition for ‘“operate.” For example, ““...authorized to operate in the
Regulatory Area...” Does this mean fishing, transiting, or both? EDG suggests that a definition be developed and
incorporated into the definitions section of the CEMs.

Determination: Definition should be developed - requires further reflection.

8. A practical approach needs to be developed concerning “wet fish” under Article 23 (product labeling
requirements)? Is it the will of STACTIC for the EDG to develop such an approach?

Determination: Canada agreed to draft a proposal on this issue.

9. The issue of whether all required documents should be available on board vessel to inspectors issue needs further
consideration — taking into consideration Iceland is preparing a working paper on electronic methods of data
exchange for the September2010 STACTIC meeting.

Determination: Defer to Icelandic discussion paper on this issue.
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Report of the FC Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on

Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (WGFMS-CPRYS)
(FC Doc. 11/2)

7 April 2011 (via WebEX)
1. Opening

The Executive Secretary (Vladimir Shibanov) opened the inaugural meeting at 1410 GMT on Thursday 7 April
2011, and welcomed all participants. Canada, European Union, Norway, the Russian Federation, and the USA were
represented. The Scientific Council (SC) Chair was aso present (Annex 1).

2. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair

Jean-Claude Mahé (EU) and Morley Knight (Canada) were elected Chair and Vice-Chair, respectively. The newly-
elected Chair presided the meeting for the subsequent agenda items.

3. Appointment of Rapporteur
The Fisheries Commission Coordinator (Ricardo Federizon) was appointed rapporteur.
4. Adoption of Agenda
The provisional agenda as previously circulated was adopted (Annex 2).

5. Review of the current SC advice relevant to CPRS and consideration of a
formulation of additional FC request to SC

The SC Chair (Ricardo Alpoim, EU) presented the latest scientific advice on two fish stocks currently under the
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies programme, 3LNO American plaice and 3NO cod (Annex 3). The
advice was formulated by the SC during its June 2010 meeting and was aready presented at the September 2010
Annual Meeting. He indicated that the detailed advice and comments are contained in the document SCS Doc 10/18
Rev.

The SC Chair indicated the SC is aware of time constraints imposed by the Rules of Procedure concerning Fisheries
Commission (FC) Requests and SC responses. However, it isready in its scheduled June 2011 Meeting in Germany
to accommodate additional and relevant request for advice that may emanate from this WG Meeting. The results of
the SC June 2011 Meeting would be finalized within few days after the adjournment, and thus this WG would have
adequate time to consider and utilize the SC June 2011 Meeting results in time for the next WG meeting (see item 7
of thisreport).

The current FC Request for Scientific Advice (FC Doc 10/9 Rev) which was formulated at the 2010 Annual Meeting
and which would be considered by SC at its June 2011 Meeting was reviewed. Noting that one of the specific duties
of this WG as defined in the ToR is the review of reference points and Harvest Control Rules, which would be
undertaken at the next WG mesting, it was clarified that F.,s, and B,,s, and a provision for advice on reference points
would be addressed by item 7 of the FC Request. Likewise, Harvest Control Rule could be covered by Paragraph 2c
of Annex | of the FC Request.

It was concluded the latest SC advice and comments on the two fish stock and forthcoming results of the SC June
2011 Meeting would be adequate for this WG to continue its work at the next meeting. Thus, no additional request
to SC for advice is necessary.

6. Consideration of the agenda of the next meeting
The draft provisional agenda of the next meeting circulated in March 2011 (GFS/11-119) was reviewed. It was

agreed that a new item “SC Chair presentation of scientific advice from the SC June 2011 meeting” be inserted
(Annex 4). The revised draft provisional agendawould be dispatched to the Contracting Parties as soon as possible.
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7. Confirmation of agreed date (26-28 June) and location of the next meeting

It was confirmed that the next meeting will be held in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada on 26 — 28 June 2011, as
previously agreed by the Contracting Parties. The Secretariat was in the process of negotiations with an appropriate
hotel as the venue. Hotel information and logistical details will be circulated as soon as possible.

8. Other business

It was pointed out that in the Terms of Reference document (FC Doc 10/11), a maximum of three participants per
Contracting Party is allowed. It was agreed that there should be some flexibility on this rule, as it may be necessary
for Contracting Parties to send more than three del egates, as advisers for example.

The SC Chair suggested that a SharePoint site be created in the NAFO Web site to facilitate coordination and
sharing of documents among members of this WG. The Secretariat committed to implement the suggestion.

It was asked if there was a need for another WebEXx mesting prior to the 26-28 June meeting. It was concluded that
there would probably not be any other matter arising before the SC June meeting and that since there will only be
one week delay between the end of the SC June meeting and the next WGFMS-CPRS, there was no need for an
additional WebEx meeting.

9. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 1530 GMT on Thursday, 7 April 2011.
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CANADA

Brodie, Bill, Senior Science Coordinator/Advisor on NAFO, Science Br., NL Region, Fisheries and Oceans
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Phone: +709 772 3288 — Fax: +709 772 4105 - E-mail: bill.brodie@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Knight, Morley, Regiona Director, Fisheries and Aquaculture Management, NL Region, Fisheries and Oceans
Canada, P. O. Box 5667, St. John's, NL A1C 5X1
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Annex 2. Agenda
Opening
Election of Chair and Vice-Chair
Appointment of Rapporteur
Adoption of Agenda

Review of current SC advice relevant to CPRS and consideration of aformulation of additional FC request
to SC

Consideration of the agenda of the next meeting
Confirmation of agreed date (26-28 June) and location of the next meeting
Other business

Adjournment
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Annex 3. Summary of Scientific Advice on 3LNO American plaice and 3NO Cod

Fish Stock 3LNO American plaice 3NO Cod

Biomass Biomass and SSB are very low compared to | The 2010 total biomass and spawning biomass
historic levels. SSB declined to the lowest | remain low but are estimated to be at their highes
estimated level in 1994 and 1995. SSB has been | levels since 1992.
increasing since then and is currently at 33, 000
t. Bjim foOr this stock is 50 000 t

State of the Stock The stock remains low compared to historic | Remains relatively low but has improved in

levels and athough SSB is increasing, it is
estimated to be below B,,. Scientific Council
notes that SSB was projected in the last
assessment to surpass By in 2010. However, in
this assessment recent estimates of SSB were
revised downward as a result of relatively low
survey indices in 2009, as well as dlight
revisions to input data from previous years. In
addition, stock weights and maturities now
appear to be reduced compared to values used in
the projections in the last assessment.

recent years to levels just prior to the
moratorium. Nevertheless, SSB is still well
below Blim-

Reference Points

An examination of the stock recruit scatter
shows that good recruitment, with the possible
exception of the 2003 year class, has rarely been
observed in this stock at SSB below 50 000 t
and this is currently the best estimate of Bjy,. In
2009 STACFIS adopted an F;, of 0.4 consistent
with stock history and dynamics for this stock.
The stock is currently below By, and current
fishing mortality is below Fip,.

The current best estimate of By, is 60 000 t.
SSB in 2010 is estimated to be 12 700 t which
is 21% of Biim

Short-term
considerations

Simulations were carried out to examine the
trajectory of the stock under 3 scenarios of
fishing mortality: F = 0, F = Fjg9 (0.13), and
Foi (0.2) (show below). Simulations were
limited to a 5-year period. Recruitment was
resampled from three sections of the estimated
stock recruit scatter, depending on SSB.

At F = 0 spawning stock biomass is estimated to
increase and there is a 50% probability that SSB
will surpass By, by 2012. Under Feyrent and Fo 1
the population is estimated to grow more slowly
and there is a less than 50% probability that
SSB will reach By, by 2015.

Simulations were carried out to examine the
trgjectory of the stock under two scenarios of
fishing mortality: F=0, F=0.07 (the average F
on ages 4-6 from 2007-2009). Simulations
were limited to a 3-year period. Given the SSB
is still estimated to be well below By,
recruitment (at age 3) was only re-sampled
from 1994-2009 as this represents a reasonable
expectation of what has occurred under low
productivity conditions. At F = 0 spawning
stock biomass is estimated to increase and
there is an 88% probability that SSB will
remain under Bj, by 2013. At F = 0.07 the
population is estimated to grow more slowly. If
the fishing mortality in 2010-2012 remains at
the average estimated in 2007-2009 then yield
is estimated to increase over the 3-year time
period.

Recommendations

There should be no directed fishing on
American plaice in Div. 3LNO in 2011.
Bycatches of American plaice should be kept to
the lowest possible level and restricted to
unavoidable bycatch in fisheries directing for
other species.

There should be no directed fishing for cod in
Div. 3N and Div. 30 in 2011-2013. Bycatches
of cod should be kept to the lowest possible
level and restricted to unavoidable bycatch in
fisheries directed for other species
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Annex 4. Draft Provisional Agenda of Next Meeting
2" Meeting of the
FC Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists
on Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (WGFMS-CPRS)
26-28 June 2011
Halifax, Canada

Draft Provisional Agenda

Opening of the Meeting

Appointment of Rapporteur

Adoption of the Agenda

Matters arising from the WebEx meeting (April 2011)

SC Chair presentation of scientific advice from the SC June 2011 meeting

Review and update of the 3NO Cod Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategies (Article 9 of the
NCEM)

Review and update of the 3BLNO American Plaice Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategies (FC Doc
10/13)

Next Steps

Recommendations to be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission
Other Matters

Adoption of Report

Adjournment
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(pages 239 to 268)

Report of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)
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Report of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)
(FC Doc. 11/3)

9-10 May 2011
London, UK

1. Opening by the Chair

The Chair (Gene Martin, USA) opened the 2011 NAFO STACTIC Intersessiona Meeting at 09:00 hrs at the
Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) Headquarters in London, United Kingdom, and welcomed
participating Contracting Parties to the 2011 STACTIC Intersessional Meeting. Contracting Parties present included
Canada, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) the European Union (EU), France (in respect of
St. Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Norway, Russian Federation and the United States. (Annex 1)

Before commencing the Chair introduced the Secretary of NEAFC, Kjartan Hoydal, for a brief opening statement.
Mr. Hoydal welcomed NAFO Contracting Parties and noted the important relationship between NEAFC and
NAFO.

2. Appointment of Rapporteur
Brett Gilchrist (Canada) was appointed rapporteur.
3. Adoption of Agenda
The Chair noted that four issues were added to the Other Matters Agenda heading:
e The HTTPs NAF Gateways at the NEAFC and NAFO Secretariats (discussion paper from Norway) STACTIC
° %al Changes to NAFO’s VMS (presented by Secretariat) STACTIC WP 11/3
e SC Requests for FC Definition of Certain Fishing Gears (presented by the Secretariat) STACTIC WP 11/8

e Assessments of NAFO’s VMS Data Transmissions (2008-2010) (presented by the NAFO Secretariat) STACTIC
WP 11/9

The agenda, with the addition of the four issues under the Other Matters Agenda item, was adopted. (Annex 2)

4. Compilation of fisheries reports for compliance review (2004-2010),
including review of Apparent Infringements

The Chair introduced the agenda item and noted that this is an ongoing process to improve the reporting process on
compliance to the Fisheries Commission. The Chair then asked the representative of the Secretariat to present the
preliminary compilation of fisheries reports and the 2010 annual compliance review process.

The Secretariat provided a presentation on compliance Profiles and Trends from the NAFO fisheries in 2010.
(Annex 3)

The Presentation by the Secretariat highlighted a series of data gaps encountered during the compilation that
included:

e Port Inspection reports and Port State Measures
o Scope of PSM: applies when Flag State of Vessel and Port State are different. Issue: Even if FS and PS
are the same, GHL fishing reguires 100% port inspection (Art. 7 of NCEM). Issue: For redfish or
shrimp vessels landing catches in home ports, are port inspection reports required?
o Start and End fishing datesin PSC 3 are not indicated. Issue: reduces the utility as one source of cross-
verification of fishing trips and catches.
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o Art. 16.10 — Port State CP shall carry inspections at least 15% of al landings. Issue: Analysis needed
to determine whether 100% coverage has become unnecessary?

e Vessel Monitoring System (VMYS)

o COX —inconsistent catch reporting. Catch indicated as “catch-on-board”, or “catch-in-NRA”.

o POS reports — VMS not turned off when going to Newfoundland port without intention of landing
catch. Additional scrutiny required in order to exclude these days in the estimation “number of days
on fishing ground”.

o Error Alertsthat are automatically generated by the VMS.

The Secretariat asked Contracting Parties to review the circulated Table 1 - Overview of NAFO 2010 Fishing
Reports, and note anything that may be missing (see “Next Steps’ in slide presentation — slide 22).

Following the presentation by the Representative of the Secretariat, the Chair opened the floor for comments.
Contracting Parties raised a number of issues under this agendaitem.

Comments on the Problems Identified in the Presentation

With regards to the Secretariats' concerns about port inspection, multiple Contracting Parties noted that there is no
requirement to send port inspection information on domestic fisheries other than GHL and those under a recovery
plan. The Secretariat noted that the challenge associated with data gaps is based on the lack of clear justification for
the gap. Contracting Parties suggest the Secretariat identify in Table 1 the cases where the submission of a port
inspection report is not requested. It was agreed the Secretariat would work with Contracting Parties to verify
whether or not missing data associated with their vesselsis required or not based on current CEMs.

The representative of the EU reiterated discussions about improving the connection between at sea and in port
inspections, and the need to improve reliability and efficiency of the entire process. The EU noted that one option
could be to drop the requirement for 100% inspection of GHL landings in the context of a risk-based inspection
process, which could be applied to increase overall efficiency.

Norway noted that the rules for Port Inspection are recently established, and should not be renegotiated at thistime.
Canada and other Contracting Parties expressed support for Norway’ s recommendation that this was not the time for
renegotiation of Port Inspection rules, but added that to support the Secretariat Contracting Parties may want to

clarify the details of its submissions to avoid any errors.

Respecting the Secretariat’s concern about VMS reporting, it was noted by multiple Contracting Parties that the
inconsistencies in catch reporting will in part be addressed by the introduction of the daily CAT message.

With regards to the problems outlined by the Secretariat on POS reports, Contracting Parties noted that there must
be some way of excluding location VMS data outside of the NRA. The US recommended geofencing as a possible
option.

Canada noted that Canada requires VMS on fishing fleets in Canadian waters in addition to the collateral benefits
VMS provides search and rescue purposes.

Iceland noted that the start and end of fishing trips for the purpose of properly identifying time at sea (i.e., for
monitoring 3M shrimp effort) could be determined viathe COE and COX messages.

Comments on the Overall Report

Canada noted that in connection with the slide on infringements, proper stowage plans are important for conducting
at seainspections, and need to be accurate at all timesto facilitate inspections at sea.

DFG and other Contracting Parties noted concern with the number of error reports identified on slide 19, and noted
that it is important for the Secretariat to follow up to ensure the CPs do not repeat the errors. The Secretariat
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indicated that most of the errors are minor and based on the quantity of information received. The error rate was
under 5%. The Secretariat also noted that they follow-up on all errors.

The EU and other Contracting Parties thanked the Secretariat for compiling the report. The EU and Canada aso
noted that during the 2010 Annual Meeting, STACTIC decided that what is to be presented to the FC on the
compliance report would only include patterns and trends. The Secretariat would identify in STACTIC the specific
issues before the final report is sent to the FC.

The EU, the US and others noted that in 2010 STACTIC agreed to include VME issues in the compliance report and
other relevant issues as necessary (e.g. sharks). The EU also asked that empty columns in Table 1 should be
removed and that a Chartering Arrangements column should be added.

Status of the Compliance Report Drafting Group

It was noted by multiple Contracting Parties that the work of the Compliance Report Drafting Group is complete. It
was also agreed that there should be a standing working group to do a review of the Compliance Report as prepared
by the Secretariat based on last year's example between the intersessiona and the annual meeting. All Contracting
Parties were invited to participate. US, EU and Canada volunteered to participate. This will be done by email
correspondence.

