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RESTRICTED

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3420
(B.e.74)

FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - NOVEMBER 1974

Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5

Tuesday, 12 November 1974
to
Friday, 15 November 1974

1. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 was opened by the Chairman of the Commigsion, Mr E. Gillett (UK).
Delegates of all Member Countries, except Bulgaria, France and Romania, and Observers from Cuba and FAQ

were present (Appendix I}, The Chairman introduced Professor Thomas A. Clingan Jr, Acting Assistant Secre-
tary, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs, US Department of State, who
addressed the Delegates (Appendix II). Mr Gillett thanked Professor Clingan for his kind words and expressed
the hope that the present meeting would be successful in providing a positive response to the issues raised

in his address.

2. Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK) was elected Chairman of the Meeting of Joint Panels and expressed the
hopes of all present for the swift and complete recovery of Vice~Chairman D.H. Wallace (USA), who had
suffered an illness shortly before the present meeting.

3.  Rapporteur. Mr J,C. Price (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

4. Agenda. The Agenda was adopted as circulated (Appendix III). The delegate of Italy proposed that

Agenda Item 7 on squid be considered first among the various conservation measures on the Agenda, It was
agreed that further consideration would be given to this item at a later time. At the suggestion of the
delegate of Camada, it was agreed to amend the order of the Agemda by first considering Items 8 on over-
fishing of catch quotas and 9 on enforcement of the international regulations. The Chairman reminded the
delegates that insofar as modification of the present Joint Enforcement Scheme was concerned, it would be
necessary for the present meeting to limit itself to recommendations for later consideration by the full

Commission.

5. Congideration of the Problem of Overfishing of Catch Quotas in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 and
Reconsideration of the ICNAF Scheme of Joint Enforcement, The Chairman invited discussion on Comm,Docs.
74/37, 74/41, and 74/42. The-delegate of USA noted that provided in Comm.Does. 74/41 and 74/42 were
records of alleged viclationd detected during 1974, principally since the conclusion of the June 1974
Annual Meeting. He noted that these varied considerably from country to country, and included violations
of haddock regulations and national quotas, failure to report catches taken under the "Others" category,

and maintenance of incomplete and incorrect catch records. He emphasized that such a -situation forced the
conclusion that the present regulatory system, painstakingly developed over the past years, was not working,
and that it was almost pointless to consider further conservatlion measures until appropriate action was
taken to ensure that such a situation was remedied. He stated that while the USA did not have any specific
proposals to offer at the moment, it was clear that the Commission must have stricter national enforcement
by Member Govermments, sufficient inspectors on the grounds and international inspections to ensure com-
pliance, more complete education of fishermen on the regulations in force, and adequate punishment of vio-
lations. He invited comments from other Members on what steps should or may have already been taken to deal
with this situation.

The delegate of Spain requested further time to study Comm,Doc. 74/41 since the paper had not been cir-
culated sufficiently in advence to allow time for complete examination of the alleged viclations by Spanish
vessels contained therein. He noted that initial study had revealed an apparent error in recording the
number of Spanish vessels fishing in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 during 1974, and that Spain would
like additional time to check for further errors.

The Chalrman, speaking as the UK Commissioner, noted that the UK was grateful to the USA for having
drawn its attention to the apparent viclations of haddock regulations by UK vessels in the Northwest
Atlantic. He emphasized the importance which the UK attached to bringing all ICNAF regulations to the
attention of its fighermen, and assured the delegates that the UK would take steps to ensure that it was
more successful in these efforts in the future. He stated that as goon as sufficient evidence had been
obtained, the UK would proceed with prosecution of those who had violated the law. The delegate of Italy
expressed full agreement that the existing situation required improvement, but ecalled attention to the
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improvement which had already been noted in Comm.Doc. 74/42, and to the general difficulties in shifting
from theory to practice with such a complex regulatory system. He noted that, despite the difficultias
involved, Italy would favour adoption of a standard logbook form as proposed in Comm.Doc. 74/41. The
delegate of USA, responding to the statement by the delegate of Spain, stated that the USA was prepared

to supply the Spanish delegation with a list of Spanish vessels, by name, which the USA had sighted fishing
in the Northwest Atlantic during 1974. He noted that this included 57 stern and 86 side trawlers. He
stated that Comm.Docs, 74/41 and 74/42 had been carefully prepared by the USA, and were intended to provide
positive suggestions to all countries to improve future compliance with Commission regulations. The dele—
gate of Portugal noted that, although Portugal did not fish in Subarea 5, the present discussions did
affect other areas. While emphasizing the importance of effective intermational control, he emphasized
that time was required to achieve total implementation, and that even in the latter situation some imper—
fections would remain. He emphasized the complexity of the problems posed by the by—catch issue, and
stated that Portugal was prepared to work for the development of a standard logbook as an approach to some
of the problems raised by the USA.

The delegate of Poland expressed satisfaction that few problems had developed with respect to Polish
vessels fishing in the Northwest Atlantic, and confidence that Polish skippers had been well versed on
ICNAY regulations. He stressed the difficulties involved in minimizing by-catch, and expressed Poland's
support for the development of a standard ICNAF logbook.

The delegate of FRG noted with regret that vessels of FRG had overfished their gquota for herring in
Div. 5Y by more than 100 percent, with a catch of approximately 2,700 metric tons. He emphasized that
action had been taken to balance this overage through reduced catches im Piv. 5Z-Statistical Area 6 and
Div. 4VW, and that while his Government deeply regretted the overage in Div. 5Y trusted that due note would
be taken of this compensatory action. He said that there did not appear to be evidence supporting the
claim in Comm.Doc. 74/41 that the FRG catch in Div. 5Y was as high as 6,000 metric toms, or that the vessel
Mond had alone taken over 1,000 metric toms. He stressed that further clarification of these points, among
others, would be required. BHe said that all relevant inspection reports and loghooks were needed, and that
1f violations were substantiated, appropriate punitive measures would be taken - including possible revo-
cation of fishing licences. He stated that in response to the US suggestion in Comm,Doe. 74/41, Appendix
I1I, masters of vessels would be asked to maintain cumulative logbook records, but stressed that the exist-
ing procedure of logbook transfers was not illegal. He indicated his support for the development of a
standard ICNAF logbook. He continued that the apparent misunderstanding of the status of the area north
of 40°20'N and between 70°W and the US Contiguous Fisheries Zone raised in Comm.Doc. 74/41 could be the
result of peculiarities in the map of this area. He stated that discrepancies noted between vessel posi-
tion entries in fishing logs and navigation logs could be the result of the frequent crossing of these
divisional boundaries by the vessel concerned, but that the relevant documents would be examined and if
fraudulent entries were found the viclators would be punished. He stated that all skippers were aware
that ICNAF quotas were given in fresh round weight, but the claim that FRG quotas had been calculated by
skippers in terms of fillet weight would be carefully checked, along with thelr alleged failure to pro-
perly record diseards, fish meal and by-catch.

