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DR. DE:SON (UNITESD STAT8): Gentlemen, before we
formally convene this morning, I would lik=z to take this-
opportunity to introduce to the Commission an old friend,
our Executive Secretary-Elect, Dr. Martin, who arrived
last nisht, and who will be with us through the remainder
of the meeting.

TEL, EXSECUTIVE STZCRITLRY-ELZCT (DR. HARTIN): Thank you,
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. I consider it gqulte a surprise
and honor to have this appointment, and I lock forward to
the valuable viork of the Commigsion during its first year
of operation.

Thank you.

THE SECRETARY GENZRAL (MR. HEELER): The business
before us this morning is the convening of the organization
of Panel 5. As with the organization of the previous
Panels, those nations which are not members of the Panel
are entitled to speak but not vote in any of the delibera-
tions concerning this Parel.

In accordance with the terms of the Convention, the
member countries of Panel 5 are Canada and the United States.

2 will now refer you to DOC/3, which is the Proposeqd
Agenda for the Panels. The second item is "Provisional
Adoption of the Rules of Procedure with Final Adoption of
those portions dealing with the electlon of a Chalrman?®.

The recommended Rules are DOC/4 {Rev.l). .

The Chair would hear a motion to adopt Rule 7 of the
Provisional Rules, respecting election of the Chairman.

DR. DEASON (UMITED STATES): I so move.
MR. GUSHUE (CANAD4): Second,
THE SECRETARY GENCRAL (LR. WHEELER): %ith that, we may

proceed with the election of the Chairman. The Chair would
entertaln a motion as to the Chairman of the Penel.
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MR. GUSHUE (CiNADA): I have very much pleasure, Mr,
Ghzlrman, in nomlnating Mr. Sargent as Chelrman of Panel 5.

DR. DEA3SON (UNITED STATES): Sceond.
TEZ SECRETARY GENTRAL (MR. "HZELZR): Mr. Sargent, then,
is Chairman »f Panel 5. He will please take the Chair.

TFE CE-IRMAN (IR. SARGEAT): There is conslderable
guestion in my mind as to whether I should thank you gentls-
men for this eminent position.

If you will turn to Document 4, "Recomnended Rules of
Procedure for Panels", I think it now is in order to have
a motion for sdoption of DOC/4 (Rev.l), dated April 4, 1951,

It is moved, scoondcd, "and approved.

We now g0 on to Item 0O, "Reports by the Commissioners,
if available, on the gtotus of the fisheries, and of research
programs in the sub-area”.

Dr. Deason, do you have any statemcnts you would like
to make in that respect?

DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): Any resuma that the United
States might give of the status of ressarch programs in the
area, I think, has already been ventilated, at least in the
informal biological seminarg, Therefore, there 1s no need
repeating at this time. .

.

There is a regune in Document 9 which is available.
However, we should appraociate an opportunity of presenting,
in somewhat grester detzil than is embodied in Document 9,
a discussion of the research findings with reference to the
haddock fishery, and for that purpose I would like to call
upon Dr, Howard Schuck.

THE CELIRMAN (MR, SARGENT): The Chair recognizes
Dr, Schuck.

-

- Dr. Sechuck, if you would present your material, we would
appreciate 1t very much. : .
DR. SCHUCK (UNITED STATES): The general haddock situa-
tion was presented first in Document 9., The materlal was
further discussed in two biological seminars on Tuesdey and
_Wednesday evenlngs. As a result of these seminars, and of
the comments and opinions of many other biologlists attending,
our conclusions have been revised somevhat from those pre-
sonted in Document 9, :

I will summarize; at this time, the-haddock situation
in respzet to the United States fishery, and our present

opinions on the matter of regulation. -
Haédock,populations in only Sub-areas 4 and 5 are

important to the United States. Since 1931 about 67 percent
of the haddock landed at principal ports have been caught
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in Sub-area 5, and about 33 percent in Sub-area 4; only
about one-tenth of one percent in Sub-area 3. Ve havs ‘
extenslve collections of data from Sub-area 4 in our files,
but they remain unznalyzed duec to lack of personnel, and
all og our studles have concentrated on the data for Sub-
area .

‘In 3ub-area $, the cateh lnereased to a high of about
223,r00,000 pounds 1n 1929, and then declined very rapidly
to only 50,000,000 pounds in 1934, Since then, the landings
have averased about 94,000,000 pounds, and have never exceeded
122,n00,000, -

At present we are not able to state whether overfishing
of Sub-area 5 haddock 1s occurring; is other words, whether
too many fish are being caught. We do feel, howsver, that
the production is being held at a low level due to ficsh
being killed at too small a size. Thus, we feel that if
sm3ll haddock were protected instead of being killed at small
size, most of them contributing no value to the catech, total
production could be ilnercased.

At present we lack conclusive proof of this. However,
what data are avellable s=zem to favor this conclusion. These

data are:

First, there are very large numbefs of small haddock
caught ench year, the catching of most of which serve no
useful purpose as they are killed and discarded at sea.

Second, there 1s an intensive fishery which results in
a substantiszl percentage removal of the stock per year.

Third, there is a rapid rave of growth, especlally during
the early years.

Fourth, thers 1s no substantial emigration of the spzcies
from Sub-area 5.

Lastly, there i1s possibly a low nztural mortality rate
of the ages bsing destroyed.

I would like to brizafly elaborate on each of those five
proints as follows:

First, as to the numbers of small haddock destroyed, for
the last four years only do we have estimates of the numbers
of small 'haddock destroyed at sea., It has'varied from
33,000,000 to 12,000,000 in the four years, with an average
destructlion at sea of about 18,500,000 individdals: The
landings 1n those years have averaged about 36,000,000
individuals., Thus, the destruction at sea amounts, in numbers
to about 50 percent of the numbers of fish land

Second; a substantial percent of avallable stocks are
taken in the fishery each yeari The total mortality rate
of the ages most appropriate 1s about 44 percent per year.
Some Indirect evidence is available whieh indicates that,
of this total rate, the greatest portion is probably due-
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.

to fishing. Thus, we feel that if young fish are spared, ,
the intensive nature of the,fishery 1s such that FheZme sy o f #ie,,
eventually will be caught.

Third, the growth rate of Sub-area 5 haddock is high.
At the end of the first year of life, the haddock average
about two-tenths of a pound. &t the end of the second,
they average about cight-tenths of a pound. The percentage
increase, therefore, from the end of tho first yesar of life
to the cnd of the second is about 300 percent, At the end
of tha third year of life they average about 1.6 pounds,
The percentage increase there 1s about 100 percent. The
growth increment; thercfore, especially betwecen the first
and second years, is of such magnitude &s to make it probable
thet a considerable incresse in yield would result 1f the
juveniles were permitted to survive in the sea for ons or
two addltional years,

The fourth point. There 1s no substantial emlgratlon
from Sub-srea 5. This coneclusion 1s based on studlies by
American and Canadian biologists through the use of growth
rates, vertebral counts, and some tagging.