It was agreed that:

o  STACTIC will form an ad-hoc group to review a draft report prepared by the Secretariat based on last year’s
example and on the indicators identified by the Secretariat during its presentation, to present the basic trends
of the fishing activities in NAFO, in preparation for the Annual Meeting. US, EU and Canada volunteered
to participate. This will be done by email correspondence.

o The Secretariat will prepare a VME report for STACTIC to review and possibly include in the C ompliance
Report at the Annual Meeting.

e The columns in the table presented should be adjusted so that empty columns will not appear.
o A column will also be added to address Chartering Arrangements and other issues as required.
5. Review and evaluation of NAFO Compliance objectives

The Chair introduced the agenda item and noted that Iceland provided a presentation on agenda Item 5a in the past,
and the EU has provided a paper under agenda item 5b. The Chair reminded Contracting Parties that these agenda
items remain open based on previous meetings. The Chair then opened the floor for discussion.

It was noted by multiple Contracting Parties that the four categories identified under this agenda item should be
standing agenda items but need to be discussed only as necessary, and should not automatically be included in each
review and evaluation of NAFO compliance objectives.

Multiple Contracting Parties noted STACTIC' s past support for the development of aweb page with information on
‘best practices’ regarding compliance objectives, and asked the Secretariat for a status report of the web page. The
Secretariat indicated that the web page has not been developed yet, but the process would be relatively simple.
Multiple Contracting Parties expressed support for the page, but noted that it does not necessarily represent “best
practices’, but serves more as guidance for inspectors. The representative of Canada suggested titling the web page
more generally, such as "Practices and Guidelines' but asked the Secretariat to think about it. Parties agreed that
documents posted on this website do not need to be vetted through STACTIC.

The Chair noted that the title of this section of the agenda also does not reflect its intent, and recommended it be
entitled "Review and Evaluation of NAFO Practices and Procedures” which the Parties agreed to.
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Multiple Contracting Parties noted the value of the joint patrol opportunities offered by Canadian enforcement
officials. Canada indicated that they have had several successful joint patrols over the past few years with multiple
Contracting Parties. Canada aso indicated that arranging joint patrols can be chalenging, and that while Canada is
receptive to further joint patrols at this time, advanced warning of any request would be helpful to facilitate
logistical preparations.

It was agreed that:

o This agenda item will be renamed “Review and Evaluation of NAFO Practices and Procedures” and will
be a standing agenda item on STACTIC’s agenda to be discussed only as necessary.

o The Secretariat will develop a mock web page entitled “NAFO Practices and Procedures” and present it
to STACTIC for review and comments during the 2011 NAFO Annual Meeting. Contracting Parties will
forward any information they wish to have included on the web page directly to the Secretariat.

6. Review of IUU List pursuant to NAFO CEM Article 57.3

The Chair provided a brief overview of the agenda item, and introduced a representative of the Secretariat to present
STACTIC WP 11/6.

The Secretariat’ s presentation stated that there has been no addition or deletion of 1UU vessels by NAFO since the
last review in September 2010. Two vessels have been deleted from the NEAFC list. In accordance with Article
57.8 of the NCEM, these vessels will be removed from the list by June 3, 2011, unless there is an objection raised by
aNAFO Contracting Party.

The Chair opened the floor for discussion on this agendaitem.

The EU noted that the listing and delisting procedures in place make it often unclear if a vessel till exists, despite
being on the NAFO list.

Norway noted that there may be some confusion with the status of vessels on the list, but said that removing a vessel
from alist should be based only on the criteriain Chapter VI of the CEM. Norway argued that the list continues to
get smaller, and thereis little risk associated with keeping a vessel on the list for an extended amount of time.

The Chair closed the item and said it would be revisited at the Annual Meeting if necessary. The Chair also
encouraged Contracting Parties to ook at ways to improve the IUU listing procedure and to raise them at our next
meeting.

It was agreed that:

e Contracting Parties will co nsider ways to improve the IUU listing procedure for consideration at future
NAFO meetings.

o This item will be revisited at the NAFO Annual Meeting if necessary.
7. Half-year review of the implementation of new NCEM measures

The Chair opened the agenda item and asked the Secretariat to provide a presentation of STACTIC WP 11/5
concerning the new requirements for daily catch communications (CAT) and catch prior to entry to and exit from
Division 3L (COB).

The Secretariat found that there is a very satisfactory level of compliance in the submission of the CAT, with the
exception of the month of January. Thisisin part due to the fact that it is a new requirement which fulfillment needs
some time for familiarization. Another reason may be that some vessels commenced their fishing trips at the latter
part of 2010, at which time the daily CAT requirement was not yet in force, and continued until January 2011. By
February and thereafter, there was virtually 100% compliance.
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The Secretariat indicated that compliance with COB requirement was not an issue because 3M was closed to shrimp
fishing.

The Chair then opened the floor for questions.

Russian Federation noted that some species are not listed in the NAFO species list, and this creates the potential for
data problems. Russian Federation called for al new species to be added to the NAFO species list when
encountered.

The Secretariat took note of the comments from Russian Federation and indicated that there are many species
covered in the FAO 3 Alpha species code list that can be added to the NAFO list. However, the Secretariat cannot
add the entire FAO species list as it is too large. However, the Secretariat adds codes for any new species reported
by a Contracting Party. An alternative is to add the MZZ code in the list of species, to be used for other species.

The Secretariat also noted that while the system identifies an error with a new species that is not in the database, no
information is lost. The Secretariat also suggested that NAFO may want to add coral and sponges species to the list
aswell.

The EU outlined a series of issues regarding the new Catch communication system, for consideration at the Annual
meeting. The comments were summarized in STACTIC Working Paper 11/13.

Iceland concurred with most of the issues raised by the EU, and called for a review of the new CEM measures to
ensure they reflect decisions from the 2010 NAFO Annua Meeting.

Canadaraised the possibility of adding discardsto daily catch reporting requirements.

The Chair commended Contracting Parties for achieving near 100% compliance with the new reporting
requirements. The report will reflect the efforts taken by Contracting Parties to implement these new measures and
Contracting Parties should be commended for this.

It was agreed that:

e  The document drafted by the EU, entitled Discussion Points on “Communication of catches (STACTIC WP
11/13)”, be deferred for consideration and discussion until the STACTIC session of the 2011 NAFO Annual
Meeting.

o  STACTIC will also consider the recommendation by Canada that day-to-day discards also be added to the
requirements for the communication of catch information.

8. Inspectors Web Page

The Chair opened the agenda item, and asked a representative of the Secretariat to present STACTIC WP 11/7
which outlines a phased in approach to implementing an Inspectors Web Page as agreed to at the 2010 Annual
Meeting.

The approach presented was based in part on consultation with NEAFC which has an Inspector’s Web site up and
running. A representative of NEAFC provided STACTIC with a brief presentation on the NEAFC version of the
Inspectors Web Page.

STACTIC WP 11/7 sets out the phases and draws comparisons between a NEAFC and NAFO page. The costs
associated with each phase have not yet been determined but the Secretariat expects that such costs, at least for the
first phase, will be available for review before the Annual Meeting. These funds would have to be identified and
approved in the budget for 2012, in order for the first phase to go forward.

Contracting Parties all seemed to support the development of this tool, but noted the potential cost must be
considered.
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It was agreed that:

e The Secretariat will circulate a cost estimate that will accompany the recommendation to the FC shortly after
the May 2011 STACTIC Intersessional Meeting.

o STACTIC will recommend to the Fisheries Commission that the Secretariat develop an Inspectors Web Page
using a phased implementation approach, based on the estimated costs.

If necessary, STACTIC will forward the estimated costs to STACFAD for their cons ideration and
recommendation.

9. Editorial Drafting Group of the NAFO CEM (EDG)

The Chair introduced the Agenda item, and called upon a representative of the EDG group to provide a presentation
on the editorial guidance document developed by the Group and proposed timelines.

The EDG representative outlined the key elements and types of changes to be found in the guidance document.
Types of revisions to the NAFO CEMs include proposed structural changes, basic edits, and revisions and
restructuring to the Annexes.

The draft document prepared by the EDG should be ready for distribution to the participants by mid-June.
Contracting Parties will be asked to provide comments within 30 days after distribution so that the EDG can have
adequate time to incorporate the comments in order to have a final draft available for distribution to Contracting
Parties on July 20", 60 days prior to the 2011 NAFO Annual Meeting.

The EDG group noted that they will work with the Secretariat to explore options for submitting comments to the
NAFO SharePoint website used by the EDG.

The representative of DFG and others thanked the EDG for their hard work.

Contracting Parties were supportive of the format of the guidance document presented by the Representative of
the EDG and the proposed timelines for the project.

10. Possible revisions of the NAFO CEM

DFG Proposal to Amend Article 15.2 - STACTIC Working Paper 11/1

The Chair invited the representative of DFG to provide an overview of their proposal outlined in STACTIC WP
1V1.

Canada noted that, while it understood the intent of the proposal, the rationale for the establishment of the original
coordinates in Article 15.2 was unclear and that it may have been intended as a buffer zone. The Secretariat
provided an overview of the details surrounding the original adoption of Article 15.2. However this provided only
limited insight into the decision process.

The representative of the EU noted that the provisions appeared to contain two separate elements (200m contour and
the line drawn by coordinates). However, because the justification of the coordinates was not clear and the area over
the 200 meters curve are very small, the deletion of the coordinates could be considered and replace by the 200
meters curve, taking advantage of the existing VMS technology.

In light of the uncertainty surrounding thisissue, and the fact that this provision originated in Fisheries Commission,
the representative of Canadafelt that additional time to reflect on the matter was required.
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It was agreed that:

e A decision on this agenda item will be deferred to the next STACTIC session during the 2011 NAFO Annual
Meeting to allow Contracting Parties to give further consideration to the issue and the proposal by DFG.

US Proposal — Modification to Shark Bycatch Reporting and Finning Provisions — STACTIC WP 11/10.

Under this agendaitem, the Chair called on a representative of the US Delegation to present its proposal (STACTIC
WP 11/10).

Among the key issues raised by the representative of the US Delegation are apparent conflicting provisions of the
CEMs that possibly provide a loophole for not identifying reporting shark catch if catch is less than 1 ton. (Article
27.11)

While recognizing the general intent of the US proposal, a number of Contracting Parties noted concern with some
elements. It was noted by some Contracting Parties and the Chair that the U.S. proposal raises 2 separate questions -
one concerning the mandatory reporting requirements of sharks, including skates, rays and chimeras, and another
concerning the requirement to land sharks with fins intact.

Canada indicated that the proposed amendment to Article 17. 3 implied mandatory landing of all sharks, which is
not required by NAFO. Canada suggested the language be modified as necessary. The U.S. clarified that the
proposed amendment was not intended to require mandatory landing of sharks.

DFG noted problems with Article 27.1.f, asit is unclear if the limit of one ton of catch applies to a whole trip, haul
by haul, etc. They also suggested requiring species specific reporting for everything 100 kg or greater, which is in-
line with NEAFC and their domestic approach.

The EU indicated that the reporting of incidental catch of sensitive species under Article 17 should not be confused
with the reporting of commercia catches under Article 27. The EU also underlined that the inclusion of skates, rays
and chimeras which implies a modification of Article 17, which is now limited to sharks. The EU also argued that it
istoo early to come to an agreement on the regquirement to land sharks with fins intact.

Iceland and other Contracting Parties also noted the limitations with the electronic reporting of sharks. The systemis
designed to consider weight. The CAT reports excludes discard. CAX includes discards. If shark catch is thrown
overboard it is not reported electronically under the CAT report.

The U.S. agreed to revise its proposal for consideration at the Annual Meeting.
It was agreed that:

e This proposal will be reconsidered at the STACTIC session of the 2011 Annual Meeting based on a revised
U.S. paper.

Issues Raised by Canada

The Chair recognized Canada's interest in providing a brief overview of some emerging issues that may require
future revisions to the CEMs, and invited a representative of Canada to provide a summary of the issues.

Canada provided a brief summary of the following 4 issues:

Labeling Provisions:

1) Canada noted that 1abeling has improved in recent years with the revisions to the CEMs. However, arecent trend
of stowed boxes stacked upside down, concealing the labels, makes it difficult for inspectors to do their job
effectively. The spirit and intent of the improved labeling provisions was to facilitate inspections both at sea and in
port.
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2) Canada noted that it would be useful to have the date and area of capture labeled on groundfish (similar to the
provision for Shrimp product marking) given the current situation in the cod fishery whereby 3NO is under
moratorium and 3M is now open.

Tows:

3) Canada noted that to effectively monitor by-catch provisions, particularly in respect to moving after exceeding
by-catch limits in any 1 tow, it would be useful to have the logbooks reflect the tow information on a set by set
basis.

4) Canada noted that there is currently no measure in the CEMs to prevent vessels from returning to the same area
where they have recently exceeded bycatch limits (1 tow provision only but not time limitations).

It was agreed that:

e Canada will continue to monitor the trends and prepare a working paper(s) if required for the 2011 NAFO
Annual Meeting.

11. Observers Scheme - NCEM Chapter VII and Article 28
The Chair opened this item and after some discussion, the EU presented STACTIC WP 10/29.

The representative from the EU outlined several issues that it considered examples of limitations of the current
observer program as outlined in STACTIC WP 10/29, particularly that the observer information is not used by
science or the inspection service. He expressed that NAFO has enough information to use a risk based approach to
focus inspection activity. The EU argued that the need for observerson all vesselsis obsolete. The EU proposed that
STACTIC consider the overall concept of observers and redefine the task and requirements for observers. The EU
noted that they tabled STACTIC WP 10/29 in September 2010, and that the item remains open for consideration.

Some Contracting Parties indicated that they can sympathize with the limitations expressed by the EU with the
current EU observer program in the NRA. It was highlighted that effective observer programs are in place in
domestic and international fisheries and that the principals of an observer program in NAFO, such as deterrence,
remain important and that the performance of the observer scheme cannot be measured on the number of apparent
infringement reported by observers. The same Contracting Parties, which included Canada, Norway and Iceland,
noted that the observer program should not be eliminated simply because some parts do not work as effectively as
they should. However there may be room for improvements to the current programs. Norway underlined that NAFO
should aso be receptive to new technology to replace observers, aslong as the control regime is not weakened.

The Chair suggested that STACTIC consult with the SC regarding the usefulness, etc. of observer reports. The EU
and others expressed concern that the FC request to the SC to consider negative scientific impacts from the
reduction/elimination of the “scientific observer program” was misleading and confusing because there is not
“scientific observer program,” only an observer program. Contracting Parties agreed to reword the request as
indicated below to clarify the nature of the request to the SC.

It was agreed that:

o The following request will be sent to the Chair of the Fisheries Commission for transmission to the Scientific
Council:

“STACTIC requests the SC to evaluate any negative scientificimp acts resulting from the
reduction/elimination of the scientific tasks specified under Article 28 of the NAFO CEM.” (STACTIC WP
11/12, Rev.)

o  This agenda item will be reconsidered at the STACTIC session of the 2011 NAFO Annual Meeting based on
a revised paper.
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12. Contingency plans in the case of force majeure

The Chair noted that this agenda item is primarily related to what should be done about upcoming STACTIC
meetings when unexpected events occur and interested Contracting Parties cannot attend.

Iceland noted that thisis a potential challenge for all branches of NAFO, not just STACTIC.
Contracting Parties considered a number of options on how to proceed should such unexpected events affect
attendance at future STACTIC meetings.

It was agreed that:

o Should unexpected events disrupt a STACTIC meeting, and as a result some or all Contracting Parties are
unable to attend, the Chair and the Secretariat will continue to consider options on an ad-hoc basis that may
include, but are not limited to:

o Consideration of electronic meeting alternatives, e.g. video or teleconference meetings.

o Allowing the meeting to proceed with recognition that some or a ll issues can be discussed, but
no recommendation finalized until Co ntracting Parties not present during the meeting review
and respond to the recommendations.

o  The meeting be rescheduled.

o  The meeting be held at an alternative location.

e It was also agreed that Contracting Parties should notify the Secretariat of their in tent to participate in a
particular STACTIC meeting and any concerns regarding possible attendance so that they may c onsidered
and included in any ad hoc decisions regarding the holding of such meeting.

13. Items forwarded to Advisory Group for Data Communication (AGDC)

The Chair opened this agenda item by calling on the Secretariat to present a series of Working Papers. After the
presentation the Chair opened the floor to discussion.

The EU noted that the AGDC report of its last meeting on 16 February 2011 mentioned the presentation to
STACTIC, at this intersessional meeting, on electronic logbooks. Since such presentation was not done without
clear explanation, the EU invited STACTIC to remind the AGDC group that NAFO needs to be fully integrated into
the AGDC process, as stated in the reference terms of the AGDC. The EU recalled the request presented by
STACTIC to the AGDC to establish in the short term a common system for the daily communication of catches
through automated electronic reporting that benefits both organizations (NEAFC, NAFO) in the North Atlantic.