The Chairman then invited comments from all those Member Governments who had not yet spoken, stressing
that the points raised in Comm.Doc. 74/42 should not be considered accusations against specific countries,
and should accordingly be addressed by all participants.

The delegate of Spain endorsed the idea of a standard logbook, stressing that it would be desirable
if this were one which could be processed through computer sytems. The delegate of Japan stressed that
Japan was very concerned that the ICNAF enforcement system be an effective one, and was pleased that
inspections of Japanese vessels had revealed such a high degree of compliance with ICNAF regulations. He
stated that language difficulties might be responsible for some problems, and that .Japan would continue
to work on fmproving compliance by all its vessels fishing in the Northwest Atlantic.

The delegate of GDR stressed his concern over the effective functioning of the international inspec-
tion system, noting that the GDR would be participating in the international inspection system on a man—
datory basis as of 1 January 1975, and that a aumber of courtesy boardings had taken place during the
second half of 1974 which had given the GDR a welcome opportunity to begin adjusting to this system. He
announced that the GDR would be prepared to give the appropriate code to their legbook entriles as suggested
in Comm.Doc. 74/41, and that despite the effort which had gone into the development of their existing lob-
books, would be prepared to accept the development of a new standard ICNAF logbook. He expressed the
willingness of the GDR to continue to work toward solutions of existing problems in the Internmational
Enforcement Scheme.

The delegate of the USSR assured the delegates that the USSR had and would continue to take all means
necessary to fully comply with ICNAF regulations inecluding logbook requirements, It was noted that the
USSR could agree to the development of a satandard logbook and had, in fact, urged the Commission to develop
such a device several years earlier. The USSR invitation for a joint ICNAP-NEAFC meeting on irternational
inspection was renewed, and the hope expressed that it could be held in the spring of 1975. He sald that
the USSR had adopted a number of internal measures designed to minimize infractions of ICNAF regulations
by USSR vessels.




The delegate of Canada noted that ensuring compliance by 1its vessels was a considerably easier task
for the coastal states. He noted that this year Canada would have conducted approximately 250 boardings
at sea, and that additional vessels for use in international enforcement would be available by 1976. He
stated that a number of infractions by Spanish vessels had been detected in Subarea 4, the last of which
was found on 7 November, and emphasized that, while such examples did not indicate deliberzte intent to
violate regulations, they did forcefully illustrate the need for more active national and international
efforts to ensure strict compliance with ICNAF regulations. He stressed that this would require, among
other things, the communication of quick and accurate information on catches and by-catches, He suggested
that it might be useful for all Members to circulate through the Secretariat those national measures taken
to help ensure improved compliance, particularly the education of vessel captains on the regulations in
force within areas fished by their vessels. He emphasized that by-catches posed one of the most difficult
problems, and that it might prove helpful if, as a supplement to relatively brief boardings by international
inspectors, an international observer program was adopted for areas where substantial by-catches occurred.

The delegate of the USA noted that the USA had undertaken considerable domestic enforcement efforts,
both on the high seas and at dockside, and that a considerable number of cases were now pendding in US
courts agé a result. He stated that the major issue in the USA concerned equality of enforcement, and that
many Americans were convinced that enforcement of ICNAF regulations was unevenly applied, and that violations
by foreign vessels were going undetected or unpunished. He stated that the USA would welcome any information
on penalties which had been applied by other Govermments. He stressed that the USA would continue to
increase the number and quality of its boardings. He stated that a standard information section with an
accompanying English overlay might provide the advantages of a standard logbook, while minimizing changes
in each country's existing procedures. He expressed support for the observer program suggested by Canada,
and noted that the inspection of baseships might be required if catch information was being transferred to
these vessels, He concluded by stressing the importance of the discard problem, stating that if it was as
serious as it appeared, a mockery was heing made of the Commission's two-tier quota system.

The delegate of Spain stated that they had received the report of an apparent Spanish violation im
Subarea 4 the day before leaving Madrid, and wanted to assure Canada that an appropriate inspection would
be undertaken as soon as the vessel returned to port. He added that Spain was ready to cooperate on joint
Canadian~Spanish enforcement efforts undertaken on Canadian vessels.

The Chairman then invited suggestions on the best way to proceed, noting that most proposals discussed
concerned improvement of existing measures, rather than their elaboration. He stated that suggested changes
in the Commission’'s logbook would be a matter for consideration by the full Commission, but that some
measures could be taken which might facilitate Commission action at the 1975 Annual Meeting and national
action before that.

The delegate of Portugal called attention to the practical problems which might arise in attempting to
accommodate international observers on fishing vessels., The delegate of the USA called attention to two
additional questlons posed by the present discussion, i.e., what action should be taken when a quota is
overfished, and whether some sort of licensing system might be helpful in improving compliance with ICNAF
regulations. With regard te the former, he noted that perhaps an amount greater than any quota Overage
should be subtracted from a country's quota the following year, adding that since this might mean that all
vessels of one country would have to share the burden for the excesses of a few, considerable peer pressure
could be generated within national fleets for strict compliance with all regulations. With respect to the
latter, he noted that this would not be a licensing system designed to extract revenue, but one which would
require a minimum familiarity with the regulations in force for the area fished.

The delegate of Spain voiced doubts over the fairness of any system which would punish all fox the vio-
lations of a few, and stated that both US suggestions would require considerable additional elaboratiom.
The delegate of USA stressed that these were intended to be general suggestions and not specific proposals,
and agreed with the need for further elaboration. He gtated that the USA would attempt tao provide this,
and expressed the hope that others would join in this effort, The delegate of Portugal voiced his sympathy
with the suggested liceusing system, but his opposition to the proposed system of penalties, stressing the
inequity of punishing all for the violations of a few, and the difficulties introduced by the relativity
which characterized the magnitude of quota vioclations.

The Chairman noted, that as quotas were obligations accepted by Member Countries, it would perhaps be
appropriate for pemalties to be similarly accepted by national Govermments.

The delegate of Italy suggested that the meeting now consider action on propesals to improve Member
Country compliance through improved recording of by-catches, and an international observer program aimed at
both monitoring practices such as the recording of discards and by-catch and improving the education of
skippers on varjious applicable fishing regulations.

The Chairman emphasized the importance of distinguishing between those recommendations on which the
Panels could and could not act at the present meeting. After further discussion the Panels sgreed that a
working group composed of representatives from Portugal, USA and Canada would prepare a draft resolution
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dealing with recommended national actions which would, in the view of the Panels, improve the functioning
of the present system and, in addition, a draft recommendation containing proposals for modifications in
the existing control arrangements for later consideration by the full Commission.

6. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 recessed at 1645 hrs, 12 November.