Fifth, netural mortslity is probably low. 1In point 2,
above, we credited most of the total mortality to tha
fishery. Theraofore, netural mortality must, 1f that is true,
be rather low. Those rates applied only to the ages whieh
are completely available to the fishery. However, it seems
that natural mortality of the younger ages is probably low
also. We admit that this is onc wesk point in the argumeunt.

As yet we know very little about mortality and survival
rates of the very young =2ges. :

.

In the light of these five points, 1f it 1s concluded
that protection of small haddock is desirable, it remains
" to determine how best this might be accomplished. ‘The
methods evallable are closed seasons, closed arcas, modifica-
tions of gear, minimum size limits, or combinations of these.
We will briefly comment on each.

Closed. seasons. The destruction of small haddock at sea
"1s not restricted to any particular season of the year. Tt
goes on around the year. However, 1t is much-more prevalent
in some seasons than in others. For- instance, 1ln the spring
season the average humver is about 1,700,000, in the summer
it is 5,500,000, in the fall’it is about 9,500,000, and in
the winfer it is about 2,700,000,
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Thus, the grestest destructlon occurs in the fall
season. Approximately half of the total occurs in the fall.
However, the heaviest landings of large haddock are also in
the fall season. Thus, it does not appear efficient to
- close the fall season for the protection of young fish, as,
possibly, the loss of the large fish whilch are ordinarily
caught In that season might outweigh the gain in survival
of the small,

Closzed areas. Clesure of areas frequented by small
fish appears lmpractical. The reason: The areas are very
large, extensive, and varlable. Small heddock are found
over much of Georges Bank in both shoal and deep water.

Minimum size of flsh. A minimum size of flsh to be
landed alone 1s of no great value, for, altha:gh landings
of small fish would be curtailed by such a measure, these
fish would still be caught, killed, and discarded at sesa.

Fodifications of gear. The use of larger .aesh in the
trawl is an effective way to prsvent the capture of small
haddock. This 1s borne ocut by numerous experiments made
by British and Auerican blologiats. Small haddock in
Sub-~ area 5 cease beling discarded when they reach a size of
about 36 centimeters, about 13.8 inches. ' If we concede:
that protection of these fish 1s desirable, those which are
needlessly destroyed dt sea, then we should try to protect
most of those under 36 centimeters.

A mesh opening of avout four inches will release about
T percenf of fish of 36-centimeter size. A mesh opening
of 41 inches will release sbout 90 percent of the fish of
36-centimeter size.

A megsure of 43 inches, in addition to releasing the
numbers of fish destroyed at sea, will alsoc release a
percentage of the fish which are at present landed. I
have made some rough calculations as to the probable numbers
of thece. Roughly, I figure that about 23 percent of the
figh landed at the present time willl be released by a mesh
of 44 inches, and 1n addition to that number, all of the
fish which are being discarded willl be released. That 1s
in terus of nuabers. It probably will work nut that
about 10 percent of the poundage now landed will be re-
leased.

In other worda, the fishery 1In the first year might
have a situation where thelr total landings might be
reduced about 10 percent, In the second and following
years, the production should be lnc¢reased, of course.

' In order to state the mesh size in terms used by the
industry, it is necessary to sdd the diemeter of the knot
to the aize of the mesh opening. For the size of twine
which 1s commonly in wuse, the average knot diameter 1s
sbout .57 inches. Thu% the mesh slze corrésponding to a
mesh opening of 4 inches would be about 4.6 inches, and the
mesh slze corresponding Lo a 44-1nch mesn opening would be
about 4.8 inches. :
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This larger mesh would be necessary only in the top
of the rear part of the otter trawl net, in other words,
the rear part of the ton of the cod end or cod end exten-
sion.

We have done relatively little resesrch on the small
fish problem in recent yesrs. With the proapect that pro-
tection of small fish may be attempted, it appears desirable
to increase certain studlies relevant to the small fish
problem, not only to provide necessary basic data, but to
provide a before-and-after metiiod of assessing whether or
not the regulation has had 1ts desired effects.

The biolo~ists at the evening seminar$ seemed to thinlk,
and I agree, thet amon; these projects micht be, first,
more study of food habits of the possible predators of
haddoek, such as whiting, whose numbers might be increased,
along with baby haddock, by a mesn resulation, and thus
might tend to counteract the saving of small haddock.

Second, there micht be a teat of the thinning theory,
in other, words, to see if cessation of thinning, which we
propos?{, will depress the growth rate.

The third would be a study of the effect of competitors
of haddock upon haddock growth rates and survival rates.

" Fourth, there miéht be technoldﬁical studies on charac-
teristics of nets and their constructlen.

The fifth would Include better records of the actual
numbers of fish.destroyed at-sea. The estimates we have
at present are amdmittedly very rough, and are probably
only minimum estimates.

Sixth, estimations of the number of each age destroyed
at sea. These projects should go on before and after any
regulation.

Seventh, deternination of the mortality rates of the
youny asges before and after a regulation, to assess, in
part, whether the regulation has had any effect.

The effectiveness of any regulation which 1s adopted,
therefore, should be the subject of further study, and pro-
vision should be made to modify the regulation to the ex-
tent such modification may be proved necessary. It does
not seem possible to undertake these studlies on an ade-
quate basls without an enlargement of present research
staffs and research facilitles, however. -

THiE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): Is there any dlscusslon
on Mr, Schuck's report? - -

DR. NEEDLER (CANADA): Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that
Mr. Schuck has given & very interesting presentation of what
we regard as a complicated and difficult subject, and wo
feel that before any conclusions can be reached a great deal
of further diacuassion will have to take place. What I have

D7



-7 - RESTRICTED
DoC/36
April 7, 1951

to say now, -therefore, I would like to chsracterize as
preliminery remarks which are made without prejudice.

We, in Canada, who have been engaged in ground fish
research have doubted the wisdom of restricting the
fishery, on the basis, principally, of our lack of lnowl-
edge--~I mean by "our" to include all fishery blologists--
of certain of the essentlial factors which would determine
whether or not 1t would pay to leave small fish in the sea.

These have been mentioned in cur Informal discusslons,
but I would mention again particularly the natural mortality
rates which might, in cur opinlon, be very high, especilally
at these very early ages. I mention also the proportion
caucht, because although in the later ages there is a
figure for total mortality, the basis for dividing that
into fishing mortality and natural mortality has perhaps
not been presented, if it does exist, and a very small
change in this proportion would really affect the question
very greatly.