Contracting Parties pointed to the fact that NAFO did not participate in the February AGDC mesting. A
representative from Iceland, who is also the Chairman of PECCOE, noted that the AGDC meeting in February
highlighted the need for electronic log books. The representative from Iceland noted that he understood the
implementation of electronic log books is not as imminent in NAFO, and thus not an immediate concern. If
STACTIC wants a presentation of the AGDC report on electronic log books, it should make such arequest.

The Secretariat said that they continue to play arole in the AGDC, including housing the web site and holding data
and information.

Last year the EU proposed new product code forms (STACTIC WP 10/32). The same product code forms have been
adopted by NEAFC.

The Contracting Parties discussed each of the agreed items below.

It was agreed that:
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Daily Communication of Catches

e The AGDC has endorsed the new data elements outlined in FC Doc. 19 Rev (CH-Chartering Flag) and AE
(Area of Entry), and the Secretariat has implemented these elements.

Cancel Message

o This issue outlined in STACTIC WP 10/15 Rev is defe rred to NEAFC and the AGDC to develop the Cancel
message system, and once this has been completed, STACTIC will consider its adoption for NAFO.

Product Code Forms

o  STACTIC will recommend to the Fisheries Commission the adoption of the 3-Alpha codes for product form
as set forth in STACTIC WP 11/14 REV (Annex 4). This system does not in clude, at this time, any special
codes for collective presentation of fish and fish parts.

Observer scheme

e STACTIC will defer a discussion on the Observer Scheme in the NAFO CEMs and the implementation of a
broader electronic catch reporting system pending further discussion on the issue in AGDC.

Other

e It was noted that the STACTIC should remind AGDC that NAFO needs to be fully integrated into the AGDC
process. STACTIC should be a more active participant in the AGDC to ensure better harmonization of Data
Communication Standards and Reporting Systems.

14. Other matters

Proposal from Norway — HTTPS NAF Gateways at the NEAFC and NAFO Secretariat - STACTIC WP 11/2

For this agendaitem, the Chair called on a representative from Norway to present STACTIC WP 11/2.

The representative from Norway noted there were unexpected challenges encountered when its security certificate
expired. Based on these challenges, Norway’s document for discussion outlines proposals to ensure NEAFC and
NAFO standards reflect ‘ best practices'.

Norway’s paper also calls on NAFO to switch from self-signed authorities to third-party authorities.

Contracting Parties, including Norway, Iceland and DFG, discussed the pros and cons of self-signed and third party
authorities.

It was agreed that:

o As NAFO has no authority over NEAFC, STACTIC cannot support Proposal 1 of STACTIC WP 11/2.

o  STACTIC supports the NAFO related content in Proposal 2 of STACTIC WP 11/2. As such, the NAFO
Secretariat will review their current p rocedures for data communication via HTTPs to ascertain if the
systems are in accordance with common recognized standards and ‘best practice’ and to report to STACTIC

during the 2011 NAFO Annual Meeting.

o Some technical comments from the AGDC would be sought regarding this matter.
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Presentation by the Secretariat - Structural Changes to NAFQ’s VMS - STACTIC WP 11/3

The Chair called on the Secretariat to provide an overview of STACTIC WP 11/3 to open this agenda item.
It was agreed that:

e  Proposals by Contracting Parties that require changes to computer systems that in any way affect the
obligations, duties and costs of ot her Contracting Parties should be brought to STACTIC. If they d o not
affect Contracting Party obligations, duties and costs of other Contracting Parties, the issue does not have to
be raised with STACTIC.

Presentation by the Secretariat — SC Requests FC for Definition of Certain Fishing Gears - STACTIC Working
Paper 11/8

The Chair called on the Secretariat to present STACTIC Working Paper 11/8 to open this agendaitem.

Following the presentation from the Secretariat, the EU noted that the request is based on a growing trend of blue
whiting crossing the NEAFC/NAFO border. The problem is that blue whiting is considered by NAFO as a
groundfish subject to a 130 mm mesh size, while on the NEAFC side it is classified as a pelagic species subject to a
35 mm mesh size.

Iceland and others asked if there is any evidence of blue whiting in the NAFO Convention Area. Canada noted that
there was no indication that there was.

It was noted that STACTIC is being asked to define the fishing gear for purposes of responding to an FC request to
consider the appropriate mesh size for a fishery that is deemed to be “semi-pelagic.” Contracting Parties did not
think it was appropriate to define semi-pelagic gear for this purpose because there are already definitions that use the
term mid-water trawls and there are ongoing efforts at FAO to further define mid-water trawl/pelagic gears.
Contracting Parties felt that Working Paper 11/8 adequately reflects the extent to which STACTIC can respond to a
request for definitions of semi-pelagic gear

It was agreed that:

e In response to the SC req uest for gear definition, STACTIC will forward WP 11/8 as it adequately reflects
the extent to which STACTIC can provide guidance to the SC on pelagic gear definitions.

STACTIC Working Paper 11/9

There was no substantive discussion on this agenda item.
It was agreed that:

o STACTIC WP 11/9 shall be forwarded to the AGDC to compliment the steps that have already been taken by
NEAFC.

Other Issues

A Contracting Party raised a concern that vessels of another Contracting Party fishing for cod in area 3M at the same
time and in the same vicinity as one of its flag vessels appeared to be reporting significantly lower catch rates than
its vessel. The Contracting Party of these other vesselsindicated its willingness to investigate this concern, including
issuing an invitation to the Contracting Party raising this concern to jointly inspect vessels that were fishing in 3M.

It was agreed that:

e Relevant Contracting Parties will cooperate and be transparent on apparent compliance issues such as this,
including allowing the possibility of joint in port inspections (as per the joint inspection scheme).



252

15. Time and Place of next meeting

The next STACTIC meeting will take place during the 2011 NAFO Annual Meeting being held 19-23 September in
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.

16. Adoption of Report
It was agreed that the first draft of the meeting report will be completed by end of day, May 10, 2011. The Draft will
be circulated to Contracting Parties shortly afterwards, and Contracting Parties will be given 10 business days to
provide feedback using the MS Word Track Changes tool on the draft report.
A final report will be circulated by the Secretariat once all Contracting Parties confirm support for the report.

17. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 14:30 hrson May 10, 2011.
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Annex 2. Agenda

1. Opening by the Chair
2. Appointment of Rapporteur
3. Adoption of Agenda

4. Compilation of fisheries report for compliance review (2004-2009), including review of Apparent
Infringements

5. Review and evaluation of NAFO Compliance objectives

6. Review of IUU List pursuant to NAFO CEM Article 57.3

7. Half-year review of the implementation of the new NCEM measures

8. Inspectors Web Page

9. Editoria Drafting Group of the NAFO CEM (EDG)

10. Possible revisions of the NAFO CEM

11. Observers Scheme - NCEM Chapter VII and Article 28

12. Contingency plansin the case of force majeure

13. Items forwarded to Advisory Group for Data Communication (AGDC)
14. Other matters

The HTTPs NAF Gateways at the NEAFC and NAFO Secretariats
Structural Changesto NAFO’'sVMS

SC Requests for FC Definition of Certain Fishing Gears
Assessments of NAFO's VMS Data Transmissions (2008-2010)

15. Time and Place of next meeting
16. Adoption of Report

17. Adjournment
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Annex 3. NAFO 2010 Fisheries Profile and Trends

NAFO 2010 FISHERIES
PROFILE and TRENDS

(from the Compilation of NAFO Fishing
Reports for STACTIC Compliance Review)

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011

In this presentation . ..
*The big Table 1

* Vital Statistics 2010 — Groundfish (GRO), Shrimp (PRA),
and pelagic Redfish (REB)

* Trends 2004 — 2010
*Effort — days-at-sea
*Number of vessels

*At-sea inspections
*Inspection Rate

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011
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In this presentation. ..
* Apparent Infringements in 2010 and disposition

* Problems Encountered

* 2-phase approach — next steps in the Compliance
Review Process (STACTICWP 10/38)

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011

Table 1. Overview of fishing reports from vessels and CPs in the NRA.
(Please refer to the distributed hard copy)

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011
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What is Table 1?

* Metadata - fishing reports received by the Secretariat
+VMS Hails - COE, COX, ENT, EXI
* Port Inspection Reports

* Observer Reports
* At-sea inspection Reports

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011

What is Table 1?

* Presented on “fishing trip” basis

* Fishery type — GRO, PRA, REB -- identified
* Catch information from these reports

* Apparent Infringements issued

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011
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How are “fishing trips” determined?
-Examination of the POS reports
-Start of trip defined by ENT (or COE)
-End of trip defined by EXI (or COX)
-When ENT/COE or EXI/COX reports are
missing, the dates are cross-referenced

with POS and with other reports, e.g. Port
Inspection and Observers.

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011

What Table 1 can offer?

* Identifies missing reports

* Allows derivation of basic statistics — e.g. how many
boats, how many days on fishing ground?

* Allows cross verification of catches as reported from
various sources

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011
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2010 Fishing Effort Profile in NAFO Regulatory Area

— mseen m

Groundfish Shrimp Redfish TOTAL

R " Numberof 42 16 2 53
“ vessels

*  Effort (Days 4131 584 14 4729
present)

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting - London, UK May 2011 9

TRENDS 2004-2010

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting - London, UK May 2011 10
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Fishing Effort in the NRA
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Comparative fishing effort (vessel-days)
in the NRA (2004-2010 average)

Redfish

Shrimp

26% Groundfish
66%

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 12
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ions

# of at sea
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STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 13
Apparent Infringements and disposition in 2010
3 q Article
Ai| caisign | Div | Fisheres Apparent Infringement (2010 | Disposition - Followup or update | STATUS as of
Type April 2011
NCEM)
1 Vessel 1 3M pra  |Mis-recording of catches - 24.2  |Case under investigation Pending
inaccurate recording
2 Vessel 2 3L GRO (Gear requirements - illegal 13.6  |Case under investigation Pending
attachment
3 Vessel 3 3N GRO \Gear requirements - mesh size 131 :::rr;vslded, fined and paid 1848,56 Resolved
4 | Vesseld 3m GRo [Mis-recording of catches - 24.2  |Case under investigation Pending
5 Vessel 5 30 GRO ;/Ie;]ssel requirements - capacity 18.5  |Case under investigation Pending
New certified capacity plan was
6 Vessel 6 3L PRA |Vessel requirements - capacity 185 prowded and madve avallable_to  |Resolved
plans inspectors at the time of landing in
(Canada
/A proper stowage plan was
7 Vessel 6 3L PRA Mis-recording of catches - stowage 246 provided at the time of landingat ~ |Resolved
the home port.
STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 14
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Some Problems Encountered and Issues Identified during
Data Compilation:

* Port Inspection reports and Port State Measures

*Scope of PSM: applies when Flag State of Vessel and Port
State are different. Issue: Even if FS and PS are the same,
GHL fishing requires 100% port inspection (Art. 7 of NCEM).
Redfish or shrimp vessels landing catches in home ports,
Port Inspection reports required?

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting— London, UK May 2011 15

Some Problems Encountered and Issues Identified during
Data Compilation:

* Port Inspection reports and Port State Measures
*Start and End fishing dates in PSC 3 are not indicated.

Issue: reduces the utility as one source of cross-verification
of fishing trips and catches.

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 16
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Some Problems Encountered and Issues Identified during
Data Compilation:

* Port Inspection reports and Port State Measures
*Art. 16.10 — port State CP shall carry inspections at |least

15% of all landings. Issue: Analysis to determine whether
100% coverage has become unnecessary?

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 17

Some Problems Encountered and Issues Identified during
Data Compilation:

* Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)

* COX —inconsistent catch reporting. Catch indicated as
“catch-on-board”, or “catch-in-NRA".

* POS reports —VMS not turned off when going to
Newfoundland port without intention of landing catch.
Additional scrutiny required in order to exclude these days
in the estimation“number of days on fishing ground”.

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 18
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Issue: Error Alerts that are automatically generated by the VMS

NAKs by Message Types for all Flag States from 2008 -2010

NAK| 101 102 104 150 250 251 303 304 350
CAT 0 52 6 31 0 1 0 0 o 90
CAX 0 59 14 7 0 0 0 0 o| 80
COE 0 48 158 11 0 1 0 0 0| 218
cox 0 55 16 6 0 0o 35 10 0| 122
ENT 0 5 5 2 0 0 0 o 14| 26
EXI 0 2 23 0 0 0 0 0 o] 25
MAN 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
NOT 0 6 2 26 28 0 0 0 o| 62
OBR o 77 47 0 0 0 0 0 0| 124
POR 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 o] 1
POS 0 171 1681 243 0 0 0 0o 87| 2182
NAK-102 — Data value or size out of range
NAK-104 - Mandatory data missing
NAK-150-Sequence Error
STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 19

NEXT AIM: Compliance Tables to be forwarded to
STACTIC on 20 June 2011 in accordance with FC
Rules of Procedure 5.1.e.

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011 20
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NEXT STEPS (STACTIC WP 10/38):

1. CPs, particularly those with inspection presence shall
present compliance issues/concerns at this meeting.

2. STACTIC to discuss these issues at this meeting.

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011

21

NEXT STEPS (STACTIC WP 10/38):

3. At request of STACTIC, Secretariat compiles additional
information forwarded 60 days before the Annual
Meeting.

4. Compliance Report Drafting Group presents
information compiled by Secretariat at the STACTIC

Annual Meeting.

5. STACTIC to draft the Annual Compliance Review

STACTIC Intersessional Meeting — London, UK May 2011

22
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Annex 4. NAFO CEM - Annex XXc - Product Form Codes
(STACTIC Working Paper 11/14, Revised)

Thelist of product form codesin Annex XXc is not exhaustive enough to cover al the fish product forms on
fishing vessels.

It is therefore requested to add additional codification in order to include all traditional product forms produced

on board.

Possible amendment

Replace the actual Annex XX (c) with the table below.

3-Alpha
CBF
CLA
DWT
FIL
FIS
FSB
FSP
GHT
GUG
GUH
GUL
GUS
GUT
HEA
HET
JAP
JAT
LAP
LVR
OTH
ROE
SAD
SAL
SGH
SGT
SKI1
SUR
TAL
TLD
TNG
TUB
WHL
WNG

Presentation
Cod butterfly (escalado)
Claws
ICCAT code
Filleted
Filleted and skinned fillets

Filleted with skin and bones
Filleted skinned with pinbone

Gutted headed and tailed
Gutted and gilled

Guitted and headed
Guitted liver in

Gutted headed and skinned
Gutted

Headed

Headed and tailed
Japanese cut

Tailed Japanese cut
Lappen

Liver

Other

Roe ()

Salted dry

Salted wet light

Salted, gutted and headed
Salted gutted

Skinned

Surimi

Tail

Tailed

Tongue

Tube only

Whole

Wings

Annex XX(c)
Product Form Presentation
3-Alpha Codes

Description
HEA with skin on, spine on, tail on
Claws only
Gilled, gutted, part of head off, fins off
HEA + GUT + TLD + bones off Each fish originates two fillets
FIL+SKI Each fish originates two fillets not joined by any par
Filleted with skin and bones on
Filleted with skin removed and pinbone on
GUH+TLD
Guts and gills removed
Guts and head removed
GUT without removing liver parts
GUH+SKI
All gutsremoved
Heads off
Heads and tails of f
Transversal cut removing al parts from head to belly
Japanese cut with tail removed
Doublefillet, HEA, skin + tails + fins ON
Liver only
Any other presentation
Roe(s) only
Headed with skin on, spine on, tail on and salted dry
CBF + salted
GUH + sdlted
GUT+sdlted
Skin off
Surimi
Tailsonly
Tail off
Tongue only
Tube only (Squid)
No processing
Wings only
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SECTION VI
(pages 269 to 289)

Report of the FC Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (WGFMS-CPRYS)
26-28 June 2011
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

Report of the Working Group of Fishey Managers and Scientists on Conservation Plans and
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Report of the FC Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies (WGFMS-CPRYS)
(FC Doc. 11/4)

26-28 June 2011
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

1. Opening

Following a welcome speech by the Executive Secretary (Vladimir Shibanov), the Chair Jean-Claude Mahé (EU)
opened the meeting at 1010 hrs on Sunday, 26 June 2011. He welcomed the participants from Canada, European
Union, Norway, the Russian Federation, and the USA, as well as the Scientific Council (SC) Chair (Annex 1).