7. The Joint Meetinglof Panels 4 and 5 reconvened at 0945 hrs, 13 November.

8. Congideration of Conservation Measures for Squid. The Chairman drew atteation to a Spanish proposal
{Comm,Doc, 74/35) regarding possible quota regulation of the developing fishery for Illex squid and a start-
ing date for the fishery for Loligo squid, and to paragraph 6 on squid in the Report of the Scientific
Advisers to Panels (Appendix IV). The delegate of Spain, in presenting the proposal, noted that the Com-—
mission should recognize that a directed fishery by Spanish vessels had developed for Illex squid during

a different perlod from that of the Loligo fishery, He suggested that the Commission should consider a
quota for Illex for 1975 or allow unrestricted fishing for the species. The delegates of Italy and Japan
agreed that, because of the lack of data for assessment purposes and the importance of the fishery, any
decision regarding a TAC for 1975 should be deferred until the 1975 Annual Meeting of the Commission. The
delegate of USA agreed that a decision should be deferred but could not accept that the Illex fishery should
go on unrestricted until the 1975 Annual Meeting as Jllex squid was included in the squid quotas adopted at
the October 1973 and June 1974 Commiasion Meetings. The delegaies of Japan, Italy, Spain and Poland pointed
out that the October 1973 assessment of squid was based only on Loligo. They believed, therefore, that
Illex was outside the squid quotas. However, they agreed that Ii1lex should not be fished unrestricted but
only on a precautionary basis till a decision could be taken at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The delegate of
Canada pointed out that the second-tier quota included all species of finfish (excluding menhaden, tuna,
billfishes, and sharks other than dogfish) and squid. He also peointed out that, from a legal point of view,
the second~-tier quota could not be changed without a Commission decision and suggested that the delegates
agree to [llex and Loligo being included in the present quotas and settle the problem at the 1975 Annual
Meeting. The delegate of USA said that the second-tier quota on the biomass was of primary concern to the
USA and he could not agree to Illex catches not counting againet the second-tier quota. The delegates of
Japan and Spain said that, in their interpretation, IZZem was not included in the second-tier quota and if
it was they must register their reservation.

Finally, the Panels, having decided on the Interpretation of the quota and management regulations for
1975, agreed

{1} that, for 1%75, all fishing for finfish (except that for menhaden, tuna, billfishes and sharks
other than dogfish) and squid of all species must be kept within the amounts set out in the last
line of Proposal (13) from the June 1974 Meeting, and

(2) that, accordingly, Iilexr may be fished by a country provided the second-tier quota of that country
is not exceeded.

The Panels further agreed

that the 1975 Annual Meeting should look at the needs for 1976 for Illex and Lolige, based on further
assessments of the two species by STACRES.

The delegate of Japan sald that he was prepared to report to his Government the agtreed interpretation on
Illex but he was not able to ensure that the 1974 Japanese fishery, because of the Japanese interpretation
of the 1974 secopnd-tier quota as not including Illex, will not be higher than the 1974 allocation of 24,300
tons if Illex i1s included. The delegate of Spain explained that the same position existed for Spain in
that about 7,000 tons of Illex was caught by the Spanish fishing fleet, resulting in the combined quotas
for sgquid and cod of 17,200 tons belng exceeded during 1974.

9, Consideration of Meagpures for Regulation of Fishing Gear in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The
delegate of USA presented a US proposal (Comm.Doc. 74/39) for further amendment of Proposal (11) from the
June 1974 Meeting repgarding the regulation of fishing gear, fishing perliod and vessel size limit in part of
Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 to include closure of the area for the entire year and a vessel size limit
of 130 feet by the end of 1974, in order to give further protection to the yellowtail stocks in the Southern
New England and Cape Cod area. The delegate of USSR pointed cut that there was already an April closed area
for red and silver hake in Subarea 5, and restrictive bilateral arrangements with USA and that an extension
of the period of closure alomg the 100~fm contour to include the entire year would make the hake fishery,

in which USSR had been allocated over 80,000 tons under the 1975 TAC, almwost impossible. Although this

was the third modification proposed since the October 1973 Meeting, he was sympathetic with the problem

and suggested a compromise with the US proposal. He stated that the USSR was prepared to accept (1) an
extension of the closure for the entire vear, (2) a 60-m (30-fm) isobath boundary for the closed area,

(3) an opening of the April closed area for red and silver hakes, and (4) a phase-out of vessels down

to 130 feet, using bottom trawls, by the end of 1974, all as part of a “package" deal. The delegate of
Japan, in referring to the Japanese aquid and butterfigh fishery, proposed a line change to the westward
from the Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 boundary point. The delegate of Poland said the Polish fishing
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fleet would lose good fishing grounds under the US proposal and preferred the USSR proposal of the 60-m
(30-fm) isobath as a boundary for the closed area. The delegate of USA, in response to the USSR, noted
that yellowtail flounders were found in abundance out to the 40- and 45-fm isobath and that rhe 60-m

(30-fm) boundary proposed by the USSR would leave considerable yellowtail stocks, which were naturally

very restricted in their movements, vulnerable to bottom trawling, He indicated that the USA could accept
minor adjustments to the boundary, abandonment of the red and silver hake closure and was prepared to con-
sider the USSR-US bilatersl arrangements as part of a useful overall agreement. The delegates of Italy

and Romania supported measures such as proposed by the USA to protect the yellowtail stocks, The delegate
of the GDR was understanding of the reasons for the proposed US measures even though they would mean the
loss of 4,000 tons of mackerel, but he hoped for some compromise taking Into account the interest of others.
A proposal by the Chairman to consider posgible medification of the period of closure found delegates willing
to look at any modifications. The delegate of the USA pointed out that even an opening of the closed area
for a short period during the year could mean heavy bottom fishing which could reduce the yellowtail stocks
conslderably.

10. Consideration of Measures for Regulation of the Fishery for Yellowtail Flounder in Subarea 5 West of
69°W and Statistical Area 6 was then examined at the request of the Chairman in an attempt to make some
progress on the yellowtail problem. He pointed out that any discusslon would not be binding at this stage.
He noted that the Report of the Scilentific Advisers (Appendix IV) had again recommended a zero directed
fishery for yellowtail flounder in Subarea 5 west of 69°W and in Statistieal Area 6 and asked for comments.
The delegate of the USA saild this yellowtail fishery was critically important for the US fishermen as was
the haddock fishery. Since both would have zero quotas, the US fishermen would have little left to fish.
However, he could agree to a zero directed fishery but expected considerable incidental catch which amount
might be allocated to the USA and thus make management of the fishery much easier. Since scientific advice
suggests less incldental catch now in the yellowtail fishery in Subarea 5 east of 69°W, he comnsidered it
appropriate to look at needs for change inm the yellowtail regulation in Subarea 5 east of 69°W as well as
the stock in Subarea 5 west of 69°W and Statistical Area 6. He, therefore, proposed that the 16,000~ton
TAC for -1975 of which 15,000 was allocated to USA be changed to glve 15,900 tons to USA and 100 tons to
"Others". The delegates of Canada and USSR could accept, without binding, the US proposals for allocation
for yellowtail in Subarea 5 east of 6%°W at 15,900 tons for USA and 100 tons for "Others' and a zero directed
fishery in Subarea 5 west of 69°W and Statistical Area 6 with a 4,000-ton incidental catch allocated to USA.