If, of the 40 percent, half is fishing mortality and
half is natursl mortality, the case for restriction would
not be nearly aa good as 1f only a small proportion was
natural mortality.

I am mentioning these points now just to emphasize
that we feel there is a conslderable degree of doubt as to
whether it would pay Lo regtrict the fishery, 1n other
words, as to whether restrictions might be expected to in-
crease the talke.

I have always felt, Mr. Chairman, speaking a little
bit more lightly, that 1t is strange that on this continent,
whenever the use of a natursl resource comes In questlon,
everyone seems to asswto that by putting out leas effort to
talke the fish, or the deer, or whatever is under review,
you will get more. I have always thought that the first
assumption would be in the other direction, that you would
expect that s larger effort, rather than a smaller effort,
would get more, unless there 1s very strong evidence to
the cnntrary.

Now, we have regarded thils problem as in two phases.
One question is whether or not it pays to leave In the sea
small fish which are not used., The answer to this might
well be In the affirmative, because 1t would only pay to .
take and destroy small fish if thinning was necessary to
allow the others to grow and survive, and there doesn't
ssem to be any evidence to that effect. On the other hand,
the second phase of the question 15 more doubtful. Once
the fish havc reached a size at which they are used, you
must then very carefully compare, or as carefully as pos-
8ible compare, the quantities which ere lost through the
restriction, lost to the catch, and the lncreases in
Quantitles caught at a later age which may be expected to
result.
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And once we reach these quantltative considerations,
it is very Important to have reliable information on the
proportion which will die before you have a chance of
catching them again, the proportion of take which deter-
mines what your chances are of catching them agaln within
a reasonable time, and the growth rate. And it appears
that it 1s only on the latter point that fairly rellable
information, or really reliable information, 1s avallable.

Our view, therefore, is that before the panel recon-
nends the mesh rezulation to the Commission, a very careful
review of the whole question must be made, and while we
feel that we may well arrive at the conclusion that a mesh
regulation intended to svold the capture of the fish which
are so small that they are not used 1s desirabls, even then
the measure will be, to some extent, experliiental, a matter
of trial and error, and 1t should only be undertalen at a
time when we have s good basis lor comparinz what goes on
before and after the regulation 1s put intn effect. And
this means that we need, not only s review of the evldence
as to whether or not such a mesh regulstion is likely to bo
advantageous, but we also need a careful review and careful
planning of cooperative research through this body, in order
to assure that we will obtain the full benefits of the pro-
viaional regulation, bececuse I think all fishery regula-
tions of this kind would have to be regarded as provislonal
and subject to adjustment as our knowledge improved.

I might sum up the position by saying while we belleve
the subject 1s of sufficient importance to the industry we
need reviow and action without unnecessary delay, and while
sore restriction, perhaps at s lower level than that just
mentioned, may be desirable, whet is first needed 1s a very
thorough discuasion by this panel at =& time when we have
had an opportunity to review the date just as thoroughly as
possible.

THE CHAIRMAN (¥R. SARGENT): Thank you, Dr. Needler.
Does snyone else care to com'ent on thesco observations?

DR. DEASCH (UNITED STATES): The United States cer- .
tainly agrees fully with the observaticns of Dr. Needler.

In particular, I wish to emphasize my convictlon that
before we institute a regulation or even consider the
formel adoption of a regulatory recomiendation to the Com-
miasion for 1ts approvel and transmittal to the governments,
which 1s the procedure under the Conventiocn, we should
obtain all of the information we can concerning what is now
happening. in the fishery with the present mesh that 1s being
used., . - ' ’

I think we would also agree that at this Jjuncture thers
1a, if we declde to Iinstitute a minimum mesh regulation,
little or no Justification for preventing the capture of
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sizes of fish that are now marketed, even though there has
been a tendency, during recent years, to bring in and
market smaller sizes of fish than perhaps heretofors. How-
ever, the capture of tremendous quantities of fish at sea ‘st
“which are thrown overboard &nd discarded, and which we must
presume %o be dead, would sppear to be a matter which could
be dealt with,‘and perleps should be dealt with. It 1s,
on the surfacc, uneconomlcal, and of course the purpose
and objectives of the Convention are to promote optimum
utilization. We don't lmow; but we must assume, that better
utilization of the resocwrce would be to leasvo them in the
,8ea until they are of marketable size.

i
We would fully agree, should we declde on any minimum
mesh regulatlion, that that, too, must be considered on s
provislonal basis, and we should within the limits of the
personnel and facllities available, obtain all of the in-
formation we can on what Is happening because of the use
of the minimum mesh slze. -

So I think we really are in full agreement wlth
Dr. Needler, Certainly any conservatlon regulation must
not be considered a satatic thing and a curg. All regula-
tions must be viewed ms provialonal, and we must constantly
assess what we are doing In order to determine their :
effectiveness, If they are no good, we don't need them,
but we should find out.

Do you have aﬂ& particular observations you would like
to make, Dr. Walford? )

DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES): Well, I would simply
1ike to add to what Dr. Deason has sald, that we are in
full agreement with what Dr. Needler has said.

Pirst of all, we must establish with our colleazues a
firm basis for the a priori opinion that this ragulation
be effective. We must understand what all of the effects
would be. That would be the work which will follow this

meeting., And the effect of the regulation, when it is
Tinally put through, must be observed continuously by the
research people.

DR. NEEDLER (CANADA): I might say, Mr, Chairman, that
Just as a blologist, often regarded as one of the lower
forms of the sclentific genus because 1t is so difficult to
make thelr ascience, precise, most biologists would welcome
the oppeortunity really to experiment, having good knowledge
bofore and after a change, just in order Lo see by experi- '
ment what effect a change might have.

Perhaps we could get ahead faster In the world if we
were able to conduct good experiments, In most cases,
however, these experiments, to meet our desires in discover-
ing the principles, would be a 1little too drastic for the
Industries concerned.
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,We really regard this as having some real value along
those lines. Just as biologists, we would like to see a
thoroughly cnnducted experiment, and I say that just to
meke 1t clear that we are not just arguing for maintenance
of the status quo, and that our deslre for cautlon i1s
really not the sort of thing that the sclentist wants. He
would like to have more drastic experiments and see whet
happened. But the ceaution is really in the interests of the
communities which meke use of the resource, and to avoid
taking away more livellhoods than necessary, or avold any
chance nf making our already scarce protein foods still
scarcer. .

THE CHATRMAN (MR. SARGENT)}: Thank you, Dr. Needler.
Your point 1s very well taken.

Dr. Deason, would you like to say anything further?

Dit . DEASON (UNITED STATES): I would welcome hearing
what our colleagues from the other side might have to say.
Possibly Dr. Grehsm micht have some observations on this
general point we are discussing that might be helpful to
us.