2. Appointment of Rapporteur

The Fisheries Commission Coordinator (Ricardo Federizon) was appointed rapporteur.

3. Adoption of Agenda

The provisional agenda as previously circulated was adopted with minor adjustment in the order of agenda items. It
was agreed that 3LNO American Plaice should be discussed ahead of 3NO Cod (Annex 2).

4. Matters arising from the WebEx meeting (April 2011)

No substantive matters arose. It was indicated that the relevant FC requests for SC advice, as reviewed during the
WebEx meeting, were addressed by the Scientific Council.

5. SC Chair presentation of scientific advice from the SC June 2011 meeting

The SC Chair (Ricardo Alpoim, EU) presented the latest scientific advice on two fish stocks currently under the
Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies programme, 3LNO American plaice and 3NO cod (Annex 3).
Regarding 3LNO American plaice, the advice was formulated by the SC at its June 2011 Meeting in Braunschweig,
Germany. Regarding 3NO cod, a full assessment was conducted during its June 2010 Meeting. It was monitored in
2011 and the advice was re-iterated. Reference points in the Precautionary Approach Framework for both stocks
were also estimated. The comprehensive scientific advice is documented in NAFO SCS Doc 11/16.

6. Review and update of 3LNO American plaice Conservation Plan and
Rebuilding Strategy (FC Doc. 10/13)

The stock 3LNO American plaice has been in moratorium since 1995. The interim 3LNO American plaice CPRS,
adopted by the Fisheries Commission in 2010 and in force in 2011, was reviewed. The CPRS as contained in FC
Doc 10/13 specifies an objective of attaining and maintaining the Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) at or above Bmsy.
Reference points in the framework of Precautionary Approach are identified; circumstance under which a directed
fishery can occur (i.e. re-opening) is elaborated; harvest control rules (HCR) are formulated, and a strategy for stock
stability is provided.

At the review, it was recognized that the objective needs to be amended to give more precision and consideration to
long-term objective and interim milestone. It was also recognized that SC has provided new values in its advice to
some of the reference points. The justification to re-open the fishery needs to be more rigorous. Concerning HCR
which are based on the SC advice, a refinement and elaboration of risk tolerance is needed.

Concerns were raised on the high uncertainty and the lack of confidence intervals of the reference points. The WG
agreed that the values of Bisr and Bmsy should be further reviewed by the Scientific Council and the Fisheries
Commission.

The interim CPRS was updated in consideration with the issues and concerns identified during the review. The
updated CPRS has four sections: Objective(s), Reference Points, Re-opening to Directed Fishing, and Harvest
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Control Rules. It was decided that the updated interim CPRS, as presented in Annex 4, will be forwarded to the
Fisheries Commission with a recommendation for adoption (see item 9).

7. Review and update of 3NO Cod Conservation Plan and
Rebuilding Strategy (Article 9 of the NCEM)

The stock 3NO Cod has been in moratorium since 1994. The 3NO Cod CPRS, adopted by the Fisheries Commission
in 2007 and in force since 2008, was reviewed. The CPRS is embodied as Article 9 in the NAFO Conservation and
Enforcement Measures (NCEM).

Concerns were raised on the high uncertainty and the lack of confidence intervals of the reference points The WG
agreed that the values of Bisr and Bmsy should be further reviewed by the Scientific Council and the Fisheries
Commission.

At the review, it was intended that CPRS would replace the current text of Article 9 in the NCEM. The updated
CPRS follows the template and language of the 3SLNO American plaice CPRS. It however does not cover the
bycatch issues of Articles 9.3, 9.4, and 9.7, which were duly noted. The WG concluded that this CPRS was not the
place to address bycatch issues, so NCEM Articles 9.3, 9.4, and 9.7 were highlighted for possible action by the
Fisheries Commission.

The updated CPRS, in a format similar to that of 3LNO American plaice and as presented in Annex 5, will be
forwarded to the Fisheries Commission with a recommendation for adoption (see item 9).

8. Next Steps

The WG will report to the Fisheries Commission the results of this meeting and present its recommendations at the
2011 Annual Meeting.

The WG will seek feedback and instructions from the Fisheries Commission concerning its future work. The CPRS
template that was developed and applied to 3LNO American plaice and 3NO Cod can be applied to other stocks.

This WG will seek guidance from the Fisheries Commission on which other NAFO-managed fish stocks could be
under a CPRS.

The WG will take into account the work of the Scientific Council particularly in the development and evaluation of
HCR.

9. Recommendations to be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission

The Working Group agreed on the following recommendations:

Noting that international agreements such as the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA) and the FAO
Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries call for the rebuilding of depleted stocks through application of the
precautionary approach;

Recalling the interim Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy for 3LNO American plaice adopted by the
Fisheries Commission in 2010;

Further Recalling that in 2007 NAFO adopted a Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy for 3NO Cod that
identified a limit reference point of 60,000t;

Desiring continued rebuilding and growth of these stocks to ensure their long-term sustainability and to
promote associated economic opportunities; while noting rebuilt stocks may differ markedly from their status
prior to depletion;

Recalling Scientific Council states that the available data for 3LNO American plaice and 3NO cod do not span
the entire production curve, and that therefore large uncertainty in the estimated reference points can be
expected;

Recognizing Scientific Council has advised that changes in population biology and in fishing practices can have
a large impact on the estimated level of some reference points;
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Noting that the Scientific Council has advised that the use of any reference points in a precautionary approach
framework or rebuilding plan needs to be evaluated for any stock to which they are applied; and

Recognizing that further updates and development of the plans may be required to ensure that the long term
objectives are met;

The Working Group recommends that:

1. The Fisheries Commission adopt the Interim 3LNO American Plaice Conservation and Rebuilding
Plan (FCWG-CPRS Working Paper 11/3 Rev. 5) (Annex 4) and include it in the NCEM;

2. The Fisheries Commission adopt the Interim 3NO Cod Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy
(FCWG-CPRS Working Paper 11/4 Rev. 3) (Annex 5) to replace current Article 9 of the NCEMs, noting
the outstanding bycatch issues related to Article 9.3, 9.4 and 9.7; and

3. The Fisheries Commission agree to an implementation, review and monitoring process:

To support the effective implementation and monitoring of the Conservation Plans and Rebuilding
Strategies, it is recommended that:

a) The working group remains in place through 2014 to allow for further update and development of
the plans.

b) The Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies be assessed and revised as required, taking into
account the analysis of the Scientific Council, to ensure that the objective(s) of the plans are being
achieved. Initial reviews should take place no later than the 36" Annual Meeting (2014), and at
regular intervals subsequently agreed to by Fisheries Commission.

c) Scientific Council be requested to provide advice for these stocks in a manner consistent with any
specific parameters within the Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies.

10. Others Matters

Canada presented, for information purposes, its actions and programs concerning national CPRS of fish stocks in
Atlantic Canada. They include, among others, the evaluation of recovery potential of cod and American plaice
stocks, establishment of limit reference points for various stocks including 3Ps and 2J3KL cod, and long term
projections done under various scenarios. The work was peer reviewed in Canada, and will guide the development
of rebuilding plans for cod stocks.

A research project on recovery strategies for 3SLNO American plaice and 3NO cod has also been funded in Canada,
under the International Governance Strategy. IGS is a program within Fisheries and Oceans Canada that provides
funding for Science projects focused on international fisheries, such as NAFO stocks and bluefin tuna. Project
funding has been provided for 2011-2014, and the Principal Investigator is Dr. Peter Shelton, with collaboration
from EU and Canadian scientists.

Recovery strategies investigated will take into account relevant PA reference points as well as performance statistics
relevant to the fishery, such as average catch and variation in TAC. Several aspects of the work will require
extensive discussion and collaboration with managers and industry advisors, and Scientific Council peer review of
results is proposed.

11. Adoption of Report

The report was adopted prior to adjournment.

12. Adjournment

The Chair and Vice-Chair thanked the participants and the Secretariat. The meeting was adjourned at 1035 hrs on
Tuesday, 28 June 2011.
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Annex 2. Agenda

Opening of the Meeting

Appointment of Rapporteur

Adoption of the Agenda

Matters arising from the WebEx meeting (April 2011)

SC Chair presentation of scientific advice from the SC June 2011 meeting

o g A~ DR

Review and update of the 3LNO American Plaice Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategies (FC Doc
10/13)

Review and update of the 3NO Cod Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategies (Article 9 of the NCEM)
8. Next Steps

~

9. Recommendations to be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission
10.  Other Matters

11.  Adoption of Report

12.  Adjournment
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Annex 3. Fisheries Commission Requests and Scientific Council Responses
(FCWG-CPRS Working Paper 11/2)

For information purposes and to help facilitate discussions within the Working Group, the Secretariat has put
together this working paper presenting the summary of the latest response from the Scientific Council to the FC
Request for scientific advice concerning rebuilding and recovery plans and on fish stocks 3LNO American plaice

and 3NO cod.

Contents:
FC Request for Advice Scientific Advice
FC Request Request SC Advice Formulation SC Reference
Item and FC Document
Reference
Document
Evaluation of Rebuilding and Recovery Item 6 of FC | Advice formulated at the SC Reports 2010,
Plans Doc 09/17 September 2010 SC pp. 240-241
Meeting.
In 2010, advice should be provided for Item 2 of FC | Advice formulated at the SC Reports 2010,
2011 and 2012 for Cod Div. 3NO Doc 09/17 June 2010 SC Meeting pp. 28-30
Monitoring of Cod in Div. | SCS Doc 11/186,
3NO, undertaken at the p.27*
June 2011 SC Meeting:
Scientific advice was re-
iterated.
In 2011, advice should be provided for Item 2 of FC | Advice formulated at the SCS Doc 11/16, pp.
2012 and 2013 for American plaice in Doc 10/9 June 2011 SC Meeting. 10-11*
Div. 3LNO Revised
Fisheries Commission requests the Item 7 of FC | Advice formulated at the SCS Doc 11/16, pp.
Scientific Council to identify Fpy, Doc 10/9 June 2011 SC Meeting. 29-30*
identify By, and provide advice on the Revised
appropriate selection of an upper
reference point for biomass (e.g. Bpyt) for
3LNO American Plaice, 3NO cod and
3LN redfish
Fisheries Commission requests the Item 8 of FC | Advice formulated at the SCS Doc 11/16, p.
Scientific Council to review the stock Doc 10/9 June 2011 SC Meeting. 30*
recruit relationship for 3NO cod and the Revised
historical productivity regime used in
setting the Blim value of 60 000t

*The SC June 2011 Meeting Report (SCS Doc 11/16) has been adopted by the Scientific Council. Pagination of the
report may change due to formatting of the report document for publication.
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Evaluation of Rebuilding and Recovery Plans
Fisheries Commission requested (Item 6 of FC Doc 09/17):

Many of the stocks in the NAFO Regulatory Area are well below any reasonable level of By, or By For these
stocks, the most important task for the Scientific Council is to inform on how to rebuild the stocks. In this context
and building on previous work of the Scientific Council in this area, the Scientific Council is requested to evaluate
various scenarios corresponding to recovery plans with timeframes of 5 to 10 years, or longer as appropriate. This
evaluation should provide the information necessary for the Fisheries Commission to consider the balance between
risks and yield levels, including information on the consequences and risks of no action at all.

a) information on the research and monitoring required to more fully evaluate and refine the reference points
described in paragraphs 1 and 3 of Annex Il of the Agreement; these research requirements should be set out in
the order of priority considered appropriate by the Scientific Council;

Response: Many NAFO stocks have limit reference points (LRP) or proxies, but few have all the reference points
necessary to fully delineate the NAFO PA framework (e.g. buffer RPs). In some cases, neither reference points nor
proxies can be calculated (or agreed) with the data available. In other cases, proxies for biomass-based LRP have
been derived from time series of survey data, but in general, some population modeling is required to produce limit
reference points.

In the NAFO PA framework, there are no stocks where buffer reference points have been defined. This prevents the
full application of the PA framework, in that the “Safe Zone” cannot be fully delineated. In some cases, where
stocks are shown to be above By, and F is below Fy, stocks have been assumed to be in the Safe Zone. In some
other jurisdictions, the buffer reference points have been replaced by points such as By, or some fraction thereof,
referred to in language such as an Upper Stock Reference. Perhaps the concept of reference points is worth revisiting
for certain stocks under the NAFO PA Framework.

b) any other aspect of Article 6 and Annex Il of the Agreement which the Scientific Council considers useful for
implementation of the Agreement's provisions regarding the precautionary approach to capture fisheries;

Response: Paragraph 2 of Annex Il introduces the concept of target reference points. Few NAFO stocks have
explicit target RPs, or a complete suite of pre-agreed conservation and management actions in all the PA zones.

Scientific Council considers it is important that RPs and Harvest Control Rules be properly tested, to ensure that
they are compliant with the Precautionary Approach (PA). Management strategy evaluation to test harvest control
rules is a good solution, recognizing that this is labor intensive and requires specialized expertise not generally
available within Scientific Council. The NAFO PA framework does not explicitly deal with rebuilding scenarios,
although Fisheries Commission has asked Scientific Council to consider these situations in is advice for stocks
below Byin. One approach would be to consider developing rebuilding strategies for any particular stocks in
conjunction with Fisheries Commission.

c) propose criteria and harvest strategies for new and developing fisheries so as to ensure they are maintained
within the Safe Zone.

Response: In the case of reopened or new fisheries, initial TACs should be conservative enough to ensure high
probability that the stock does not fall below the prescribed limit, as indicated in Paragraph 6 of Article 6. Scientific
Council has followed this practice in its advice for re-opened stocks such as Div. 3LNO yellowtail, Div. 3M cod,
and Div. 3LN redfish.

d) Provide, at its annual meeting in 2010, an overview of strategies to recover depleted fish stocks in the
Northwest Atlantic, taking into account the proceedings of the NAFO co-sponsored “ICES PICES UNCOVER
Symposium on Rebuilding Depleted Fish Stocks - Biology, Ecology, Social Science and Management
Strategies” which is to take place November 3-6 2009 in Warnemiinde, Germany.
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Response: The following are some key observations from the UNCOVER Symposium in 2009, as contained in the
summary report (SCS Doc. 10/18) reviewed by Scientific Council in June 2010:

- There is a rich knowledge of stock rebuilding experiences available to draw upon. The current evidence is
overwhelming that management can be effective in rebuilding of fisheries and restoring the economic and social
benefits derived from sustainable fisheries.

- Stock recovery needs to be carefully considered as the end points may not be well known. While stock rebuilding
may be possible, stock recovery may not. If fisheries-induced evolutionary changes have occurred, or if ecosystem
and climate changes have significantly altered depleted fish stocks, restored stocks (in terms of biomass) may differ
markedly from their status prior to depletion. In some cases, recovery to former biomass levels may not be possible.

- Uncertainties will always exist with respect to the stock rebuilding/stock recovery process, but these uncertainties
should not undermine the development and implementation of recovery plans. A precautionary and adaptive
approach may be required to avoid delays in taking effective action, not only for stocks already in dire straits, but to
keep those that are beginning to show signs of reduction from becoming depleted.

- Significant investments will be required in fishery science. New assessment tools will be needed when stocks are
managed at much lower rates (e.g, F = M). Fishery science will need to more integrated in the future and incorporate
habitat, environmental, and ecosystem aspects.

- The human and economic costs of stock recovery to society need to be documented and communicated.
Recognition of the considerable costs and resources involved in recovery efforts should help management to
vigorously avoid stock collapses in the future. Stock recovery invariably implies significant transition costs.

It was also thought that most successful rebuilding programs have incorporated substantial, measurable reductions in
fishing mortality at the onset, rather than relying on incremental small reductions over time.

In considering NAFO-managed stocks below By, and therefore in need of rebuilding, Scientific Council advises that
the main strategy to consider is keeping fishing mortality as low as possible, as even when directed fisheries are
closed, by-catches in other fisheries often generate fishing mortalities which hinder rebuilding. This may be
necessary for extended periods. Rebuilding targets should be set so as to achieve sustainable long-term yields; one
rebuilding target with well-known properties which has been agreed to in many jurisdictions is Bps. Rebuilding
plans should include a reasonable timeframe for stock recovery, recognizing the uncertainties involved. By, is not a
rebuilding target for stocks, and rebuilding plans must include harvest strategies which have low risks of stocks
again declining below By, once fisheries are reopened. Harvest control rules should be compliant with the NAFO
precautionary approach framework, and be tested through simulations where possible, rather than be chosen on an
ad hoc basis. For stocks with a biomass below By or fishing mortality greater than Fyy, yield must be balanced
against stock growth by reducing F below Fy, while ensuring a low probability that biomass will decline below
Biim.