11. At the suggestion of the Chairman, the delegates agreed to look at this aspect of the yellowtail problem
later and moved to recess at 1530 hrs, 13 November, in order to allow the delegates of the various Member
Countries an opportunity to conduct Informal discussions in the hope of reaching decisions on the yellowtail
problem.

12. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 reconvened at 1630 hrs, 13 November.

13. Consideration of Measures for Regulation of Haddock By-Catch in Subarea 5. The Chairman invited the
delepate of the USA to present a proposal {Comm.Doc, 74/38) for amending the haddock fishery regulation
adopted for Subarea 5 at the June 1974 Meeting. The US proposal included closing Georges Bank during the
entire year to fishing vessels over 130 feet in length using demersal or bottom fighing gear, in order to
protect the haddock stock and incidental catch allowances which would apply when there was a zero quota in
effect for haddock in Subarea 5, The delegate of the USSR pointed out that the proposed closure would have
an extremely adverse effect on the USSR figheries because more than half their catch in the area including
occasional catches of herring and mackerel was available to demersal gear. Only 32 tons of haddock were
taken in 1973 and only 10 tons:were caught in 7 months in 1974. He suggested need for a more rigorous by-
catch exemption for haddock instead of the closure proposed. The delegate of Spaim stated that the Spanish
catch of haddeock in Subarea 5 was only about 756 tons and he could not accept the new closure and its gear
restriction. The delegate of Japan proposed a narrower closed zone to allow important Japanese fisheries
along the slope of Georges Bank. He reported that Japanese haddock catches were almost negligible in
Subarea 5. The delegate of the USA noted the similarity of the haddock problem to that already raised for
yellowtail, i.e., the mixed species fisheries problem. Further reduction of incidental catech inroads on

the haddock stock was necessary. The delepate of the USSR could agree to the proposed haddock exemption of
2,500 kg or 1 percent by weight for trawl nets of less than 130 mm in the codend, but suggested the reduc—
tion of the proposed exemption for trawl mets of 130 mm or more in the codend from 15 percent to 3-5 percent,
in order to distribute the catch exemption more equitably over all fisheries, and the deletion of the limit
of 7,500 kg. The delegate of the USA explained that the directed fisheries for cod, yellowtail and pollock
use 130 mm in the codend. This allows young haddock to escape and fishermen are not penalized for using
large mesh gear. The maximum of 7,500 kg prevents fishing vessels of large capacity from taking excess
haddock. The delegate of Japan stressed that by-catch should not impair directed fisherles for other species
and, although he understood the problem and agreed there should be more strlct regulations, he could not
accept the US proposal and hoped for a compromise suggestion. The delegate of Canada pointed to the need
for consideration of the interests of the coastal states and their action to protect thelr interests. Cana-
dian and US interests are based on the future of the groundfish fisheries in the area and the pre-recrults
must be protected. Higher by-catch exemptions and maximum limits were necessary to allow Canadian and U8
fishermen to continue their longstanding fisheries, He pointed out that Canada finds the vesgel size limit

.o 11



of 130 feet in length in the closed area paragraph of the proposal should be at least 155 feet. The
delegate of the USA contended that closed areas were not discriminatory and would allow countries to take
their quotas, while the delegate of the USSR contended that the gear limit in the closed area prevented
USSR fisheries from completing its guota because of restrictions to bottom trawling for redfish and other

species.

A suggestion by the Chairmap that countries accept a 1 percent by-catch limitation irrespective of mesh
size of net could be accepted by the delegate of the USSR if the closed area was abandoned, while the dele-
gate of the USA could mot accept a by-catch limit of less than 15% for the larger mesh vessels.

14, The Panel Members agreed that the meeting should recess in order that informal discussions might be
held in search for compromises and solutions.

15. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 reconvened at 0918 hrs, 14 November.

16. Further Consideration of Measures for Regulation of Haddock By-Catch in Subarea 5. The delegate of
the USA announced that as a result of discussions the previous evening, the USA was prepared to modify its
initial proposal for the regulation of haddock by-catch in Subarea 5. He stated that the USA was prepared
to accept regulations which would strictly define incidental catch, provide a quota approximating the inci-
dental catch, allocate the quota principally to the USA and Canada with an appropriate amount set aside for
"Others", provide for the strict monitoring of all by-catches through improved mational and internmatiomnal
measures of control and allow for some stock rebuilding., He added that the USA did not view this as a
long-term solution, but rather saw it as a minimally satisfactory respomse to the problem during 1975.

He stated that the USA would submit an appropriate draft for comsideration by the Panels.

17. Further Consideration of Measures for Regulation of the Yellowtail Fishery in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6. The Chalrman then invited a report on any progress which might have been achieved in the private
discussions on measures for the regulation of yellowtail flounder in Subarea 5 west of 69°W and Statistdical
Area 6, The delegate of the USA stated that no additional progress had been possible. He added that as
yellowtail flounder concentrations vary little during the year, bottom trawling during any period of the
year would prove damaging tco the stock. He emphasized the importance to the USA of achieving a satisfactory
agreement on this issue, revealing that he would soon be reporting to his Government on the progress achieved
thus far, due to the very active consideration now being given by the US Congress to legislation providing
for a unilateral extension of US fisheries jurisdiction to 200 miles off its coast. He suggested that a
solution might be provided by instituting an observer program extending to all vessels conducting bottom
trawling operations in this area, in order to ensure that such operations did not result in removals of
yellowtail flounder.

The delegate of the USSR expressed disappointment that more progress had not been achleved, emphasizing
that their concern was to protect yellowtail flounder while at the same time ensuring that the USSR was able
to take the full amount of its hake quotas. He reviewed the decision taken at the June 1974 Annual Meeting
to modify the existing closed area in Subarea 5, and stated that even the additional modifications suggested
earlier by his delegation as a compromise to the initial US proposal would not provide a full opportunity
for the USSR to take 1ts hake quotas. He noted that compromise involved mutual concessions, and expressed
a willingness to meet as frequently as possible in an effort to solve this problem. In response Lo a ques-
tion from the Chairman, he stated that a proposal providing for a carefully defined and restrictive by-catch
allowance as suggested for haddock was not as relevant in this instance, but that the USSR was prepared to
consider any and all alternatives which would provide protection for these stocks and allew the USSR to take
the full amount of its hake quota.