DR. GRAHAM (UNITED KINGDOQN}: Thank you, Hr. Chairman.

I have, of course, lived with this general point -
through all my life, and I, too, have felt the temptation’
to advise experimernts and have begun to llve, at any rate,
with the threast of some of the results of what seemed at
the time to be a rather hermless suggestion, and so I
rather share what Dr. Feedler just sald about the caution
about experiments with things where human socletles are
concerned with them.

I don't went to take up a lot of time, because I don't’
think that any advice I could give 1s really necessary. I
think ‘1t is well understood., But if I might speak just for
myself, I make a distinction In the mesh regulatlons that
we have recommended in Europe between the mesh which was
recommended for the Horth Sea, which was 80 millimeters
internally on the gage. There, undoubtedly, there was &
price to pay in the fisherles for whiting and sole, and
there wus & gain to be expected in the fisherles fer
haddock, and that pricc we st1ll would willingly pay, and
that geln we would still confidently expect.

At the same time we recommended a larger mesh for
northern waters, where the principal fish 1s the cod, and
this was purely as a precautlion in order to meet the
anxiety exprcased by our Scandinavian colleajues. 4And I
can only say, siving my personal experience, that I wish
now that we had not put the mesh quite so high, because
there was little sacrifico involved in it. The fish were
the blg flsh that we wanted and the smaller fish were an
embarrassment to us, and it seemed better not to catch

them.,.
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Bu: in other woys, that anpe2red to be minor ways at
the ti-e, that rather high mesh of 110 miliimeters which was
recormended 1s proving very difficult to get accepted.
There is this difficulty, that if we get what we csll a
crow's foot, that is, one broken threaa so that you have °
a mech with toes to it like a c¢row's foot, you have made
cuite a big hole in your net =2nd that causes the filshermen
enxiety, And there is the‘dlfficulty that at certasin times
and seasons a trawler man who is normally fishing for cod
may be fishing for haddock, znd doesn’'t like to see haddock
which he finds marketable swimming away from his net.

So I just thouzht--all I can do is just add my personal
opinion at the end of it all--that I shall be more cautious
in the future in advising on e-harmless regulation, an
apperently harmless regulation, unless it 1s rather a moderate

one.
Thank you,

THE CH.IRMLN (MR. SARGENT): Thenk you very much, Dr.
Gr hl;ﬁm. .

If the Chair may volee an opinion, I agree vith you that
czution 1s very, very imnortaznt from the point of view of

everybodly concerned.

Do any of our other friends who ars not involved 1n
Sub-areaS have any comments tha t could help us in this problemf?

DR, DEa3SON (UNITED 3T.TT3): Mr. Chzirmsn, Dr. Graham has
raised a very interesting point, Without perfecting whatever
research inforpmation we have, at the same tire 1t seems to be
a practical considerotion that ls going to involve some thousht
and consultation.

When the United States Cormlssioners met with their in-

- dustry advisory committee rec¢ently and we céilscussed this
problen of minimum mesh size, the question =2nd the difficulty
referred to by Dr. Grahum d4id arise, namely the possible loss
of the ecsteh through the breakinz of a bar of ons of the
meshes, parvleulzarly on the under-side of the trswl., I think
at that meeting of the advisory committee it was developed
that probably most of the selectlvity of the trawl, the cod
end of the trawl, occurred throusl: the meshes in the top half,
but yet we dicn't see any unanimlty of opinion at thot time
as to vhether, if there vias a minimum mesh regulation, just
where in the ¢od end and in what other part of the net that
minimum mesh should be inserted. .

»

I, personally, would hope thaet the biologlsts and others
in the fishery orgzanizations of the Unlted States and Cenada
would proceed forthwlth to a consultation with the fishing
industry, and perhaps the netting manufaciurers, on that
specific point. It secems we do need more ideas and sugges-
tlons and a better community of thought on just where we
should put 1n the minimun size of mesh, whether in the top
half of the cod end or the entire cod end, gt cetera. So we
do need irformation on that very nractical no}nt too.
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THE CHAFRMAN (iR. SARtENT): Thank you, Dr. Deason.

- - Does the Cenzdian delegation have any comments on Dr.
Deason's statement?

D7. NEEDLER (CANADA): Well, I don't think, Mr. Chairman;
that we really have anything more to say at the precent time,
although I fully szree with Dr. Deason that the practical
matters of desi-ninz the new gear “hich would be recuired
are very important. :

We haé an exverience which is analogous. *e believed
that we might improve our scallop catches by & mesh regula-
tion, and our belilef wes strong enough to start some experi-
ments on the effects of various sizes of rings in the scallop
drags on tha sizes caught. We found, in the course of these,
that the gear vhich we thought we would recommend wes actuslly
impractical, and thet particular line of endeavor at the moment
is now being held up on just this practical problem.

We heve found that if we simply enlarged the mesh, the
ring size, and didn't adjust the desicn of the drag, the drag
was not effective in the hands of a commercial fisherman who
was asked to use it every second day, in conparison with his

normal gear.

I jusc say that in support of Dr. Deason's view that the
practical matters of deslgnlng gear are very i rportant indeed.

TH. CHaAIRMIAN (MR. 3ARGINT):* Thank you, Dr. Needler. I
think that it a very good point, and we will have to study the
matter of the gear very, very closely before any regulation is
pnéertaken. - ‘

Dr. Walford, do you have any further comments that you
would like to make et this tine? '
DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES): Not this morning. I am
waiting for our technicel meeting when some of the questions
which involve the desicn of gear can be discussed in a
technical way. It 1s my understanding that there is to be
such a technical meeting; isn't that correct, Mr. Chairman?

THT CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): That is correct.

DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): Mr, Chairman, I think we have
a general meeting of minds here., I wonder if I might venture
to sug est a few things about which we might agree, which
would perhaps focus our attention on this problem a little
more, and perhaps bring us along & little further with it,

Might this panel not suggest first thet the appropriate
research people of the United States and Canads go into con-
sultation immediately to determine whet addijional informa-
tion, what types of information, they need on the present
gear in oneration?

Liizht we not then schedule another meeting of Panel 5
within six months, say srior to the end of Sentember next,

D13



- 13 - RESTR ICTED
poc/36
April 7, 1951

in which this question of minirnm mesh size in Sub-area 5 In
the heddock fishery would be a prime agends ltem for defini- .
tive consideration st that time? '

And might we slso note--and this is parenthetically, may
I say, something wo should 1like very much to have recognized--
that the research facllities and personnel (which of course
depend upon the available approprlations that are heing ex-
pended) now available and utilized for fishery research in
Sub-area 5 are totally insdequate.in relatlion to the job to
be done, and that efforts should be made to obtain additional
personnel and facilities to do an adequate Jjob?