Scientific Council further noted that most NAFO rebuilding actions for stocks below By, are related to bycatch
control, which poses additional difficulties. The NAFO PA framework has not been revised since its adoption in
2004 (FC Doc. 04/17), and should be examined particularly with regard to how rebuilding could be achieved for
depleted stocks - whether under bycatch or directed fishing. Again, one approach would be to consider developing
rebuilding strategies for any particular stocks in conjunction with Fisheries Commission.



Cod in Div. 3NO

Background: This stock occupies the southern part of
the Grand Bank of Newfoundland. Cod are found
over the shallower parts of the bank in summer,
particularly in the Southeast Shoal area (Div. 3N) and
on the slopes of the bank in winter as cooling occurs.

Fishery and Catches: This stock has been under
moratorium to directed fishing since February 1994,
Since the moratorium catch increased from 170 t in
1995, peaked at about 4 800 t in 2003 then declined
to 600 t in 2006. Since 2006 catches have
increased steadily to 1 100 t in 2009.

Catch (‘000 t) TAC ('000 t)

Year STACFIS 21A Recommended  Agreed
2007 0.8 0.7 ndf Ndf
2008 0.9 0.7 ndf Ndf
2009 1.1 0.6 ndf Ndf
2010 ndf Ndf

1 Provisional.

ndf No directed fishing.

| « TAC (ndf = 0)
“‘ —Catch

250
200
150

100-f

50 r

Catch/TAC (000t)

DUBPCNE

2000

0

1950 1990

1980
Year

1960 1970 2010

Data: Length and age composition were available
from the 2007-2009 trawler fisheries to update catch at
age. Canadian spring (1984-2009), autumn (1990-
2009), and juvenile (1989-1994) surveys; and EU-
Spain Div. 3NO May-June surveys provided
abundance, biomass and size structure information.

Assessment: An analytical assessment was presented
to estimate population numbers, biomass and SSB at 1
Jan in 2010.

Biomass: The 2010 total biomass and spawning
biomass remain low but are estimated to be at their
highest levels since 1992.
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Fishing Mortality: Has been declining since 2006.
Estimates for ages 4-6 in 2008 and 2009 are less than
0.06 and are amongst the lowest estimated during the
moratorium.
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State of the Stock: Remains relatively low but has
improved in recent years to levels just prior to the
moratorium. Nevertheless, SSB is still well below
Biim-

Reference Points: The current best estimate of By, is
60 000 t. SSB in 2010 is estimated to be 12 700 t
which is 21% of Bin,.
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Short-term considerations: Simulations were carried
out to examine the trajectory of the stock under two
scenarios of fishing mortality: F=0, F=0.07 (the
average F on ages 4-6 from 2007-2009). Simulations
were limited to a 3-year period. Given the SSB is still
estimated to be well below By, recruitment (at age 3)
was only re-sampled from 1994-2009 as this
represents a reasonable expectation of what has
occurred under low productivity conditions. At F =0
spawning stock biomass is estimated to increase and
there is an 88% probability that SSB will remain
under By, by 2013. At F = 0.07 the population is
estimated to grow more slowly. If the fishing
mortality in 2010-2012 remains at the average
estimated in 2007-2009 then vyield is estimated to
increase over the 3-year time period.
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Stochastic Projection Results:

F=0 Beginning of Year SSB

Percentile 2010 2011 2012 2013
0.95 17456 30414 50423 66023
0.75 14963 25056 39827 51819
0.5 13498 22181 34369 44368
0.25 12150 19752 30157 38374
0.05 10283 16572 24722 31190

F=0.07 Beginning of Year SSB

Percentile 2010 2011 2012 2013
0.95 17358 27999 42894 52622
0.75 14853 23418 34660 42223
0.5 13388 20791 30294 36493
0.25 12028 18165 26116 31222
0.05 10261 15263 21474 25067

F=0.07 Yield

Percentile 2010 2011 2012 2013
0.95 2843 4092 4343 4602
0.75 2356 3237 3382 3567
0.5 2054 2765 2862 2957
0.25 1768 2351 2419 2461
0.05 1478 1877 1904 1909
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Recommendation: There should be no directed Special Comments: The next assessment will be in
fishing for cod in Div. 3N and Div. 30 in 2011-2013. 2013.

Bycatches of cod should be kept to the lowest possible

level and restricted to unavoidable bycatch in fisheries Sources of Information: SCR. Doc. 10/9, 42; SCS
directed for other species. Doc. 10/5, 6, 7; 09/5, 09/12; 08/5, 6, 7.



American plaice in Divisions 3LNO

Background: Historically, American plaice in Div.
3LNO has comprised the largest flatfish fishery in the
Northwest Atlantic.

Fishery and Catches: In most years the majority of
the catch has been taken by offshore otter trawlers.
There was no directed fishing in 1994 and there has
been a moratorium since 1995. Catches increased
after the moratorium until 2003 after which they
began to decline. Total catch in 2010 was 2 898 t,
mainly taken in the Regulatory Area.

Catch ('000 t) TAC ('000 t)

Year STACFIS 21 Recommended Agreed
2008 25 1.9 ndf ndf
2009 3.0 1.8 ndf ndf
2010 2.9 15 ndf ndf
2011 ndf ndf
ndf No directed fishing.

100 —

90 L e TAC (ndf =0)

80 — Catch

70
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Catch or TAC (‘000 t)

Year

Data: Biomass and abundance data were available
from: annual Canadian spring (1985-2010) and
autumn (1990-2010) bottom trawl surveys; and EU-
Spain surveys in the NAFO Regulatory Area of Div.
3NO (1995-2010). Age data from Canadian bycatch
as well as length frequencies from EU-Portugal and
EU-Spain bycatch were available for 2010.

Assessment: An analytical assessment using the
ADAPTIve framework tuned to the Canadian spring,
Canadian autumn and the EU-Spain Div. 3NO survey
was used. Natural mortality (M) was assumed to be
0.2 on all ages except from 1989-1996, where M was
assumed to be 0.53 on all ages.

Biomass: Despite the increase in biomass since 1995,
the biomass is very low compared to historic levels.
SSB declined to the lowest estimated level in 1994
and 1995. SSB has been increasing since then and is
currently at 34, 000 t. By, for this stock is 50 000 t.
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Recruitment: Estimated recruitment at age 5 indicates
that the 2003 year class is comparable to the 1987-
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Fishing mortality: Fishing mortality on ages 9 to 14
has generally declined since 2001.
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State of the Stock: The stock remains low compared
to historic levels and, although SSB is increasing, it
is still estimated to be below By,  Estimated
recruitment at age 5 indicates that the 2003 year class
is comparable to the 1987-1990 year classes but well
below the long-term average.



Reference Points: An examination of the stock
recruit scatter shows that good recruitment has rarely
been observed in this stock at SSB below 50 000 tons
and this is currently the best estimate of By;,. In 2011
STACFIS adopted an Fy;,, of 0.31 for this stock based
on Fysy (see SC VIIL.1.d.i). The stock is currently
below By, and current fishing mortality is below F;p,.
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Short term considerations: Simulations were
carried out to examine the trajectory of the stock
under 3 scenarios of fishing mortality: F = 0, F= Fyy
(0.11), and Fp4 (0.16). Simulations were limited to a
2-year period. Recruitment was resampled from three
sections of the estimated stock recruit scatter,
depending on SSB.

Average F (ages 9-14)

SSB is projected to have a 50% probability of
reaching By, by the start of 2014 (i.e. end of 2013)
when F=0. Although SSB is also projected to
increase slowly with F¢,.ene and Fq 5 the probability of
reaching By, by the start of 2014 under these
scenarios is less than 50%.
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F=0
SSB ('000 t)
p5 | p50 | p95
2011 29 | 33| 38
2012 36 | 41 | 47
2013 42 | 48 | 56
2014 46 | 53 | 64

F2010=0.11
SSB ('000 t) Yield ('000 t)
p5 | p50 | p95 p5 | p50 | p95

2011 29 | 33| 37 32| 36 | 41
2012 33 | 37 | 43 37| 41 | 47
2013 36 | 41| 47 391 43 ] 49
2014 37 | 42 | 49

Fo1=0.16
SSB (‘000 t) Yield (‘000 t)
p5 | p50 | p95 p5 | p50 | p95

2011 29 | 33| 37 45| 51 | 58
2012 32 | 36 | 42 50| 57 | 65
2013 33 | 38 | 44 51] 57165
2014 33 [ 38 | 45

Recommendation: There should be no directed
fishing on American plaice in Div. 3LNO in 2012
and 2013. Bycatches of American plaice should be
kept to the lowest possible level and restricted to
unavoidable bycatch in fisheries directing for other
species.

Special Comment: The next full assessment of this
stock will be conducted in 2013.

Sources of Information: SCS Doc. 11/4, 5, 7, 11;
SCR Doc. 11/5, 19, 32, 37, 39
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d) Special Requests for Management Advice
i) Reference point for Div. 3LNO A. plaice, Div. 3NO Cod, Div. 3LN redfish (Item 7)

Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to identify Fg, identify By, and provide advice on the
appropriate selection of an upper reference point for biomass (e.g. By ) for 3LNO American Plaice, 3NO cod and
3LN redfish.

Scientific Council responded:

Results of the last assessments of these stocks (2010) were used in the estimation of reference points. Div. 3LN
redfish is assessed using a surplus production model (ASPIC) and the reference points for that stock are derived
directly from the results of the ASPIC. For Div. 3NO cod and Div. 3LNO American plaice reference points were
obtained though simulation by running the population to equilibrium with the dynamics determined by the spawner-
recruit relationship, together with weights, maturity and partial recruitment vectors. Scientific Council notes that the
available data for 3NO cod and 3LNO American plaice do not span the entire production curve and therefore large
uncertainty in the estimated reference points can be expected.

Div. 3LNO American plaice Div. 3NO cod Div. 3LN redfish
Fmsy 0.31 0.30 0.13
Bumsy 242000t SSB 248 000 t SSB 186 000 t

Byt iS @ stock biomass level above By, that is required in the absence of analyses of the probability that current or
projected biomass is below By,,. All three of the stocks in the present request have analyses of the probability that
biomass is below B, and a Bbuf is not required. For these stocks an additional zone(s) between Blim and Bmsy in
the NAFO Precautionary Approach Framework could be considered.

Changes in population biology and in fishing practices can have a large impact on the estimated level of some
reference points. For example, for Div. 3LNO American plaice, although the estimate of Fmsy of 0.31 is
considered to be the most appropriate at this time, estimates of Fmsy ranged from 0.21 to 0.47 depending on the
period used to compute the input parameters. These reference points therefore need to be reevaluated on a regular
basis, the frequency of which will be stock specific depending on how much change there is in biological parameters
and fisheries selectivity over time.

The use of any of these reference points in a precautionary approach framework or rebuilding plan needs to be
evaluated for any stock to which they are applied. There needs to be a harvest control rule (management strategy)
which is mathematically explicit in order to allow formal testing. Any proposed management/rebuilding strategy
should be subject to robustness testing to determine the merit of the proposed strategy. This should then be followed
by full management strategy evaluation. All such analyses conducted for the Fisheries Commission should be
thoroughly peer reviewed by Scientific Council.

ii) Stock recruit relationship and By, for Div. 3NO cod (Item 8)

Fisheries Commission requests the Scientific Council to review the stock recruit relationship for 3NO cod and the
historical productivity regime used in setting the By, value of 60 000t.

Scientific Council responded:

The stock recruit data for Div. 3NO cod from the most recent assessment (2010) were examined. Six different stock
recruit models were fit to these data. While no particular S-R approach is strongly supported by the data, the Loess
smoother fitted to log recruitment provides a general description of the past response of recruitment to SSB and can
be used as a basis for deriving reference points. This model gives an estimate of Blim of about 60 000 t.

The Scientific Council will review in detail the biological reference points in the context of thePA framework when
the SSB has reached half the current estimate of Biim. In order to conduct this review a number of stock recruit pairs
are required once the stock has reached and exceeded 30 000 t of SSB. The most recent estimate of SSB (from the
2010 assessment) for this stock is 12 700 t. In the most optimistic projection scenario (F=0) the stock will not be
above 30 000 t of SSB until 2012. It will be 2015 before recruitment at age 3 produced by the 2012 SSB is
observed.

There is no basis at this stage to suggest a By, lower than 60 000 t of SSB.
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Annex 4. Interim 3LNO American Plaice Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy
(FCWG-CPRS Working Paper 11/3, Revision 5)

1. Objective(s):

a) Long-term Objective: The long-term objective of this Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy is to
achieve and to maintain the 3LNO American plaice Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) in the ‘safe zone’, as
defined by the NAFO Precautionary Approach framework, and at or near Bmsy.

b) Interim Milestone: As an interim milestone, increase the 3LNO American plaice Spawning Stock Biomass
(SSB) to a level above the Limit Reference Point (Blim). It may reasonably be expected that Blim will not
be reached until after 2014.

Reference Points:

a) Limit reference point for spawning stock biomass (Blim) — 50,000t

b) An intermediate stock reference point or security margin Bisr* — [100,000t]
c) Limit reference point for fishing mortality (Flim = Fmsy) — 0.31

d) Bmsy —[242,000t]

Re-opening to Directed Fishing:

a) A re-opening of a directed fishery should only occur when the estimated SSB, in the year projected for
opening the fishery, has a very low? probability of actually being below Blim.

b) Anannual TAC should be established at a level which is projected to result in:
i. continued growth in SSB,
ii. low? probability of SSB declining below Blim throughout the subsequent 3-year period, and
iii. fishing mortality < F0.1

Harvest Control Rules:

Noting the desire for relative TAC stability, the projections referred to in items (a) through (d) below should
consider the effect of maintaining the proposed annual TAC over 3 years. Further, in its application of the
Harvest Control Rules, Fisheries Commission may, based on Scientific Council analysis, consider scenarios
which either mitigate decline in SSB or limit increases in TACs as a means to balance stability and growth
objectives.

a) When SSB is below Blim:
i. nodirected fishing, and
ii. by-catch should be restricted to unavoidable by-catch in fisheries directing for other species
b) When SSB is between Blim and Bisr:
i.  TACs should be set at a level(s) to allow for continued growth in SSB consistent with established
rebuilding objective(s),
ii. TACs should result in a low probability of SSB declining below Blim throughout the subsequent
3-year period, and
iii. Biomass projections should apply a low risk tolerance
c) When SSB is above Bisr:
i. TACs should be set at a level(s) to allow for growth in SSB consistent with the long term
objective, and
ii. Biomass projections should apply a risk neutral approach (i.e. mean probabilities)
d) When SSB is above Bmsy:
i. TACs should be set at a level of F that has a low probability of exceeding Fmsy, and
ii. Biomass projections should apply a risk neutral approach (i.e. mean probabilities)

L A “buffer zone’ (Bbuf) is not required under the NAFO PA given the availability of risk analysis related to current
and projected biomass values; however, SC has advised that an additional zone(s) between Blim and Bmsy could be
considered. An intermediate stock reference point (Bisr) is proposed to delineate this zone. The proposed value is
equivalent to twice Blim.

2 ‘very low’ means 10% or less

% ‘low’ means 20% or less
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Annex 5. Interim 3NO Cod Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy
(FCWG-CPRS Working Paper 11/4, Revision 3)

1. Objective(s):

a) Long-term Objective: The long-term objective of this Conservation Plan and Rebuilding Strategy is to
achieve and to maintain the 3NO Cod Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) in the “safe zone’, as defined by the
NAFO Precautionary Approach framework, and at or near Bmsy.

b) Interim Milestone: As an interim milestone, increase the 3NO Cod Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) to a
level above the Limit Reference Point (Blim). It may reasonably be expected that Blim will not be reached
until after 2015.