18. Consideration of Regulation of the Haddock Fishery by Closed Area and Seagon in Div. 4X of Subarea 4.
At the invitation of the Chairman, the delegate of Canads introdyced a Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 74/40)
for further modification of the haddock closed areaz and season in Div. 4X of Subarea 4, emphasizing the
effectiveness of the existing closure, the need for further measures, and the considerable restrictions
this would place on Canadlan fishermen. The delegate of Japan stated that it would be difficult for him
to make any definitive response gince the detailed proposal had mot been received In advance of the present
meeting. The delegate of Spain expressed similar difficulties, but indicated that some modifications might
enable it to approve the measure at this meeting. The delegate of the USSR stated that lack of any earlier
knowledge of the detailed proposal created similar problems for the USSR and that, while such a proposal
would produce further difficulties for the USSR in taking its quotas, he was willing to explore possible
compromises. The delegate of the USA indicated that the USA might, with some mipor adjustments, be able to
accept the proposed measure. The Panels agreed that private discussions would be held between the USSR,
USA and Canadian delegatioms in an attempt to arrive at a sultable compromise proposal.

19. Consideration of Amendment to Quota Regulation for Herring in Div., 5Y of Subarea 5. The delegate of
the USA introduced a proposal (Comm.Doc. 74/36) for amendment of the total allowable cateh and allocation

of the 1975 Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank herring quotas agreed at the June 1974 Annual Meeting. Referring
to the Report of the Scientific Advisers (Appendix IV, Section 7), he stressed the commitment which the
Commission had made to rebuild these stocks by specified stages, stating that data available since June 1974
indicated that the proposed adjustments were required if these commitments were to be met. He added that
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failure to act now would only require more drastic reductions for 1976, The delegate of Japan, supported
by the delegates of Poland and the USSR, called attention to the fact that the USA had strongly argued for
a decision on 1975 herring quotas at the June 1974 Annual Meeting on the basis of data avallable at that
time, and that under these circumstances the present US position appeared to be somewhat inconsistent.

The delegate of the USA stated thtat the USA had no expectation in Jume 1974 that the matter would be re-
considered in November, but that the situation was so serious that US fishermen had themselves prevailed
on their Government to have these quotas reduced. The delegate of the GDR stated that, while the situation
did appear serious, the absence of more complete data made it difficult for them to take definitive action
now. The delegate of the FRG stated that, only if the data so indicated, adjustmentz ghould be made, but
that there did not appear to be such compelling evidence., He asked whether it would be possible to consider
this i1ssue at the June 1975 Annual Meeting and, in any case, only the quota level and not the allocation
should be subject to future adjustments. The delegate of the USA noted that the present evidence only con-
firmed the earlier view of STACRES that their recruitment assumptions for the Gulf of Maine (Div. 5Y) might
be too optimistic. He stated that continuwance of exlsting quotas would only mean continuance of decline,
and that this was tantamount to asking the US coastal fishermen to subsidize the excesses of ferelgn fisher-
men. He noted that the situation surrcunding the Georges Bank stock in Div, 5Z and Statistical Area 6 did
not appear to be quite as serious, but that contimuance of the existing quota would only necessitate a sub-
stantial and perhaps drastic reduction for 1976. The delegate of Canada stated that the evidence now pre-
sented indicated that the incoming year-classes were not as strong as had been anticipated. He noted that,
while a decision could be made to accept a drastic reduction in the 1976 Georges Bank quota, the situation
in the Gulf of Maine was distinguished by the more adverse economic effects which would be produced by
drastic fluctuations in the quota, and the stronger biological evidence that the proposed quota was too
high. Accordingly, he suggested that, while a decision might be deferred on the Georges Bank quota, more
caution was required in the case of the Gulf of Maine stock. The delegate of Portugal suggested that action
might be deferred until January 1975 when all might have access to the required data. The delegate of the
USA stated that the USA could reluctantly agree to defer action on the Georges Bank quota, but strongly
felt that action was required in the Gulf of Maine due to the serious condition of this stock and the eco-
nomic hardship its decline had and would continue to have on US coastal fishermen., The delegate of the GDR
noted that their catch decreased from over 5,000 tons in 1973 to 750 in 1975 due to quota regulation in
this area. The GDR has recognized from the very beginning the interests of the US coastal fishermen, con-
tinues to do sc, and in order to contribute to a golution of the problem is willing to withdraw from this
fishery. The GDR makes this sacrifice in oxrder to reach, at this meeting, a compromise about herring which
is acceptable to all. The delegate of the FRG indicated his willingness to accept a proportional reduction
in the FRG quota, but stated that the FRG would requlre compensation elsewhere 1f its quota was reduced
beyond this or eliminated. The delegate of the USA proposed that out of a TAC of 15,000 for the Gulf of
Maine gstock, 10,750 metric tons be allocated to the USA, 4,200 metric tons to Canada, and 50 metric tons

to "Others". The delegate of the FRG stated that acceptance of a zero quota would be clearly interpreted
as a "penalty" for having exceeded its Div. 5Y herring quota in 1974. Whille not opposed to the general
idea of a penalty quota, he emphasized that no such practice had been approved, and he could not accept its
application now to the FRG on a discriminatory basis. The delegate of Portugal could not at all accept

the precedent of such a penalty being applied to any country before any decision on the subject of those
penalties had been taken by the Commission. The delegates of Japan and others supported thls view. The
delegate of the USA emphasized that the USA did not Interpret or intend this allocation to be a punitive
measure, and that its only concern in proposing this limited allocation was the situation confronting the
US and Canadian fisheries. The delegate of the FRG stated that he could agree to withdraw from this fishery
if assurances were provided that the Div. 5Y quota for FRC will be added to its Georges Bank quota. After
some discussion, the Chairman ruled that initiating a discussion of the Georges Bank allocations would be
inappropriate under the present circumstances, and that any such arrangement would be better provided for
by means of a bilateral understanding between the countries concerned. He suggested that a more appropriate
eolution might be provided by a 450 metric ton guota for the FRG, which might then be voluntarily trans-
ferred by the FRG to USA in light of the biological and economic circumstances set forth by the USA. After
additional discussion it was decided that a proposal incerporating a revised TAC and its alleoation would

be presented for a vote at a later time,

20. Consideration of Measures for Regulation of the Haddock Fisherv in Subarea 5. The delegate of the USA
introduced a propoaal for the regulation of haddock in Subarea 5, providing for a 1975 6,000 metric ton TAC
with 1,250 metric tons allocated to Canada, 4,650 metric tons allocated to USA, and 100 metric tons provided
for "Others". The delegate of Spain stated that the proposal was unacceptable since it would be impossible
to fish for cod with only a 1 percent by-catch allowance. The delegate of the USSR suggested that the 2,500
kg weight limitation discussed earlier alsoc be incorporated in the proposal. The delegate of the USA
expressed agreement with the USSR proposal. At the request of the delegate of Spain, final action was
deferred in order that the full impact of the proposed regulation on its cod fishery could be fully assessed.