TEE CHAIRNAN (MR. SARGENT): Thank you, Dr. Deason.

As I recall, you have three major points that you brought
out. One was the getting together of the research pecople of
Canada and the United States on this matter. Another was s
meeting of Panel 5 some time prior to the annusl meeting,
perhaps in September.

DR. DEASOY (UWITED STATES): I would be more specific and
commit ourselves to another meeting of this Panel prior to the
end of September next, with the possible definitive adoptlon
of a minimum mesh regulation for Sub-area 5, for the haddock
fishery only, as the primary topic on the agenda.

THE CHAIRMAY (MR. SARGENT}: Right. A4And your third point
was to consider the inadequacles of research facllities and

perscnnel.

, DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): To have it appear as the sense
of this group that present facilltles and personnel for research

in Sub-area 5 are ilnadequate in relation to the job to be done,

and that additional funds, personnel, and facilities are neces-

8ary.

. HE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGERT): Does the Canadian delegation .
have any comments on the three polnts brought out by Dr. Deason?

DR. NEEDLER (CAHADA): Just as a matter of clarification,
Mr., Chairman, I presume that Dr. Deason means an examination of
the entire problem of the need for restrictions, I mean by the
research psople, not narrowing it down to just a particular
gear aspect, but review of the fundamentals of the whole problem.

DR. DEASON (UWITED STATES): Quite true, sir.

THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): Any other comments regarding
Dr, Deason's suggestion? T .-

: ‘DR. BATES (CANADA): Mr. Chairman, I am just interested in:
the selection of the September date. Is there any particular
reason for that, or 1s 1t just six months from now?

DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): Well, 1t 1s generally the sixz-
months period. I shouldn't lilte to see us let this thing die.
It is easy for Canada end the United States to have a meeting,
and I think we should have another one within, say, the six-
month period. But I felt that probably setting a definite date
before which it should occur, might spur us on a little more to
plan for it.
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I have no strong feelings on it, but our industry group
seems to be--they are keyed up nov ta the idea of possibly
—-moving towards something of this sort, They are beginning
to recognize the desirability of it, although I don't think
we shaould move too rapidly, but I do think we should hegin

to work on the problem,

I just suggested September 30, before September 30

" as a time we nossibly could get our heads together and do

. some preparatory work, and have a neetlng in which we would
be able to consider 1% further and maybe come to some more

. definitive agreement on the general topic, Not-only on
possibly what we would introduce as a mesh size, but also
how we should do it. We have an enforcement problem, There
are a lot of othar corollaries to consider when we introduce
winimum mesh, and so forth, and we have to explore those
things. We do nced rather a thorough ventilation of the
idea in terms, nerhaps, of actual draft language of a rogu-

&

latory recommendation.

DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES): Mr, Chairman, may I
suggest that we may havo a more definite opinion as to how
soon that Panel should mect after our technical meeting this
afternoon? That is, 1t seems to me that the techniclans,
should review what éhey have and what they need to havc,
and how much znalysis would have to be completed beforc
the next meeting of this Panel,

- DR. BATES (CA™ADA): Just a matter there, Mr, Chair-
man, as to the directions this Panel might give to the
technical meeting. The Standing Committee on Rescarch and
Statistics covers the whole area, of course, in 1ts general
considerations, but actually the greater proportion of the
problems seems to be centerad in Sub-Area 5, and thercflfore
closoly concerned with this partieunlar Panel.

T am not sure what was intended for discussion at_the
technical group this afterncon, whether it was primarily the
Panel 5 problem or the whole program, :

DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): If I may specak, I agree
w#ith Dr. Bates that I think the Standing Committe: on Re-
scarch and Statistics is an over-all standing committee to
consider research for the area as a whole, to consider
statistics as applying to the Convention area as a whole,
to think perhaps more in‘terms of long-range, arca-wide
problems and programs. To consider the coordination and
integration of existing research programs conducted by -
various governments, and bring them to focus on the major
problems of the area, In other words, more of the long-
range and arca-wide planning and thinking on rescarch would
come out of that committee, ‘

By implication, I belleva Dr, Bates neant to say that
problems intimately associated with problems common to A
particular area arc appropriate for consideration of thn
technical people who ars attached to the Commissloners on
a particular panel, as they are assigned to be advisers,
scientific advisers. Isn't that your view, Dr. Bates?
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DR, BATES (CANADA): There is ons other polnt, reelly,
I+ doesn't erise perticularly out of the ratters discussed
. thisa Torning, but it is a point as to the pleee of planning
- on this,

It seems to me that on the panel the purely technical
expert has to sell the ignor=hus like nyself on the partigcular
types of reguletion and so on, You can have your technical
groups and your technlcal neetings, but thers are sone of us -
here who represent the other groups, the non-technicel peo)ls,
and it is surely in the panel that your lenguege hes to drop
from its jorgon to e lavel which vie know we can s2ll to the
fishing industry, In other vwords, you must persuade us in
the panel flrst,

T think thet kind of thing is likely to come up in the
Commission from time to tine, end it scems to me the nenel
is ons of the instruments we have in the Conmission for con-
verting, shell we say, & biologlical truth into e practiczl
messure thet nmay be z2cczptable to governments.

Perhaps I 'em not raising eny point here at all. T em
just wondering, however, how far we as a panel should go on
discussing secisntific questions before saying we leave it
entirely to a standing committee on Tresearch.

- DR, DEASON (UNITED ST.T3S): I agree with vyou fully,
sir.

’

DR, BATES (CANADA): 1In other words, if there is to be
& rescerch progrem, if thére is to be a reeting of the scien-
tists in six nonths' time, don't we in the panel hsre want
_ to lnow exactly whet these fellows are goinz to be doling
during thet period end why? T ém speeking now to the other
non-expert members of the peanel, -

VR. KNOLIENBERG (UNITED-ST.TES): Mr, Chaiman, tuet
would be tonspicuously myself, end 1 cerbainly agres with
Dr. Bates, Thot would be my own feeling.

I 2lso had another query, If we ghould come to &
resolution lator, and thet would be on the question of
cdditionzl personnel and additioncl expense, I just don't
. know, I would be willing to be convinced on taet, but I
certoinly wouldn't be prepared now, with my 1inited krnowe
ledge, to take an affirpatisve vote to recormond thet’there
should’be any increase ln g&osts irvolved, Personnel, of
course, would involve that. B

 DR. BATES (CANADA): Weli, Mr, Chairman, I am trying
‘to see this relation of the P.nel to the research program
and Stending Committee oh Research. I en trying to see
through it a little more. . : : ‘ .