2. Reference Points:

a) Limit reference point for spawning stock biomass (Blim) — 60,000t
1

b) An intermediate stock reference point or security margin Bisr® — [120,0001]
c) Limit reference point for fishing mortality (Flim = Fmsy) — 0.30
d) Bmsy —[248,000t]

3. Re-opening to Directed Fishing:

a) A re-opening of a directed fishery should only occur when the estimated SSB, in the year projected for
opening the fishery, has a very low® probability of actually being below Blim.

b) Anannual TAC should be established at a level which is projected to result in:
i. continued growth in SSB,
ii. low* probability of SSB declining below Blim throughout the subsequent 3-year period, and
iii. fishing mortality < F0.1

4. Harvest Control Rules:

Noting the desire for relative TAC stability, the projections referred to in items (a) through (d) below should
consider the effect of maintaining the proposed annual TAC over 3 years. Further, in its application of the
Harvest Control Rules, Fisheries Commission may, based on Scientific Council analysis, consider scenarios
which either mitigate decline in SSB or limit increases in TACs as a means to balance stability and growth
objectives.

a) When SSB is below Blim:
i. no directed fishing, and
ii. by-catch should be restricted to unavoidable by-catch in fisheries directing for other species

Before SSB increases above Blim, additional or alternative harvest control rules should be developed, following
the Precautionary Approach, to ensure the long-term objective is met, such as:
b) When SSB is between Blim and Bisr:
i. TACs should be set at a level(s) to allow for continued_growth in SSB consistent with established
rebuilding objective(s),
ii. TACs should result in a low probability of SSB declining below Blim throughout the subsequent
3-year period, and
iii. Biomass projections should apply a low risk tolerance

! The Fisheries Commission shall request the Scientific Council to review in detail the limit reference point when
the Spawning Stock Biomass has reached 30,000t.

2 A “buffer zone’ (Bbuf) is not required under the NAFO PA given the availability of risk analysis related to current
and projected biomass values; however, SC has advised that an additional zone(s) between Blim and Bmsy could be
considered. An intermediate stock reference point (Bisr) is proposed to delineate this zone. The proposed value is set
at a level equivalent to twice Blim Should the SC review of the limit reference point (Blim) result in a change to that
value then the intermediate stock reference point (Bisr) should also be re-evaluated.

% “very low’ means 10% or less

* “low’ means 20% or less
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When SSB is above Bisr:
iv. TACs should be set at a level(s) to allow for growth in SSB consistent with the long term
objective, and
v. Biomass projections should apply a risk neutral approach (i.e. mean probabilities)
c) When SSB is above Bmsy:
i.  TACs should be set at a level of F that has a low probability of exceeding Fmsy, and
ii. Biomass projections should apply a risk neutral approach (i.e. mean probabilities)

Ecosystem Considerations:

Considering the importance of capelin as a food source, consistent with the ecosystem approach, the
moratorium on 3NO capelin will continue until at least December 31, 2015.
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Report of the FC Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on
Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (WGFMS-VME)
(FC Doc. 11/5)

29-30 June 2011
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada

1. Opening of the Meeting

The Chair Bill Brodie (Canada) opened the meeting at 0935 hrs on Wednesday, 29 June 2011. He welcomed the
participants from Canada, European Union (EU), Iceland, Japan, Norway, the Russian Federation, and the USA, as
well as the Scientific Council (SC) Chair (Annex 1).

2. Appointment of Rapporteur

The Fisheries Commission Coordinator was appointed rapporteur.

3. Adoption of Agenda

The provisional agenda as previously circulated was adopted with insertion of three sub-items under Other Matters:
a) NAFO’s Implementation of the Ecosystem Approach, b) NERIEDA update, c) Procedural issues relating to the
mandate of the working group, including utilization of SC advice (Annex 2).

4. Review of the scientific advice of the Scientific Council to the Fisheries Commission;
evaluate associated risks

The Working Group (WG) received a summary of the Scientific Council report of the June 2011 meeting, from the
SC Chair (Annex 3). The presentation of the SC Chair focused on responses to three VME-related questions from
the Fisheries Commission (FC) to SC (items 13 — 15 of FC Doc 10/9 Rev.). There was relevant information on the
coral and sponge protection zones (notably closed area #5), on encounter thresholds for sponge, and frequency and
timing of fishing plans/assessments.

The WG drew the attention of FC to these responses. No evaluation of associated risks was conducted as it was
decided that the WG would seek further clarification and instructions from the FC regarding this matter.

5. Review area closures, fisheries impact assessments and other measures outlined in the NAFO
Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NCEM) with specific timelines

The WG agreed that the primary focus was those measures with specific timelines, and concentrated on those
measures in its review. It was agreed that the effective closure period as well as the review date of seamount, coral,
and sponge measures be harmonized. The WG recommended several extensions of closed area deadlines, and this is
reflected in the updated text Chapter Ibis (see item 6).

Also, it was noted that the SC advice from June 2011 contained information on frequency and timing of fishing
plans/assessments.

6. Update the text in Chapter Ibis of the NCEM as necessary

The review and update of Chapter Ibis generated some discussions, which focused mainly on removing outdated
elements, clarifying the text, and reorganizing the articles.

Some changes were proposed in the text in order to bring clarity. In cases where there was no consensus, the text
were square-bracketed with the intention of bringing these to the attention of the FC for clarification.

Annex 4 presents the proposed updated text of Chapter Ibis. The main features of the update are 1) moving Articles
15.5-15.10 (on seamounts closure) and Article 16 (on coral and sponge areas closure) and integrating them into
Article 2bis, 2) harmonization of the closure and review dates of the protected areas and 3) consolidation of
definitions related to VME (Atrticle Ibis).
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7. Recommendations to be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission

a) On mitigation strategies and measures to avoid significant adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems.

The WG recommends the extension of the existing coral and sponge closures until 2014 to synchronize with the
seamount closure. This recommendation is reflected in the proposed update of Chapter Ibis of the NCEM.

b) Other recommendations
Update of Chapter Ibis of the NCEM

e The WG recommends to the FC the adoption of the proposed update of Chapter Ibis of the NCEM. The
proposed update is contained in FCWG-VME WP 11/2 Rev.2, and is presented in Annex 4.

Issues arising from this meeting

e Inrelation to Article 1bis6 of the draft update concerning VME indicator species, the WG recommends to
the FC to formulate a request to the Scientific Council to produce a detailed list of VME indicator species
and possibly other VME elements.

e In relation to Article 2bis3 of the draft update, it is implied that exploratory fishery in the seamounts is
allowed. The WG recommends that the FC clarify this measure and its application, with specific reference
to Article 2bis, paragraph 2 (regarding ‘fishable area’). The WG is of the view that there should be clear
and consistent measures in the NCEM on exploratory fisheries vis-a-vis closed areas (seamounts, coral and
sponge areas).

e In relation to Article 2bis8 of the draft update concerning the establishment of national coral and sponge
monitoring programs, the WG recommends that FC clarify the intent of this measure.

e Concerning the role and task of the WG, the WG recommends to the FC to clarify whether this group
should consider scientific advice before it is presented to the FC and make recommendations to the FC at
the Annual Meeting.

8. Other Matters

a) NAFQO’s Implementation of the Ecosystem Approach

The Executive Secretary presented a summary of NAFO’s decisions and actions in implementing the ecosystem
approach. Measures on protection of sharks and turtles, as well as on bottom fisheries in the Regulatory Area
(Chapter Ibis of NCEM) were outlined in line with the international instruments such as the 1995 Fish Stock
Agreement, 2006 UNGA Resolution 61/105, and the 2007 NAFO Amended Convention.

The WG was reminded that many of the measures currently in place in Chapter Ibis were the result of
recommendations from this WG. The WG was also informed that the Secretariat, in consultation with the
Contracting Parties, reports regularly to the United Nations Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea
(UNDOALOS). The latest report was transmitted in May 2011.

b) Update on NEREIDA Project

Enrique de Cardenas (EU) made an update-presentation on the research survey project NEREIDA (NAFO Potential
Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems: Impact of Deep-sea Fisheries) coordinated by EU-Spain in collaboration with other
Contracting Parties. This project was first announced at the 2008 NAFO Annual Meeting. It was noted that regular
updates were already provided at previous WG meetings. Also at the 2010 Annual Meeting, a side-event was
organized for a joint presentation by Canada and Spain on the research results of the on-going project.

All planned research cruises under the project have been undertaken. Activities since the last update focus on further
processing of specimens and samples and data analyses.

Commitment of financial support on the project by EU and Canada are secured until 2014.
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c) Procedural issues relating to the utilization of SC advice

The WG had some discussion around timing and function of the WG. Some members felt that the WG should
examine in detail the most recent SC advice and responses on VME-related material, and provide recommendations
to FC on this content. Other members of the WG felt that the SC advice should go directly to FC, who could then
task the WG with specific items as required. The opinion of the Chair of SC was that the SC advice should be
delivered to FC for action, rather that to various WGs or other Standing Committees of NAFO. Related to this issue,
the WG also discussed options for best timing of any future WG meetings, but did not come to any conclusions. A
clarification on the process and timing would be sought from FC

9. Adoption of Report
This report was adopted through correspondence after the meeting.
10. Adjournment

The Chair thanked the participants and the Secretariat. The meeting was adjourned at 1605 hrs on Thrusday, 30 June
2011.
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Annex 2. Agenda
Opening of the Meeting
Appointment of Rapporteur
Adoption of the Agenda

Review of the scientific advice of the Scientific Council to the Fisheries Commission; evaluate associated
risks

Review area closures, fisheries impact assessments and other measures outlined in the NAFO Conservation
and Enforcement Measure with specific timelines

Update the text in Chapter Ibis of the NCEM as necessary

Recommendations to be forwarded to the Fisheries Commission

a.  On mitigation strategies and measures to avoid significant adverse impacts on vulnerable marine
ecosystems
b. Other recommendations

Other Matters

a. NAFOQO’s implementation of the Ecosystem Approach

b. Update on NEREIDA Project

c. Procedural issues relating to the utilization of SC advice
Adoption of Report

Adjournment
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Annex 3. Fisheries Commission Requests and Scientific Council Responses
(FCWG-VME Working Paper 11/1)

For information purposes and to help facilitate discussions within the Working Group, the Secretariat has put together
this working paper presenting the summary of the latest response from the Scientific Council to the FC Request for
scientific advice on VMEs.

Contents:
FC Request for Advice Scientific Advice
FC Request Request SC Advice Formulation SC Reference
Item and FC Document
Reference
Document
Review any new scientific information on | Item 13, FC | Advice formulated at the SCS Doc. 11/16, p.
Coral and Sponge Protection Zone (Art. Doc 10/9 June 2011Meeting 34-35*
16.3, 2011 NCEM) Rev.
Application of simulation modellingina | Item 14, FC | Advice formulated at the SCS Doc. 11/16, pp.
GIS framework Doc 10/9 June 2011Meeting 35-36*
Rev.
Evaluating SAls and Gear/Substrate Item 15, FC | Advice formulated at the SCS Doc. 11/186, pp.
impact assessments Doc 10/9 June 2011Meeting 37-38*
Rev.

*The SC June 2011 Meeting Report (SCS Doc 11/16) has been adopted by the Scientific Council. Pagination of the
report may change due to formatting of the the report document for publication.
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FC Request (item 13 of FC Doc. 10/9 Rev.)

Mindful of the NEREIDA mission, the international scientific effort led by Spain to survey the seafloor in the NAFO
Regulatory Area,

Recognizing that the Coral and Sponge Protection Zones closed to bottom fishing activities for the protection of
vulnerable marine ecosystems as defined in Chapter 1 Article 16 Paragraph 3 is in place until December 31, 2011,
Mindful of the call for review of the above measures based on advice from the Scientific Council,

Fisheries Commission requests that Scientific Council review any new scientific information on the areas defined in
Chapter 1 Article 16 Paragraph 3 which may support or refute the designation of these areas as vulnerable marine
ecosystems. In the event that new information is not available at the time of the Fisheries Commission meeting in
September 2011, prepare an overview of the type of information that will be available and the timeline for completion.

SC Response (SCS Doc. 11/16, p. 34-35)
Sources of Information: SCS Doc. 08/10, 08/24, 09/06, 10/19, 10/24 and references therein.

Although a full review of all NEREIDA results is not yet available, SC have focused their efforts in the study and
analysis of different streams of data from the Sackville Spur (Closed Area # 6). The goal was to provide, at minimum, a
more comprehensive look of one of the close areas currently in place. These results can be considered as a first order
approximation of what would be expected to find in other closed areas with similar characteristics. In addition to the
focalized efforts on Sackville Spur, some data analyses for other areas like Flemish Cap south, Flemish Cap east
(Closed Area # 4), and Flemish Cap northeast prong (Closed Area 5) were also pursued.

The battery of studies and analyses done for the Sackville Spur (Closed Area # 6) rendered some important results
about the benthic communities in this area which support the designation of this area as a VME. It was found that both
benthic organisms biomass as well as biodiversity are higher within the closed area, and that there were differences in
the composition of the benthic community within and outside the closed area. Furthermore, the number of non-sponge
benthic taxa is significantly and positively related to both depth and sponge density, supporting the notion that sponge
grounds have an important structural role in defining these benthic systems.

In the Flemish Cap northeast prong (Closed Area # 5), the work done documented the existence of a gradient of benthic
communities with depth, transitioning from coral dominated communities at ~2450m depth, to corals intermixed with
sponges around 2000m, to sponge dominated grounds at 1500m, and to a diverse community of corals, sponges and
other benthic taxa at ~1300m depth. This is probably the most interesting arrangement of corals and sponges
communities documented so far in the NRA. It is worth noting that the lower boundary of the Closed Area # 5 does not
reach sufficiently deep waters to protect the entire gradient of coral and sponges assemblages. Therefore it would be
advisable to extend the lower boundary of this close area up to the 2500m contour.

Based upon the above findings, as well as prior studies, Scientific Council confirms that the original rationale and basis
for identifying and establishing closed areas to protect significant concentrations of VME-defining corals and sponges
was appropriate.

The processing of samples and analysis of the data collected during the NEREIDA project is still ongoing. A stream of
results and studies are expected to become available over the next few years, but precise timelines for completion are
dependent on the continuation of the funding and resources that had supported these research efforts until now. Many
of these sources have already expired or are scheduled to finish in 2011. If current efforts aimed to secure additional
funding are successful, a full analysis of NEREIDA data streams and collections is expected to be completed by 2014.



302

FC Request (item 14 of FC Doc. 10/9 Rev.)

Noting the response from the Scientific Council in June 2010 regarding simulation modeling in a GIS framework: “To
apply this model to the NRA, an agreed upon set of gear descriptions and tow duration/lengths for each fishing fleet
segment would need to be created. Further estimation of retention efficiencies of the different commercial gears and
indirect effects of fishing will be needed to model effects of serious adverse impacts.”

The Fisheries Commission requests that the Scientific Council: 1) acquire the requisite data and apply the model to
the extent possible to the NRA, and 2) consider whether the SASI model used by the US New England Fisheries Council
should be incorporated into the aforementioned GIS framework as a means of integrating significant adverse impacts
into the approach.

SC Response (SCS Doc. 11/16, p. 35-36)

Significant efforts were made to enhance and improve the GIS framework, and to apply it to the NRA, outside the
closed areas, for the evaluation of VME-defining species bycatch threshold levels for encounter protocols. These
efforts included a complete and open sharing of raw data among scientists of different contracting parties, a full
engagement and collaboration with the staff at the NAFO Secretariat for the generation of VMS effort maps, as well as
gathering information from actual commercial tows to capture their characteristics as realistically as possible within the
GIS framework.

The key results from this analysis can be summarized in the following figure:
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At the present time, these results are relying on a simulation exercise intended to capture as much realism as possible.
However, detailed and accurate reporting on bycatch of VME-defining species (sponges in this case) during
commercial fishing operations is essential to validate the results from models like this, as well as to refine its accuracy
and performance.

This GIS framework can generate outputs like the ones presented in the figures above, but it can also be used to provide
estimations of biomass of sponge bycatch per effort, if selectivity values are available. The above analyses assume
100% catchability, but implementing other catchability values is possible.

The results obtained from the application of the GIS framework, indicate that the current encounter threshold for
sponges bycatch is rarely met. If the intension of the threshold is to accomplish protection of sponges outside the closed
areas this analysis therefore indicates that the threshold needs to be reduced. The above analysis can serve as a guide
for this exercise. It is also considered very important to maximize efforts in the reporting of bycatch of corals and
sponges, regardless of whether these bycatches hit or not the thresholds indicated in the encounter protocols.