21. PFurther Consideration of Regulation of Haddock Fishery by Gear, Area, and Season in Div. 4X of Subarea
4. The delegate of Canada introduced a revised interim proposal for the amendment of the haddock eloged
area in Subarea 4, noting that the area Involved was similar to that adopted at the June 1974 Annual Meeting
with an additional extenglon to the northeast, and that Canada desired to re-submit its initlal proposal
(Comm.Doc. 74/40)} for reconsideration at the Sixth Speclal Meeting in January 1975 in Bergen, Norway. The
delegate of Japan stated that, while it did have some difficulty with the latest Canadian proposal, he would
likely be able to abstain, rather than vote No if the measure were put to a vote.
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After brief discussion it was decided that the initfal Canadian proposal for an adjustment of the
haddock closed area im Subarea 4 would be considered at the January Special ICRAF Meeting in Bergen, Norway.

22. PFurther Consideration of the Regulatory Measure for the Yellowtail Fishery in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area 6., The Chairman re-introduced discussion on the conservation measures for yellowtail flounder in
Subarea 5-8Statistical Area 6. He noted that application of the closed area for the entire year created
difficulties for some countries in taking the full amount of their quotas, but that a possible resolution
existed through variations in the area and period of the proposed closure. Following a recess of two hours
for informal discussions, the delegate of the JSA announced that agreement had been reached on conservation
arrangements for yellowtail flounder imn Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, He reported that the propesed
regulation provided for a year-round closure for vessels utilizing bottom trawling gear in an area somewhat
smaller than that approved on a six-month basis at the October 1973 and June 1974 Meetings. He added that
agreement had also been reached to eliminate the hake management area in Subarea 5. He thanked the delegate
of the USSR for his cooperation and expressed the view that such a regulation would prove an important step
in restoring the yellowtall stocks in this area.

23. Further Consideration of Measures for Regulation of the Haddock Fishery in Subarea 5, The delegate
of Spain stated that a 10 percent haddock by-catch allowance for its Subarea 5 cod fishery would permit it
to vote for the proposed haddock regulation, while a 5 percent allowance would require its abstention. The
Chairman clarified that any exemption allowance eventually approved would be clearly limited to Subarea 5
and not create a precedent for other areas at other times. The Panels agreed to take up consideration of
this matter at a later time,

24. Consideration of Problems of Overfishing and Enforcement. The delegate of Spain stated that his inves-
tigation of the alleged quota violations contained in Comm.Docs. 74/41 and 74/42 had cast serious doubts

on its accuracy. He reported that a careful check had been made of the identification numbers of the 79
individual vessels claimed to have been sighted by the US enforcement personnel in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area & during 1974, He stated that of the 43 vessels listed by the USA and not by Spain, 17 were rowboats,
7 were old vessels discharged from the records, 4 were numbers not yet assigned, 10 were in other fisheries
and 5 vessels had not been identified. He concluded that Spain intended these comments to be constructive,
and would work with the USA in attempting to reconcile these discrepancies. He anncunced that a Spanish
document would be circulated containing this information (Comm.Doc. 74/44).

The Chairyman stated that the proper course would now be to close the discussion on this subject with
the incorporation of both the US and anticipated Spanish documents in the record. The delegate of the USA
stated that his delegation would carefully study the data supplied by Spain in an attempt to detect any
errors which have been made in the US analysis. .

The delegate of the USA introduced a US proposal on enforcement (see previous discussion in Section 5)
which would amend the "Proposal for Management of International Quota Regulations" adopted by the Commission
on 14 June 1974 by incorperating paragraphs regarding a penalty for exceeding catch quotas and a national
licensing system, In support of this proposal, he said that maintenance of the optimum utilization of the
stocks of the Northwest Atlantic, rather than the restriction of fishing, is the purpose of the regulations
adopted by the Commission, and, unless greater overall adherence to the regulations 1s attained, that end
will not be met. Enforcement of the comprehensive fisheries regulations established by the Commission
places substantial burdens on the Member Governments, among them ensuring that vessels of their own flag
adhere to the regulations. In view of the reports of violations of the various regulations, the USA recom—
mends that procedures be established to assist the Member Governments in their efforts to regulate thelr
fleets which operate from time to time in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6, as well as in other regu-
latory areas. It is the Member Govermments which have subscribed to the regulations; therefore, it is
incumbent on them to emsure that they are adhered to, If the Commission were to establish administrative
measures within quota regulations for dealing with over-quota catches, individual Governments would tend to
ensure that the regulations were followed, both to prevent implementation of such measures by the Commission
and to fulfill the Government's own desire to obtain the largest possible quota for its vessels,

Moreover, when a TAC is exceeded, the following year the population will be less than expected. To
allow the stock to recover to the desired level, the fishing mortality must be reduced below that under
management. The TAC, therefore, must be reduced in an amount greater than the overrun because the replace-
ment fish will be new recruits of lesser individual weight than those removed earlier. An additiomal
administrative tool which would facilitate flag state administration of quota allocatious 1s an obligatory
standard licence Issued te all its vessels fishing in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6. Such licences
would assist the Member Countries in emsuring that the fishing capacity of the vessels and the duration of
the fishery in a Division would not combine to exceed the quota allocation for that country, may assist in
implementation of a gquota on a domestic basis, and serve to provide an immediate administrative measure for
failure to adhere to domestic regulations for the implementation of Commission regulations. The delegate
of Portugal stated his opposition to that portion of the US proposal providing for a quota reduction for
the year subsequent to the year of vioclatiom by 150% of the amount of the excess, He noted the difficulty
in substantiating that a violation had occurred, and emphasized that penalties could only properly be
applied to the offending veesels by the flag state. He noted that a licensing system such as that proposed
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would be a positive contribution, but that standardization could be limited to only vne section, and that
circulation through the Secretariat would create an enormous bureaucratic burden with no appreciable bene-
fit. The delegate of Poland questioned the situation which would arise if overfishing of a national allo-
‘cation did not result in overfishing of the total quota. The delegate of the USSR stated his opposition

to the US proposal, emphasizing that the suggested system of quota reductions could only be interpreted as
a pepal gystem, and could not be made respomsive to the various degrees of severity in quota wiolations.