Surely, in the long run, it 1s the Penels thet deter-
mine the subjects for resesrch., Thet is, 1t is the Panels’
that refer questions to thé¢ Standing Committee on Resezrch.
At this, our first meeting, the question hes come up from
the blologists, They are the experts. But lsn't it the

v
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Cornmission, and the Prnoels primarily, thot determines™whot
the scientific progren should be? They ore the people who
should be placing questions.

In other words, it is the lnzrican fishing industry,
presuniably throuzh the Penel, through its ruoresentatlves
on‘the Panel, that brings the quesilon in here, and then
we, &8s a P2ny1 refer these preoblemns to-the Standing Com-
mittea on Resaercx. Lfter thelr advice, & generzl progran
is deterwinazd.

’

MR. DOB3ON (UNITE=D KIKGDOM): Mr. Cheirman, might I
sey e word or this to clerify my own mirnd? My friends will
put me rignht if T em wrong.

If I understand Dr, Betes, it is this: That the
respactive industries weht cortein work done which depends
upon scientific research, Thelr natural ¢hannel of agitation,
if you like to nut it, would be the Penel., The Panol viould
consider what work should‘be done, But if it lsads to any

’

- regulstory recommendetion, it Would have to come finelly be~

fora the Commission as & whole.

Mow, the Commission as o vhole would surely look for
edvice to the Standing Committee on Statisties and Rescerch,
If I om rizht on that, then the €ommittee on Statistics eand
Research, the Staddlnv Gommittee would be advisers to the

GomrlsSﬂon.

-

So that you would stert with your Penel, and the Prnel
would sey, "This is whot we went to do", and the matter
would then go, with other Panel observctions from other
Pcnels, to the Standing Committee on-Stetistics and Research;
who would then edvise the Corumi gsior,’so thot the Gorﬂission,
vwho ultinetely must teke tihe Cecloion, would have their ex-
perts' cdvicz,

»

Do I wnderstand thet is whet Dr. Bntes rad in mind?

' DR. PATES (CANADA): ‘That is right. )

IR, DOBSOY (UWITED KIFGDOM): I think that is what
Dr. Grahem possibly feels is the right p»rocedure,

DR, GR.E.L (UWITED KIrGDONM): Might I add to that
Mr, Cheimen? I em suxe T support my chief in sayin~ thet

~thet is the right procedure. I en not culte surs, sir,

whether at the present mement you haven't got a motter of
sorle urgeney, tkough thet might at this Tirst meeting, as,
I understand '1t, require in some form or pther some sup-

port at once.

, ’

A8 I understend it, from our informcl telks, there is
2 requirensnt for & grect decl of observetion by & resceerch
vessel, end quite cleer pbservotion, and untild information
is avzilablz on cortrin mettors unfer present conditions--
better information then therc is--we wduld find it aifficult
to have a besis of oonparison letzr on.

E3



-17- 'RESTRICTED |
e DOC/36 - |
April 7, 1951

S0 that if this Commission is going to recommend any
regulation, one has to look to a period of perhaps a whole
year, perhaps two years, during which the information.on
tpg iisg younger than are caught in commercial catches is
obtained, ' :

I may be quite wrong in my understanding of this., One
only picks up things. But, as I understand it, on our side
of the water I should want certainly a full year of activity
of a resecarch vessel in full commlssion,

And again, if I may say--and I am probably sticking my
neck out and interfering in what lan't my business--1f I
were going to run a research -vessel for a yecar in that sort
of way' I should want eight professionnl scientists, They
wolildn't all be at sea all the time, )

/
Well, now, it is perfeetly truc that not all European
research vesseis work on that ratio of eight scientists to

a rescarch vessel, but T know we can claim, sir, that in the
British Isles we tend to run in most of our affairs to rela-
tively small staffs, We are not people in general who go

in for unnscessarily bilg stuff. And certainly since 1949
that 1s the ratio that we have been using.

Although I fully agree with what has becen said by Dr,
Bates and Mr, Dobson about the correct procedure, I don't
think i1t is ever too socon to start getting vital infor-
mation, Otherwise, one may find oneself rather lost--
embarrassing, if so

So that as. I understand it, sir, I thought I would just
tell you the ratio on which we work In Great Britaln if we
want to uses a research vessel properly, And it scems to me
that you haven't got anything like that. 4nd that 1is why
I thought I would just mention that at this present time.

THE CHATRMAYW (MR. SARGENT): Thank you vory mich.

DR. BATES (CANADA): Mr, Chnairman, I am indebted to
what Mr, CGraham has sald, becausc it seems to me that is
one reason why I am moving at the subject in this round-
about way. Dr, Deason's proposal to meet in Septcmber
secems to take us no farther forward. Perhaps another
year is.lost,

I should have thought that following this discussion
this morning, 1t might be that tho Research and Statistics
Committee this afternocon could review the matter and bring
it back to the Panel, this Panel, on-Monday, with a view
to laying out sone of the bare bones, perhaps, of the pro- -
gram, Perhaps we can't implement very much in-the year 1951,
budgets being what they are, but, nevertheless, it is going
to take man's mind some time to become attuncd to an Integrated
research program, and the sooner we stnrt the better. Like-
wise, 1t iIs going to take some time for North America to ba-
corie attuned to the costs of fisheries consorvation--all the
budgets of North America. That 1is one that 1s perhaps the
smallast, It is going to thke time to got lcgislators either
in state goveornments or in federal governments to recognize
that it takes, as Mr, Graham says, cight men to a boat, and
that it may take that bont severni years before you ean
wiaalv mnke nnn anesestion aven on a mesh size.
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MR. XNOLLENBFRG (UNITED STATES): Mr. Cheirman, I
entirely agree with Mr. Bates on this and hope that it
will, perhaps, take the form of a motion before we are
finished., I did want, however, to point out perhaps a
nuance in hils statement with which, if I correctly Iinter-
preted 1it, I wouldn't agree. That was the stress on
industry Initiating whatever we might do.

I think that industry, certainly, in many cases should
initiate it, but I don't think that that should be exclusive.
I can well Imagine that some of our most profitable activi-
ties might be suggested to us, proposed, even urged by the
Fish and Wildlife Service independently of the suggestion,
and possibly even sometimes initially In opposition to what
industry might like,. and that, certainly, we ought to feel
free either in the Panel or in the Commission as a whole to
consider those sympathetically, as well as we would ldeas
that were Introduced by Industry.

Now, as far as I know, there would be nothing in the
Convention, at least, that would limit us to the considera-
tion of matters that might be initiated by lndustry. It was
only thet phrase of yours, Dr. Bates, that 1 wanted to
clarify. I don't imagline there 1z any difference of opinion.

DR. BATES (CANADA): T think not. I think I was per-
haps trying to make the point a 1ittle more vividly at this
first meeting, that we do have to keep in mind that our
main purpose is the serving of flshermen. That is the alm
of the conservation program. It 1s not simply the fishing
industry, so to speak.