Part 2: Consideration of the SASI model for its potential integration with the GIS framework, and its
application to the NRA.

The Swept Area Seabed Impact model (SASI) addresses a different set of questions than the GIS framework, and
hence, there is no particular benefit in merging both approaches into a single software application. SASI structure
provides another tool to explore significant adverse impacts, but its current configuration/parameterization is not
directly applicable to the NRA, however, the possibility of developing a SASI-like a tool for the NRA is expected to be
explored further through the invitation extended to Brad Harris, a SASI expert from the University of Massachusetts, to
join the Scientific Council Working Group of Ecosystem Approaches to Fisheries Management (WGEAFM).

FC Request (item 15 of FC Doc. 10/9 Rev.)

Recognizing the initiatives on vulnerable marine ecosystems (VME) through the work of the WGFMS, and with a view
to completing and updating fishery impact assessments, the Scientific Council is requested to provide the Fisheries
Commission at its next annual meeting in 2011: 1) guidance on the timing and frequency of fishing plans/assessments
for the purpose of evaluating significant adverse impacts on VMEs; 2) a framework for developing gear/substrate
impact assessments to facilitate reporting amongst the Contracting Parties

SC Response (SCS Doc. 11/16, p. 37-38)

Part 1: Guidance on timing and frequency of fishing plans/assessments

At the present time, no fishing plan/assessment has been submitted in the new format, so there is no actual
procedural experience on which a more thorough guidance and feedback, not just on timing and frequency, but also
on content can be provided. Nonetheless, some observations can be made that may be of utility.

On regards to timing, the current NCEM provisions (Article 4bis) indicates that an assessment should be submitted
no less that two weeks prior to the beginning of the June meeting of Scientific Council (SC), with the intent that this
council submits its conclusions and recommendations to Fisheries Commission which, together with the advice
received by its Working Group of Fisheries Scientists and Managers, it would be expected to make decisions and
recommendations pertaining to the assessment in the following September meeting; this assumes the intent of the
proponents is to start fishing on Jan 1 of the following year. However, this timeline does may not allow for sufficient
time for SC to prepare an adequate review of the submitted assessment. SC rules of procedure states that the SC
Agenda for the June meeting must be finalized two months prior to the meeting; it would be important to respect this
timeline in order to provide, a least in principle, a minimal amount of time for SC to review the submitted
assessment.

This timeline essentially implies that the submission of an assessment should take place approximately 8-9 months
prior to the intended start of the fishery. However, the review of assessments by Scientific Council would most
likely require input from STACFIS, which meets in June, but may also require input from the SC WGEAFM, which
typically meets in December. Considering these circumstances, it would be advisable that fisheries assessments are
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submitted one year prior to the FC meeting at which a decision on the assessment is expected to be made;
assessment submission should be tabled at the FC and SC meeting during the September Annual Meeting of the year
prior to the one where the decision should be made. This would allow SC to have enough time to circulate the
assessment among all necessary groups with sufficient time for their reviews to be available at the SC June meeting
prior to the FC meeting that would make a decision about the assessment.

With respect to frequency, current procedures do not establish any specific frequency for fisheries assessments. For
example, in new fishing grounds, an assessment is triggered by the request of pursuing exploratory fishing, and
another one is required two years later if the contracting parties request to continue fishing after the exploratory
fishing phase. On existing fishing grounds, assessments are triggered by a) significant changes in the fishery, or b)
new scientific information on VMESs in a particular area becomes available. On these grounds, it is worth noting that
there should be an established process for reporting and reviewing possible VME encounters, and that SC needs data
from fisheries to address questions on whether VME have been detected during fishing, and/or to evaluate if
significant changes in the fishery have occurred. Current procedures allow FC to requests updates on previously
assessed fisheries, but there is no provision whatsoever that requires a periodic assessment of an existing fishery
within the fishery footprint.

Given the lack of experience, it is difficult to gauge how demanding the review process of fisheries
plans/assessments may be, or how this additional workload may affect the ability of SC to continue delivering the
advice required within currently expected timelines. Until some assessments are actually submitted and reviewed,
their true impact on regular SC activities will remain unknown.

Nonetheless, after examining the regulations that currently defines the frequency of assessments, Scientific Council
suggests that a structure similar to the one depicted in the flowchart below, may help developing a more consistent
approach to the submission and reviews of fisheries plans/assessments. This flow chart includes assessments
required under current regulations, but it also incorporates new instances when an assessment would be required
(e.g. periodic review of existing fisheries). The frequency of these periodic reviews would be better determined once
some experience on assessments is gained, but it would be expected them to be on a multiyear cycle.

Start here

Apply O ] . New fishing Has fishery Assessment
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Part 2: Guidance on framework for gear/substrate impact assessment to facilitate reporting amongst
Contracting Parties

Scientific Council considered the development of an impact assessment framework, but could not provide a
comprehensive approach at this time. SC noted that such frameworks exist in other RFMOs, and that further review
of these frameworks and investigations into the particular requirements in the NAFO areas is needed. SC also noted
that it would be useful for the continuing work on this matter if the request could be somewhat elaborated to give
clearer directions on the work needed. Depending on the scope of such a framework SC also notes that this would
require a considerable workload on SC members and that additional data from fishing activities will likely be
required (e.g. an enhanced data collection protocol, fishery data on corals sponges, etc).
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Annex 4. Draft Update of Chapter Ibis — Bottom Fisheries in the NAFO Regulatory Area
(FCWG-VME Working Paper 11/2 Revision 3)

Avrticle 1bis — Purpose and definitions

1.

The purpose of this chapter is to ensure the implementation by NAFO of effective measures to prevent significant adverse
impacts of bottom fishing activities on vulnerable marine ecosystems known to occur or likely to occur in the Regulatory
Area based on the best available scientific information. For the purposes of this Chapter, NAFO will take into account the
guidance provided by the FAO in the framework of the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and any other
internationally agreed standards, as appropriate.

The term ‘bottom fishing activities” means bottom fishing activities where the fishing gear is likely to contact the seafloor
during the normal course of fishing operations.

The term "existing bottom fishing areas" means that portion of the Regulatory Area where bottom fishing has historically

occurred and is deflned by the coordinates shown in Table 1 and |Ilustrated |n quure 3. wﬂaHy—mean&areasewhere—VMS

The term "new bottom fishing areas" means all other areas within the Regulatory Area which are not defined as existing
bottom fishing areas[, including waters deeper than 2000 metres].

The term “vulnerable marine ecosystems” means has the same meaning and characteristics as those contained in paragraphs
42 and 43 of the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in the High Seas.

The term VME indicator species refers to species of coral identified as antipatharians, gorgonians, lophelia, and sea pen

fields; cerianthid anemone fields; and sponges that constitute sponge grounds or aggregations, [and other VME elements].

7.6 The term "significant adverse impacts” has the same meaning and characteristics as those described in paragraphs 17-20 of

the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep Sea Fisheries in the High Seas.

8. The term “exploratory fisheries” means all bottom fishing activities outside of the existing bottom fishing area (footprint), or
if there are significant changes to the conduct or technology of existing bottom fishing activities within the footprint.
9. The term “encounter means catch of a VME |nd|cator spemes above threshold Ievels as set out |n Avrticle 6b|s paraqraph 3,

ﬂelds—er—ether—vMEelements Anv encounter Wlth a VME |nd|cator speues or merelv detectlnq the its presence ef—an

elementitself is not sufficient to identify a VME. That identification should be made on a case-by-case basis through
assessment by relevant bodies.

Article 2bis Seamount, Coral, and Sponge Protection Zones

1. 5. As-ef January-1,2007and-u Until December 31, 2010 2014, no vessel shall engage in the-folowing-areas-shall-be-closed-te
al bottom fishing activities in the areas-—Fhe-closed-areasare defined by connecting the following coordinates (in numerical

order and back to coordinate 1).

Area Coordinate 1 Coordinate 2 Coordinate 3 ~ Coordinate 4
Fogo Seamounts 1 42°31’33”"N 42°31°33”N 41°55’48”N 41°55’48”N
53°23’17"W 52°33’37"W | 53°23’17"W | 52°33'37"W
Fogo Seamounts 2 41°07°22"N 41°07°22”"N 40°31°37"N 40°31°37"N
52°27°49"W 51°38’10"W | 52°27°49"W | 51°38’10"W
Orphan Knoll 50°00°30”N 51°00°30”N 51°00°30”N 50°00°30”N
45°00°30"W 45°00°30"W | 47°00°30"W | 47°00°30"W
Corner Seamounts 35°00’00"N 36°00°00”"N 36°00°00”"N 35°00°00”N
48°00°00"W 48°00°00”"W | 52°00°00”"W | 52°00°00"W

Newfoundland 43°29°00”N 44°00°00”N 44°00°00”N 43°29°00”N
Seamounts 43°20°00"W 43°20°00"W | 46°40°00"W | 46°40°00"W
New England 35°00°00”N 39°00°00”N 39°00°00”N 35°00°00”"N
Seamounts 57°00°00"W 57°00°00"W | 64°00°00”"W | 64°00°00"W

2. 6: At-the 2007-Annual-Meeting—t The Fisheries Commission shall consider providing access to a small scale and restricted

exploratory fishery, effeetiveJanuary—1—2008; not to exceed 20% of the fishable area of each seamount. Fhese
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3. 8: A request to conduct exploratory bottom contact fishing, in the areas defined by paragraph 1 shall be in accordance with the

Exploratory Protocol for New Frshrnq Areas (Annex XXV). Vessel&may—enh#ﬂsrkm—theeefmed—areasm—aeeer&aneeawh

- In addition to the protocol,

vessels flshlng in the areas defrned in paragraph 15, shaII have a screntlflc observer onboard

4. 9:If vessels fishing in the areas defined in paragraph 1 5 encounter hard-cerals, a VME indicator species, as defined in
paragraph 3 of Artlcle 6b|s of Chapter Ibls interim encounter provmons as set out in paraqraph 2 of Artlcle 6bis of Chapter

bIS WI|| apply

5. & As-efJanuary-1,-2008and-u Until December 31, 2014, no vessel shall engage in bottom fishing activities in the following
area in Division 30 shal-be-closedto-al-bottem-fishing-activities—he-closed-areais defined by connecting the following

coordinates (as illustrated in Figure 1).

Point No. Latitude Longitude
1 42°53' 00" N 51°00' 00" W
2 42°52' 04" N 51°31'44"W
3 43°24'13"N 51°58'12"W
4 43°24'20" N 51°58'18" W
5 43°39'38"N 52°13'10" W
6 43°40'59" N 52°27' 52" W
7 43°56'19" N 52°39'48"W
8 44° 04'53" N 52°58'12"W
9 44°18'38" N 53° 06' 00" W
10 44°18'36" N 53°24' 07" W
11 44° 49'59" N 54°30' 00" W
12 44°29'55" N 54° 30' 00" W
13 43°26'59" N 52°55'59" W
14 42°48' 00" N 51°41' 06" W
15 42°33' 02" N 51° 00' 00" W




Figure 1. Polygon Delineating Area of 30 Coral Closure referred to in Article 2bis paragraph 5.

6. 3-As-of January-1,2010,and Until December 31, 2041 2014, no vessel shall engage in -Fhe-following-areas-shall-be-closed-on

an-interim-basis{until-December31.2012) to-al-bottom fishing activities —Fhe-elosed-areas—are in the areas defined by
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connecting the following coordinates (as illustrated in Figure 2).

Area Description Point No. Latitude Longitude

1.1 440 02'53.88" N 48° 49' 9.48" W

1.2 44°21'31.32"N 48° 46' 48" W
1 Tail of the Bank 1.3 44° 21' 34.56" N 48° 50" 32.64" W
1.4 44°11'48.12" N 48° 50" 32.64" W
15 44° 02'54.6" N 48°52'52.32" W
21 44°50'56.4" N 48° 43' 45.48" W
2.2 46° 18'54.72" N 46° 47'51.72" W
2.3 46° 25' 28.56" N 46° 47'51.72" W
2.4 46° 46' 32.16" N 46°55' 14.52" W
) 25 47°03'29.16" N 46° 40" 4.44" W
) F'em'sg‘aspt?ri/ 2.6 470 11' 47.04" N 46°57' 38.16" W
Canyon 2.7 46° 40' 40.8" N 47°03' 4.68" W
2.8 46° 24' 24.12" N 46°51' 23.04" W
2.9 46° 07' 1.56" N 47° 30" 36.36" W
2.10 45° 49' 6.24" N 47°41'17.88" W
211 45°19'43.32" N 48° 29' 14.28" W
2.12 44°53' 474" N 48° 49' 32.52" W
3.1 45° 49'10.2" N 46° 06' 2.52" W
3 Beothuk Knoll 3.2 45°59' 47.4" N 46° 06' 2.52" W
3.3 45°59' 47.4" N 46° 18' 8.28" W
3.4 45° 49' 10.2" N 46° 18' 8.28" W
4.1 46° 48' 35.28" N 43° 20'51.72" W
4 Eastern Flemish 4.2 47°03'58.68" N 43°20'51.72" W
Cap 43 47°03' 58.68" N 43° 34' 16.32" W
44 46° 48' 35.28" N 43° 34' 16.32" W
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5.1 47° 37 42.24" N 43°37' 29.64" W
5.2 47°58'30.72" N 43°44' 47.04" W
5 Northeast Flemish 5.3 48°29'52.44" N 44° 14" 42, 72" W
Cap 5.4 48°27'19.44" N 44°21'7.92" W
5.5 47°51' 144" N 43°48' 35.64" W
5.6 47°35'57.48" N 43°43'9.12" W
6.1 48°18'51.12" N 46°37' 13.44" W
6.2 48°28'51.24" N 46° 08' 33.72" W
6 Sackville Spur 6.3 48°49'37.2" N 45° 27' 20.52" W
6.4 48°56' 30.12" N 45° 08' 59.99" W
6.5 49°00'9.72" N 450 12' 44.64" W
6.6 48°21'12.24" N 46°39'11.16" W
7.1 48°20'29.76" N 44°54' 38.16" W
7 Northern Flemish 7.2 48°25'2.28" N 44°54' 38.16" W
Cap 7.3 48°25'2.28" N 45°17'16.44" W
74 48°20'29.76" N 45°17' 16.44" W
8.1 48°35'56.4" N 45° 05' 35.52" W
8 Northern Flemish 8.2 48°40'9.84" N 45°05' 35.52" W
Cap 8.3 48°40'9.84" N 45°11'44.88" W
8.4 48°35'56.4" N 45°11'44.88" W
9.1 48°34' 23.52" N 45°26' 18.96" W
9 Northern Flemish 9.2 48° 36' 55.08" N 45°31'15.96" W
Cap 9.3 48°30' 18.36" N 45°39'42.48" W
9.4 48° 27" 30.6" N 45°34' 40.44" W
10.1 47°47' 17.16" N 46°17' 27.96" W
10 Northwest Flemish 10.2 47°58' 42.24" N 46°06' 43.92" W
Cap 10.3 48°01'6.6" N 46°12'3.96" W
10.4 47°49'41.52" N 46° 22' 48" W
11.1 47°25'48" N 46°21' 23.76" W
11 Northwest Flemish 11.2 47°30'1.44" N 46°21' 23.76" W
Cap 11.3 47°30'1.44" N 46° 27' 33.12" W
11.4 47°25'48" N 46° 27' 33.12" W
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Figure 2. Polygons Delineating Areas of Higher Sponge and Coral Concentrations Referred to in Article 2bis paragraph 6.

7. 4-The measures referred to in Article 2bis paragraph 6 shall be reviewed in 2014 by the Fisheries Commission, taking account
of the advice from the Scientific Council and the Working Group of Fisheries Managers and Scientists, and a decision shall
be taken on future management measures.

8. 5 Contracting Parties shall establish/incorporate a coral and sponge monitoring program into government and/or industry
research programs.

Article 32bis - Map of existing bottom fishing areas (footprint)

The comprehensive map of existing bottom fishing areas produced-by-the-Exeeutive-Seeretary (as delineated by the coordinates
shown in Table 1 and illustrated in Figure 3) based-en-information-submitted-by-Contracting-Parties, shall be revised regularly to

incorporate any new relevant information. Contracting Parties may, in the future, consider the possibility of refining the
comprehensive map on the basis of haul by haul information, if available.