He noted that individual inspecters would not be able to determine if a particular vessel was guilty of a
quota violation since it was only fisghing a portion of this quota, and that all these subjects should be
dealt with more properly by STACTIC rather tham the present Panel meeting., The delegate of the GDR sup-
ported the statement of the delegate of the USSR and suggested that any definitive action be pestponed
until adequate discussion had occured within STACTIC. The delegate of Spain stressed that the issues raised
in the US proposal for quota reductions in cases of overfishing went far beyond those which he had been
given anthority to act on. The delegate of Canada urged that the present issues be conaildered by STACTIC
and its conclusions circulated among Member Govermments prior to the 1975 Annual Meeting. The delegate of
the FRG noted that, while the figure of 150 percent might be adjusted after further examination, he could
support the general concept contained in the US proposal for subsequent reductions in quotas for countries
whose vessels had overfished. He added that he also supported the concept of a licence system but that
complicated administrative considerations and the requirements of managing a modern fleet should be duly
taken into account. Furthermore, the manner in which a licence system could achieve its intended educational
benefit was not clear from the US proposal. The delegates of Demmark, Romania, and Japan recognized the
importance of these issues and urged that more careful consideration be given to them by STACTIC and the
full Commission. In responding to these comments, the delegate of the USA stressed that it was not the
intention of USA to establish a judicial system within ICNAF, and that since all Member Governments would
be participants in any decision taken under such a system, it was unrealistic to believe that the proposed
system made any Govermnment vulnerable to unfalr or arbitrary treatment. He emphasized that the proposed
system possessed the advantage of generating considerable peer group pressure among fishermen to abide by
ICKNAF regulations since all could be made to suffer for the excesses of a few, He noted that the suggested
licence system might only invelve circulation of a single page containing Iinformation on numerous vessels
and that this should not prove burdensome to the Secretariat. He stated that the Panels had ample authority
to act on the present proposals, partlicularly in view of the broad discretion granted under Article VIII of
the Convention, and concluded by re-affirming the importance which the USA attached to positive action on
these proposals at the present meeting. The Chairman suggested that final action on these proposals be
deferred and that the USA take due account of the general wview that lte proposals were sufficiently radical
and Important that final action should not be taken on them at the present meeting,

25. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 recessed at 2350 hrs, 14 November.

26. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 reconvened at 0930 hrs, 15 November,

27. Continvation of Consideration of Problem of Enforcement., The delegate of the USA presented a US draft
resolution re enforcement {(for previcus discussion on enforcement, see Sections 5 and 24) which urged imme-
diate action by Member Govermments to provide accommodation for observers aboard its vessels; to send
ingpection vessels and inspectors to the ICNAF Area or send inspectors to participate by accompanying
inspectors of other countries; to ensure that captains have sufficient knmowledge of the international
tegulations; to establish a logbook under its domestic law to fulfill the requirements of paragraph 4 of
"Proposal for Manapement of International Quota Regulations”; to provide a copy of the logbook with
instructions in English for circulation by the Secretariat to each Member Government; and to request
STACTIC to consider the standardization of logbock entries, to review all Commission regulations and their
adherence and enforceabillity and provide a proposal to the 1975 Annual Meeting concerning logbook entries
and revisions to the Commission's regulations and their method of enforcement. The delegate of Portugal
introduced an amendment to the US draft resolution which requested that Member Govermments only be alerted
to study the items for later adoption, He recognized that 1t was difficult to get immediate agreement on
such a resolution. The subject had only been introduced to the Panels in general terms before the Meeting
in Comm.Doc. 74/39. He was willing to confer with the US delegate to improve the two drafts. The Chairman
presented some suggestions te help the US case for early action. He felt that the Commission should invite
Governments to review and, if necessary, improve arrangements for complying with the existing regulations,
so that national quotas are not exceeded, obligations of countries fishing under the "Others" catech quota
category are fully observed, requirements for recording of catch including discards are fully observed and
provisional monthly catch statistics are provided as fully and in good time as possible. He further sug-
gested that the draft resclutions be redrafted to include suggestions and presented later. The delegate

of the USA, in response to a suggestion to redraft hoth the US draft proposal re penalties for exceeding
quotas and the licensing system at the same time, suggested that the resolution be redrafted first and put
before the Panels. The Panels agreed.

28. Further Considexation of Measures for Regulation of the Yellowtail Fishery in Subarea 5 and Statistical
Area & (for previous discussion, see Secticns 9, 10, 17 and 22), The delegate of the USA presented a US
proposal for quota regulation of the yellowtail flounder fishery in the area west of 69°W in Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area & which provided for a TAC of 4,000 metric tons in 1975 and allocation to USA of 3,900
metric toms with 10 metric toms for "Others" and inecluding a by-catch limitatiom of 2,500 kg or 1 percent
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by weight of all other fish on board caught in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, whichever is greater. The
delegate of the USSR pointed out that the fishing gear proposal agreed to earlier (see Section 9) and the
yvellowtail quota problem should be considered together., He drew attemtion to the by-catch regulation
proposed by the USA and noted that it was more stxict than for haddock and indeed was not discussed pre-
viously. Therefore, both proposals must be looked at again before agreement. The delegate of the USA

said that USA was prepared to delete the by-catch clause in the yellowtail flounder quota proposal, leaving
the TAC and allocation clauses only,

Further to the yellowtail fishery in Subarea 5, the US proposal for amendment of the quota regulation
in Subarea 5 east of 69°W (for previous discussion, see Section 10) to take into account the decline in
incidental catch was presented for adoptionm.

Accordingly, Panel 5, in joint session with Panel 4, unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting
Governments, proposal (1) for interpational regulation of fishing gear employed in the fisherles
in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 {Appendix V); proposal (2) for internatiomal quota regulation
of the fishery for yellowtail flounder in the area west of 69°W in Subarea 5 and in Statistical
Area & (Appendix VI); and proposal (3) for international quota regulation of the fishery for
yellowtail flounder in the area east of 69°W in Subarea 5 (Appendix VII).

29. Further Consideration of Quota Regulation for Herring in Div., 5Y of Subarea 5 (for previous discusssion,
see Section 19). The Chairman drew attention to the redrafted proposal regarding a reduction of the herring
quota in Div. 5Y for 1975 and its re-allocation. The delegate of the GDR stated his surprise about the fact
that the GDR offer to withdraw from the fishery in Div, 5Y 1s obviously not treated as a sacrifice but as a
present. If the GDR decided to make this sacrifice, this was done because the obviously necessary compromise
for the item "herring" on the agenda seems possible only in DIv, 5Y where only two distant fishery countries
are working. In case the second distant fishery country continues to be allowed a herring quota for 1975 in
Div. 5Y with the restriction of not taking same, the GDR expects the same treatwent. Hence, the GDR suggests
that the GDR be included in the presented draft proposal with a quota of 500 tons and to use In the footnote
the term "delegations" instead of "Governments", The delegate of the FRG noted that FRG and GDR had been
allocated 450 tons each, with a footnote that they had atated they would not take their quota. He could agree
to raising the FRG and GDR allocatiocns to 500 tons each as this amount was closer to a proportiomal reductien,
but he could not agree to the footnote. The problem was finally resolved for both the FRG and GDR when it was
agreed that the followlng footnote should appear im both the proceedings of the meeting and in the proposal:

"The delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) and the German Democratic Republic (GDR)
stated that their countries would not take their quotas, in view of the state of the stock and that,
in thelr opinion, it would be appropriate to receive compensation, in the light of this renunciation,
in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 and in Statistical Area 6."

Accordingly, Panel 5, in joint session with Panel 4, unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting
Govermnments, praposal (4) for international quota regulation of the fishery for herring in Division
5Y of Subarea 5 (Appendix VITI).