MR. KNOLLEWBERG (UNITED STATES): Mr. Chalirman, there
possibly 1s a difference in our conceptions, because I
would rather say that our primary duty was service to the
community, and sometimes you have, 1n my oplnion, a clash
between a given industry and the public as a whole. I
should think I would go a step further in my thinking as
to whom we were primarily designed to serve.

“ I came across that so much in some other work I did
‘here, between the Public Health Service and the medicel
service, when I was in Lend-Leese, and I found that there
was 8 resl clash between the profession, the industry as
i1t were, and the United States Public Health Service. And
I certainly felt that in some cases the Unlted States
Public Health Service had the superior concept. And I can
concelve that we may have a simllar difference here. And
if that should arise, certalnly my own thought would bo
that the ultimeste object would be the community--service

-to Lt. X .

DR. BATES {CANADA}: Yes. I could never disagree with
that statement, But I refer again to one other that I did
meke, snd that 1s thet in North Amerleca, insofar as there
_1a3 a clash between fishing and the other industries of
North America, the fishing has come out at the short end
of the stick in terms of programs, blolory, and everything
else. And it might behocve thls Commission to try to glve
that stick a tilt in favor of the fishing.
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MR. KNCLILENBERG (UNITED STATES): I entirely agree.
I was aympathetic to fishermen before I was appointed to
the Commisslon and am naturally becceming increasingly so
&3 I sit in these sesaions,

MR. DOBSON (UNITED KINGDOM}: Perhaps I was rather
loose in my remarks. I would like to say, in view of what
Mr. EKnollenberg said, that I didn't mean to imply that the
Panel depends entirely on the initiative of the Industry.
God forbid that the government department concerned should
always agree with the iIndustry. I meant, of course, that
the 1ndustry's views, whether they are concurred in by, in
your case, the Fish and Wildlife Servlice, of course would
come through the Fish and Wildlife Service, who could add
anything to it, or subtract anything from it, or put their
om views In, I was speaking loosely. I am entirely Iin
accord with what Mr., Knocllenberg says.

DR. DEASQOHN (UNITED STATES): lMr. Chairman, Dr. Walford
has one or two observatlons I should like him to make.

DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES): I am at quite a dis-
advantage, having come to this meeting late, and I am not
up to the minute on what has gone before. But Dr. Bates
remerked a while ago that one of the functions of this
Panel 1s to formulaete queations tn the techniclans, and I
agree with that fully.

Now, 1t seems to me that 1f those questions have not
yet been formulated, it would help the techniclans greatly
in their discussiona this afternoon, 1f you would formulate -
the questions. What are the central questlons that you
fael must be answered?

MR. GQUSHUE (CANADA): I have been doing a little
writing whille I have been listening, and I wonder, In view
of the discusslon which has taken place, and the clarifica-
tions we have had, if a recommendation from this panel this
morning, somewhat to this effect, would be in order.

That the Committee on Research and Statistics be asked
to pay attention promptly to the report of Panel 5, with
reference to the research programs and fishing practices
of the area, with a view to developing and recomnending to
the Commission such changes, 1f any, In exlsting programs
and practices as may be deemed desirable.

I wonder if that would be the appropriate action of
the Panel? - It is rather throwing the thing on the table

without--

THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): Thank you, Mr. Gushue.
Are there any comments? ’ '

DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES}: Mr. Chelrman, if Mr.
Gushue haes offered that in the form of a motlion I will be

very happy to second 1t.
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MR. GUSHUE (CANADA): I will be glad to move 1t.

.. - MR. ENOLLENBERG (UNITED STATES): Mr. Chalrmen, may I
ask that that be read again? I think I agree with it, but
I am not perfectly certain.

MR. GUSHUE (CAMADA): That the Committes on Research
and Statistics be asked to pay attention promptly to the
report of Panel 5, which reference to the research program
and fishing prhctices of the area, with a view to devolop- -
ing and recommending to the Commission such changes, 1f any,
in existing programs and p?actices ag may be deemed desirable,

That may stand a lote of changes.
MR. ENOLLENSERG (UNITED STATES): No.. That's all right,

THE CHAIRNAN (MR. SARGEWT): Would that be a recommenda-
tion to the Panel or a recommendatlion to the Commlission?

MR. GUSHUE (CANADA): Well, it would be a recommenda-
tion to the Commisslon. That would be the proper procedure.
But I think that there would be ncothing to preveni, and, as
a matter of fact, it would be natural--because you have
members on both the Panel and the Commlasion--that 1f an
interinm concluasion wore reached, the Panel would know, .
would be fully aware of the conclusion, as to a recommenda-
tion and be able to discuss 1t,

DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): Mr, Chairman, I don't
think we nesd to be too sticky sbout procedure here. I
think it wculd be perfectly proper, at this junction, for
that to gn from this Panel as a charge or an assignment to
the Commlttee that meswns this afternoon, since we shall not
convene a full Executive Sesslon of the Commission In the
interim to receive this and pass it on. I think we might
agree that the Research and Statistics Comnittee might take
this motion, if adopted by this Panel, and go to work on 1t
this afternoon.

TAE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): You feel that there is no
further formality necessary then? If there 1s no opposi-
tion--

M3. GUSHUE (CANADA): My motion is that this be =
recommendation to the Committee on Research and Statistics,
but, formally, the recommendations of the Committee on
Research would be to the Commission, when they came to that
point. But at the ssme time, as I said before, the Panel
would certainly know of the mctlon.

THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): Since I have heard no
opposition, I would assume that that goes into the record
and no further action 18 necessary.

DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): Venturing to disagres
with you, Mr, Chairman, 1f that goes inteo the record, I
would assume that it 1s a charge to the Committee tc meet
this afternocon to consider the resolutlon offered by the

Commission.
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THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): I think we agree..

_ DR. DEASON (UNITED STATES): Dr. Walford wanted to make
an observation, ' : .

DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES): I feel there 1s an im-
portant point to consider which is not covered in the
wording by means of which Dp. Gushue has stated the ques~
tion. As a blologist, I would rather that we consider
what the estimated effects would be of various changes 1n
fishing practices, but not what would be desirable, It
sesms to me that 1t would be up to the Commission to deter-
mine what was desirable, but not up to the biocloglsts., Tho
biologists can say, "Wo estimate i1f such and such a change
18 made, these will be the effects." The Commission will
declde what 1s deairable, and the blologlists should give
you a range of effects to choose from.

I feel that is of fundamental importance, because
blologlsts very often become involved in questions that are
not really biological, at leaat which don't touch on the
biology of fish, but on the blology of man.

DR. GUSHUE (CANADA): Mr. Chairman, my reference there
1s to research programs. I have not just said "programs".

DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES): I beg your pardon.

MR. GUSHUE (CANADA): And the Committse under the Rules
of Procedure 1s glven the responsibility of recommending to
tho Commlssion, from time to time, stch changes 1n exlsting
programs, or such new programs as may be deemed desirable,
but I have sald "research programs" in my draft,

TIE CUATRMAN (MR. SARGENT): 1Is that sgreeable with
you? 7

DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES}: That 1s quite agreeable,
yes. .

. THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): Is there any further
_discussion? .

DR. GUSHUE (CANADA): Perhaps I should sdd too, that I
have also put in the words "fishing practices". I don't
know if that would affect your observation.

DR. WALFORD (UNITED STATES): No.

‘THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): Is there any further dis-
cusslon on thias matter »r any other matter pertaining to
Panel 5 at the present time?

I gather that there i3 no further discussion.

DR. BATES (CANADA): I don't know just where Dr.
Deason's original suggestion stands in the light of this.
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DR, DEASOW (UNITED STATES): I would think, Dr. Bates,
that, inasmuch as we are giving & charge to this Research
Conmittee and we are going to convene this Panel agaln on
Monday to hear what they come 1n with, that any other
motions or considerations tn the Panel might be in the way
of suming up after we have heard what the Research Com-
mittee has to offer on Monday.

DR. BATES {CAMADA): Yes. As long as we are meeting
again and there 1s time before we break up as a Panel, I
am satiafied. )

DR. DEASON (UWITED STATES): I em very happy at your
suggestion that we go forward and--

DR. BATES (CANADA): I am anxious we do not appesar,
as Panel 5, to be neglecting what the fishing industry of
the United States might regard as a problem of theirs.

DR, DEASON (UNITED STATES): I am very happy at your
suggestion that wo do more than I originally thought we
might accomplish after this meeting, Dr. Bates, and I &an
fully in sympathy with you. We have sufficient time--all
day Monday 1if necessary--to get on with this Panel 5
proposition,

THE CHAIRKAN (IMR. SARGE#T): Thank you very much.

Then, as I understand it, if there is no further dls-
cussion, Panel 5 will again meet at some time which will

be later designated on Mondsy.

MR. GUSHUE (CANADA): Mr. Chairman, I have to reopen
just to make a minor correction here, I read twice with
reference to the research programs and fishing practices
of the M"area", That should be "sub-area" .

THE CHAIREMAN (MR, SARGENT): Yes.
MR. GUSHUE (CANADA): I will just make that point.

THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): ' If there 1s no further
discussion, I declare the meeting of Panel 5 closed.

THE SECRETARY GENERAL {MR. WHEELER): The Chair has &
suggestion to make at this time, and a note also for in-
formation,.

The noto first. The minutes of the Third and Fourth
Executive Sesslons were distributed this morning, end 1t
would be appreclated if any recormiended changes therein
are handed ‘in to the Technical Secretery today, in order
that the Corrigendum may be published and the minutes
approved at the next Executive Sesslon.

Second, at yesterday's Executive Session an ad hoc

Committes to consider Item 22 on the agenda was announced,
and the membership thereon as indicated by the members of

EQ
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the Commission were: For Canada, Dr. Bates; for Dgnmark,
Mr. Taning; for Iceland, Dr. Fridrliksson; for the United
Kingdem, Mr, Dobsnn; and for the Unlted States, Mr.
Knollenberg, ' '

It has been suggested that that Commlttee meet now
in order to consider Item 22. Is that agresable to the
members here? .

lMR. DOBSON (UNITED KINGDOM): Quite, but I am very
anxious that the Danish representative should bo present.

THE SECRETARY GENERAL (IR. VHEELER): We will make
offorts to find him,

MR. DOBSON (UNITED KINGDOM): He is rathor interested.

THE SECRETARY GENERAL (MR. WIIEELER): I would suggest
the Commiittée meet in Committee Room C; and I will endeavor
to find Dr. Taning,

THE CHAIRMAN (MR. SARGENT): I dcclare the meeting of
Panel 5 oclosed.

{(Thersupon, at 11:30 a.m., the Panel adjourned.)

- END =~

E 10
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The santences of the following paragravhs should
rsad as shown below (changes in text indicated by
underscoring):

Pagg 15
(Pararrach 1, second sentence)
It doesn't arise particularlr out of th2 matters

discussed this morning, hut it is a point as to tha
plsca o pancls in resuusreh.

(Parazrarh 3)

I think thst ¥ind of thing is likely to comc ap in
the Coumission from time to time, and it sezms to e the
panz2l is onc of tho instrumsnts we have in thc Commission
for econvorting, shall w- s&y, a biolosieal truth into a
practical measurs that may be acerptahle to governments
and industrv.

(Paragrani £, first ssnteace)

DR. BATES (CillaDa): In oth.r words, if there is
to be 3 rescarch rrogram, if thorc is to be a mesting
of the scientists in six rmonths' $irc, don't we in tha
nangl her: want to now exactly what those sXperts are
coing to bz doing during that period 2nd whr?

Eﬁ;ﬂ i8
(Paragraph 1, tirst sentonce)
Commission, and the Fanels primarily, that will in the

longer run determine what the scientific rrogram shculd
te? . -

L.

(Paragrarh 6}

Omit "othor Fancgl" in the third lino. E11
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Pags 17
(Paragraph 9)

I should have thoucht that following this discussion
this morning, it micht be that the Research and Statistics
Cormittee this afternoon could review tha matter and
bring it back to this Fanel on Monday, with a view to
layinz out soam- cf the bare bones, perhaps, of the program.
Perhaps we car't imnleccnt viry much in the year 1951,
budgets teins what they are, but, nevertheless, it is
going to take mon's minds some-time to become attuned to
an integrated rosearch progr m, and the soonar we start
the better. Lilewise, it is going to take some time for
North =.:rica to bacomo attuned to the costs of fisheries
consarvaticn--all the budgets of North America.

Delcts the fourth sentence--"That is osne that is
»~rhaps the smallast,”

Pace 18
(Parz,raph 7, third and fourth ssntences)

But I refer again to> one other that I gid make, and
that is that in i'orth 4, .rica, insofar as thare is a
clash bestween fishing 3nd the other indstries of North
sangrica, the fishing indutry b~s been at the short and
of the budggstary stick in terms of rrogravs, biology,
and ev rrthing else, 4nd it =7 -ht bshoovs this Cormission
to trv to cive that stick a tilt in favor of the fishing

industry.

'm
o

Pare
(Pura.ra:h 4)
DR, BATES (C.F.DA): I am anxious we do not appear,
as Pancl 5, %> bs nszlectin~ what th- Tishing industry of

the Unitod States mirht regard as ap immediate problem
of theirs.

- ZND -
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