Table 1. Boundary points delineating the eastern side of the footprint in the NRA. The Canadian EEZ boundary delineates the
western side of the footpring map (see Figure 3).

Point No. Latitude Longitude Point No. Latitude Longitude
1 48°17'39"N EEZ boundary® 26 46°26'32"N | 46°58'53"W
2 48°16'51"N 47°25'37"W 27 46°27'40"N | 47°12'01"W
3 48°19'15"N 46°53'48"W 28 46°04'15"N | 47°09'10"W
4 48°29'21"N 46°21'17"W 29 46°04'53"N | 47°31'01"W
5 48°32'43"N 46°08'04"W 30 45°48'17"'N | 47°37'16"W
6 48°48'10"N 45°37'59"W 31 45°33'14"N | 47°52'41"W
7 48°59'54"N 45°17'46"W 32 45°27'14"N | 48°10'15"W
8 49°02'20"N 44°53'17"W 33 45°16'L7"N | 48°26'50"W
9 48°56'46"N 44°33'18"W 34 44°54'01"N | 48°43'58"W
10 48°33'53"N 44°10'25"W 35 44°33'10"N | 48°50'25"W
11 48°08'29"N 43°57'28"W 36 44°09'57"N | 48°48'49"W
12 47°42'00"N 43°36'44"W 37 43°50'44"N | 48°52'49"W
13 47°12'44"N 43°28'36"W 38 43°34'34"N | 48°50'12"W
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14 46°57'14"N 43°26'15"W 39 43°23'13"N | 49°03'57"W
15 46°46'02"N 43°4527"W 40 43°03'48"N | 48°55'23"W
16 46°38'10"N 44°03'37"W 41 42°54'42"N | 49°14'26"W
17 46°27'43"N 44°20'38"W 42 42°48'18"N | 49°32'51"W
18 46°24'41"N 44°36'01"W 43 42°39'49"N | 49°58'46"W
19 46°19'28"N 45°16'34"W 44 42°37'54"N | 50°28'04"W
20 46°08'16"N 45°3327"W 45 42°40'57"N | 50°53'36"W
21 46°07'13"N 45°57'44"W 46 42°51'48"N | 51°10'09"W
22 46°15'06"N 46°14'21"W 47 42°45'59"N | 51°31'58"W
23 45°54'33"N 46°24'03"W 48 42°51'06"N | 51°41'50"W
24 45°59'36"N 46°45'33"W 49 43°03'56"N | 51°48'21"W
EEZ
bound
25 46°09'58"N 46°58'53"W 50 43°22'12"N ary2
‘approximately 47°47'45"W Zapproximately 52°09'46"W
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Figure 3. NAFO Regulatory Area footprint map (shaded).

Article 43bis - Bottom fishing activities in new fishing areas

eensrdered—as e Exploratory flsherles and shall be conducted in accordance Wlth the exploratory flsherles protocol set out in
Parts I-1V of Annex XXV.

Contracting Parties shall communicate a ‘Notice of Intent to Undertake Exploratory Fishing” (Annex XXV, Parts | and
1V)the-exploratory-fisheries-protocol—referred-to-in-paragraph-1 to the Executive Secretary for forwarding to the Scientific
Council for review and to all Contracting Parties for information, together with the infermatien—er preliminary impact
assessment referred to in Article 5bis, paragraph 2 (i), below.

The exploratory bottom fishing shall be subject to the assessment procedure set forth in Article 5bis, with the understanding
that particular care will be taken in the evaluation of risks of the significant adverse impact on vulnerable marine
ecosystems, in line with the precautionary approach.

Prior to commencing new bottom fishing activities based upon the results of exploratory fisheries conducted in the prior two
years, the Fisheries Commission shall review the assessments undertaken in-aceordance-with-Article Sbis-below and the
results of the fishing protocols implemented by the participating fleets,—and-shal: and take decision in accordance with
Article 5bis.:
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5.6- Contracting Parties shall ensure that vessels flying their flag conducting exploratory fisheries are-equipped-with-a-satelite
monitoring-device-and have an a scientific observer on board.

6.4. Contracting Parties shall provide promptly an ‘Exploratory Fishing Trip Report’ repert of the results of such activities to the
Executive Secretary for circulation to the Scientific Council and all Contracting Parties.

Article 54bis - Assessment of bottom fishing

1. The Scientific Council, with the co-operation of Contracting Parties, shall identify, on the basis of best available scientific
information, vulnerable marine ecosystems in the Regulatory Area and map sites where these vulnerable marine ecosystem
are known to occur or likely to occur and provide such data and information to the Executive Secretary for circulation to all
Contracting Parties.

2. Assessment for proposed bottom fishing activities in the Regulatory Area shall follow the procedures below:

i If proposed bottom fishing activities is outside of the existing bottom fishing area (footprint) identified-by-the-Fisheries
Commission, or if there are significant changes to the conduct or technology of existing bottom fisheries within the
footprint, or new scientific information indicating a VME in a given area, the Contracting Party proposing to participate in
bottom fishing shall submit to the Executive Secretary information and a preliminary assessment of the known and
anticipated impacts of its bottom fishing activities on vulnerable marine ecosystems no less than two weeks in advance of
the opening of the annual-meeting-in June meeting of the Scientific Council. Assessments should address the elements as set
forth in Part V of Annex XXV. The Executive Secretary shall promptly forward these submissions to the Scientific Council
and the Fisheries Commission.

ii.  The submission of such information shall be carried out in accordance with guidance developed by the Scientific
Council, or, in the absence of such guidance, to the best of the Contracting Party’s ability.

iii.  The Scientific Council shall undertake an assessment, according to procedures and standards it develops, and provide

advice to the Fisheries Commission as to whether the proposed bottom fishing activity would have significant adverse
impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems and, if so, whether mitigation measures would prevent such impacts. The
Scientific Council may use in its assessment additional information available to it, including information from other
fisheries in the region or similar fisheries elsewhere.

3. The Working Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists on VMEs shall examine the advice of the Scientific Council and
shall make recommendations to the Fisheries Commission in accordance with its mandate.

4. The Fisheries Commission shall, taking account of advice and recommendations provided by the Scientific Council and the
wWorking Ggroup of Fishery Mmanagers and Sscientists, concerning bottom fishing activities, including data and
information arising from reports pursuant to Article 6bis adopt conservation and management measures to prevent
significant adverse impacts on vulnerable marine ecosystems. These that may include:

i. &) allowing, prohibiting or restricting bottom fishing activities;
ii.{byrequiring specific mitigation measures for bottom fishing activities;

iii.{e)allowing, prohibiting or restricting bottom fishing with certain gear types, or changes in gear design and/or
deployment; and/or

iv.{dyany other relevant requirements or restrictions to prevent significant adverse impacts to vulnerable marine
ecosystems.

5.  Fisheries Commlssmn will periodically ask SC|ent|f|c Council and the Worklnq Group of Fishery Managers and Scientists
" to provide advice to Fisheries
Commlssmn on the timing and requwement for assessment of a prewously assessed bottom fishery.

Article 65bis — Interim Encounter Provision
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Contracting Parties shall require that vessels flying their flag and conducting bottom fishing activities within the Regulatory Area
abide by the following rules, where, in the course of fishing operations, evidence of vulnerable marine ecosystems is
encountered:

1.  Existing fishing areas

i. &) Vessels shall quantify catch of VME indicator species;--e—ceral-and-spenge.

ii. b}if the quantity of VME elements-er indicator species caught in a fishing operation (such as trawl tow or set of a gillnet
or longline) is beyond the threshold defined in paragraph 3 below, the following shall apply:

- The vessel master shall report the incident to the flag State Contracting Party, which without delay shall forward the
information to the Executive Secretary, including the position that is provided by the vessel, either the end point of
the tow or set or another position that is closest to the exact encounter location, the VME indicator species
encountered, and the quantity (kg) of VME indicator species encountered. Contracting Parties may if they so wish
require their vessels to also report the incident directly to the Executive Secretary. The Executive Secretary shall
archive the information and report it to all Contracting Parties. The Contracting Parties shall immediately alert all
fishing vessels flying their flag.

- The vessel master shall cease fishing and move away at least 2 nautical miles from the endpoint of the tow/set in the
direction least likely to result in further encounters. The captain shall use his best judgment based on all available
sources of information.

- The Executive Secretary shall make an annual report on single and multiple encounters in discrete areas within
existing fishing areas to the Scientific Council. The Scientific Council shall evaluate and, on a case-by-case basis
the information and provide advice to the Fisheries Commission on whether a VME exists. The advice shall be
based on annually updated assessments of the accumulated information on encounters and the Scientific Council’s
advice on the need for action, using FAO guidelines as a basis. The Fisheries Commission shall consider the
advice in accordance with Article 5bis, paragraph 4.

2. Unfished areas that are defined as ‘New bottom fishing areas’

i. a) Vessels shall quantify catch of VME indicator species—-e—coral-and-sponge. Observers deployed shall identify corals,
sponges and other organisms to the lowest possible taxonomical level. The sampling protocol found in Annex XXV shall be
used (templates).

ii b} If the quantity of VME elementer indicator species caught in a fishing operation (such as trawl tow or set of a gillnet
or longline) is beyond the threshold defined in paragraph 3 below, the following shall apply:

- The vessel master shall report the incident without delay to its flag state Contracting Party, which shall forward the
information to the Executive Secretary, including the position that is provided by the vessel, either the end point of
the tow or set or another position that is closest to the exact encounter location, the VME indicator species
encountered, and the quantity (kg) of VME indicator species encountered. Contracting Parties may if they so wish
require their vessels to also report the incident directly to the Executive Secretary. The Executive Secretary shall
archive the information and without delay transmit it to all Contracting Parties. The Contracting Parties shall issue
an immediate alert to all vessels flying their flag.

- The vessel shall cease fishing and move away at least 2 nautical miles from the endpoint of the tow/set in the direction
least likely to result in further encounters. The captain shall use his best judgment based on all available sources of
information.

- The Executive Secretary shall at the same time request Contracting Parties to implement a temporary closure of a two
mile radius around the reporting position. The reporting position is that provided by the vessel, either the endpoint
of the tow/set or another position that the evidence suggests is closest to the exact encounter location.

- The Executive Secretary shall make an annual report on single and multiple encounters in discrete areas within
existing fishing areas to the Scientific Council This report should also include reports from the exploratory fishing
activities conducted in the last year. The Scientific Council at its next meeting shall examine the temporary
closure. If the Scientific Council advises that the area consists of a vulnerable marine ecosystem the Executive
Secretary shall request Contracting Parties to maintain the temporary closure until such time that the Fisheries
Commission has adopted conservation and management measures i tenti
CeuneH in accordance with Article 5bis, paragraph 4 in Chapter Ibis. If the Scientific Council does not conclude
that the proposed area is a VME, the Executive Secretary shall inform Contracting Parties which may re-open the
area to their vessels.
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- The Executive Secretary shall make an annual report on archived reports from encounters in new fishing areas to the
Scientific Council. This report shall also include reports from the exploratory fishing activities that were
conducted in the last year. The Scientific Council shall evaluate the information and provide advice to the
Fisheries Commission on the appropriateness of temporary closures and other measures. The advice should be
based on annually updated assessments of the accumulated information on encounters as well as other scientific
information. The Scientific Council’s advice should reflect provisions outlined in the FAO guidelines. The
Fisheries Commission shall consider the advice in accordance with Article 5bis, paragraph 4.

3. For both existing and new fishing areas, an encounter with primary VME indicator species is defined as a catch per set (e.g.
trawl tow, longline set, or gillnet set) of more than 60 kg of live coral and/or 800 kg of live sponge. These thresholds are set
on a provisional basis and may be adjusted as experience is gained in the application of this measure.

Article 7bis - Review

Fisheries Commission at its Annual Meeting in 2014 2611 Fhe

The provisions of this chapter shall be reviewed by the

[Annex | (to Chapter Ibis). Excerpts from the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in

the High Seas]

[Significant adverse impacts

17. Significant adverse impacts are those that compromise ecosystem integrity (i.e. ecosystem structure or function) in a manner
that: (i) impairs the ability of affected populations to replace themselves; (ii) degrades the long-term natural productivity of
habitats; or (iii) causes, on more than a temporary basis, significant loss of species richness, habitat or community types.
Impacts should be evaluated individually, in combination and cumulatively.

18. When determining the scale and significance of an impact, the following six factors should be considered:

i.  the intensity or severity of the impact at the specific site being affected;

the spatial extent of the impact relative to the availability of the habitat type affected;

iii. the sensitivity/vulnerability of the ecosystem to the impact;

iv. the ability of an ecosystem to recover from harm, and the rate of such recovery;

v. the extent to which ecosystem functions may be altered by the impact; and

vi. _the timing and duration of the impact relative to the period in which a species needs the habitat during one or more of its
life- history stages.

19. allow the particular ecosystem to recover over an acceptable time frame. Such time frames should be decided on a case-by-
case basis and should be in the order of 5-20 years, taking into account the specific features of the populations and

ecosystems.

20. In determining whether an impact is temporary, both the duration and the frequency at which an impact is repeated should be
considered. If the interval between the expected disturbance of a habitat is shorter than the recovery time, the impact should
be considered more than temporary. In circumstances of limited information, States and RFMO/As should apply the
precautionary approach in their determinations regarding the nature and duration of impacts.

Identifying vulnerable marine ecosystems and assessing significant adverse impacts

42. A marine ecosystem should be classified as vulnerable based on the characteristics that it possesses. The following list of
characteristics should be used as criteria in the identification of VMEs.
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i.  Uniqueness or rarity — an area or ecosystem that is unigue or that contains rare species whose loss could not be compensated
for by similar areas or ecosystems. These include:

ii. Functional significance of the habitat — discrete areas or habitats that are necessary for the survival, function,
spawning/reproduction or recovery of fish stocks, particular life-history stages (e.g. nursery grounds or rearing areas), or of
rare, threatened or endangered marine species.

iii. Fragility — an ecosystem that is highly susceptible to degradation by anthropogenic activities.

iv. Life-history traits of component species that make recovery difficult — ecosystems that are characterized by populations or
assemblages of species with one or more of the following characteristics:

v. Structural complexity — an ecosystem that is characterized by complex physical structures created by significant
concentrations of biotic and abiotic features. In these ecosystems, ecological processes are usually highly dependent on these
structured systems. Further, such ecosystems often have high diversity, which is dependent on the structuring organisms.

Examples of potentially vulnerable species groups, communities and habitats, as well as features that potentially support them are
contained in Annex 1A.

43. These criteria should be adapted and additional criteria should be developed as experience and knowledge accumulate, or to
address particular local or regional needs.

Annex 1A (in reference to paragraph 42 of the FAQO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries
in the High Seas). Examples of potentially vulnerable species groups, communities and habitats, as well as features that
potentially support them

The following examples of species groups, communities, habitats and features often display characteristics consistent with
possible VMEs. Merely detecting the presence of an element itself it not sufficient to identify a VME. That identification should
be made on a case-by-case basis through application of relevant provisions of these Guidelines, particularly Sections 3.2 and 5.2,

Examples of species groups, communities and habitat forming species that are documented or considered sensitive and
potentially vulnerable to DSFs in the high seas, and which may contribute to forming VMEs:

i.  certain coldwater corals and hydroids, e.g. reef builders and coral forest including: stony corals (Scleractinia), alcyonaceans
and gorgonians (Octocorallia), black corals (Antipatharia) and hydrocorals (Stylasteridae);

ii. some types of sponge dominated communities;

iii. communities composed of dense emergent fauna where large sessile protozoans (xenophyophores) and invertebrates (e.qg.
hydroids and bryozoans) form an important structural component of habitat; and

iv. seep and vent communities comprised of invertebrate and microbial species found nowhere else (i.e. endemic)

Examples of topographical, hydrophysical or geological features, including fragile geological structures, that potentially support
the species groups or communities, referred to above:

submerged edges and slopes (e.g. corals and sponges);

ii.  summits and flanks of seamounts, guyots, banks, knolls, and hills (e.g. corals, sponges, xenophyphores);

iii. canyons and trenches (e.q. burrowed clay outcrops, corals);

iv. hydrothermal vents (e.g. microbial communities and endemic invertebrates); and

v. cold seeps (e.g. mud volcanoes for microbes, hard substrates for sessile invertebrates).]