30. Consideration of Measures for Regulation of Red and Silver Hake Fisheries in Subarea 5. The Chailrman
drew attention to closed area and season regulation in Subarea 5 effective in 1974 and noted that as part
of the "package deal" in the resolution of the yellowtail fishery problem in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area
6, it had been agreed not to renew the 1974 regulation. The Panels agreed that no action was necessary and
the regulation would expire effective 31 December 1974.

31. Further Consideration of Regulation of Haddock Fishery by Gear, Closed Area and Season in Div. 4X of
Subarea 4 (for previous discussion, see Sections 18 and 21). The Chairman called for a vote on a revised
propesal which included an extension of the area adopted at the June 1974 Annual Meeting to the westward

to include most of LaHave Bank and of the season to include the period February to May inclusive. The
delegate of Canada could agree to the proposal as an interim measure and requested that the item be
included on the agenda for the Sixth Special Meeting in Japuary in Bergen, Norway, for reconsideration of
the original Canadian proposal as presented in Comm.Doc, 74/40. Also, he advised that Canada would present
a resolution at the Bergen Meeting requesting voluntary acceptance by the Member Countries of Panel 4 of

1 February 1975 as the effective date for this haddock regulation. Accordingly, Panel 4, in joint session
with Panel 5, unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the Commiseion transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting
Govermments, proposal (5) for international regulation of the fighery for haddock by closed area
in Division 4X of Subarea 4 (Appendix IX).

32. Purther Consideration of the Regulation of By-Catch of Haddeock in Div. 4VW and Div. 4X of Subarea 4.
The Chairman drew attention te the Canadian proposals for incidental cateh limitation for haddock of
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5,000 1b or 10 percent by welght of all other fish on board in the pertinent regions, whichever is greater.
Panel 4, in joint session with Panel 5, unanimously

apreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment, for joint action by the Contracting
Governments, propesal (6} for International regulation of the by-catch of haddock in Divisions

4V and AW of Subarea 4 (Appendix X) and proposal (7) for interpational regulation of the by-catch
of haddock in Division 4X of Subarea 4 (Appendix XI).

33. CGComsideration of Regulation of the Haddock Fishery in Subarea 5 (for previous discussion, see Sections
13, 16, 20 and 23). The Chairman drew attention to the second draft of the proposal for regulation of the
haddock fishery in Subarea 5 which included a TAC of 6,000 metric tons allocating to Canada 1,200 metric tons,
Spain 300 metric tons, USA 4,450 metric tons as incidental catch limitations, and "Others" 50 metric tons,

and an incidental catch limitation for haddock in non-directed fisheries of 2,500 kg or 1 percent by weight
of all other fish on board in Subarea 5, whichever is greater. The delegate of Spain was not completely
satisfied with the proposal but it was acceptable. Accordingly, Panel 5, in joint session with 4, unani-
mously

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit te the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting
Governments, proposal (8) for international regulation of the fishery for haddock in Subarea 5
(Appendix XII).

34. Further Consideration of the Resolution on Enforcement of the Commission's Fishery Regulations (for
previous discussion, see Sections 5, 24 and 27). The Chairman drew attention to the second draft of the
resolution on enforcement which combined suggestions from the previous discussions of drafts presented by
the US and Portuguese delegations and the Chairman of the Commission. The delegate of the USSR anticipated
that the Commission would be adopting further enforcement proposals in the future. These could not be
elaborated on at present. The resolution could be acted upon by Governments at once. The delegate of
Canada favoured the resolution and hoped to place a similar one before the Commission to cover all Panels
at the 1975 Annual Meeting. The delegate of the FRG suggested that the text of the resclution should be
edited to state that fishing vessels were of the flag of the country. A suggestion by the delegate of
Portugal that in paragraph 2, line 1, of the resoclution "Urges that each such Mewmber Goversment' should
read "Decide to request the Commissioners of Member Govermnments of Panels 4 and 5 to urge their respective
Member Govermments' was considered. The delegate of the USA, in accepting the Portuguese modificatiom,
requested that an item be added to the agenda for the Sixth Special Commission Meeting inm Bergen in Jaunuary,
with the suggestion that a similar resolution on enforcement be adopted by Panels 2 and 3. Accordingly,
Panels 4 and 5, in joint session,

agreed to adopt the Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of theICommission's Fishery Regulations
(Appendix XIV).

35. Further Consideration of the US Proposal re Enforcement {for previous discussion, see Section 24),

The Chairman asked the delegate of the USA to express any further views on the US proposal re actions to

be taken in the event of quota violatioms and the provision of a national licensing system. The delegate
of the USA said that the proposal would be subject to the normal 6-month Commission rule for effecting
proposals and would apply to the 1976 quotas. He preferred that a decision should be taken on the proposals
at this time but was prepared to defer the matter of actions to be taken in the event of quota viclations

to the Agenda of the 1975 Annual Meeting. More subject matter would be submitied in a document for that
meeting. Regarding the licensing scheme, he felt there was sufficlent expertise present to take a decision
on this matter, The Chairman, speaking as a UK Commissioner, reported that all British vessels are at
present licensed. The UK was in full favour of a licensing system, nevertheless, he would vote agalnst
such a proposal at this time because of the lack of pre-meeting decumentation for study, and there was a
need for more consideration of the matter. The delegate of Japan found himself in a difficult position as
there had been no documentation and, therefore, he had no instructions from his Govermment regarding this
proposal., However, he sald that his Government would review the subject matter of the proposal in a very
positive manner. The delegate of the USSR alsc needed consultation with his Government., FHe said that all
USSR fishing vessels do not have a licence as such, but must have a "fisheries ticket" before they can leave
port. He explained that the proposal would have many administrative and practical difficulties for the USSR
but, if the delegates of other Member Countries could agree with the proposal, the USSR would try to find a
possible solution for its implementation. The delegate of Canada favoured a licensing system which would
help the inspectors and Member Countries to control the activities of fishing vessels. Such a system would
provide fer a better flow of information between Member Countries. He suggested that the meeting should
record that the subject of a licensing system was discussed and that Panels 4 and 5 ghould strongly urge

the Commission to explore licensing fully as a tool for control of the fisheries and to take what action it
can as soon as possible and feasible, not later than at the time of the 1975 Annual Meeting.

Fellowing a brief recess, a draft recommendation embodying the expressions and suggestions of the
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delepgates was presented by the Chairman. After short discussion, Panels 4 and 5, in joint session,

agreed to adopt the Recommendation Relating to the Adoption of Natiomal Systems of Licensing Fishing
Vessels (Appendix XTII).

36. Adoption of Proceedings., Written drafta of the Proceedings of the Joint Meeting of Panels for the
12th, 13th and 14th of November were presented and adopted with modifications on 15 November. The Panels
took note with approval of the Proceedings of the Scientific Advisers to the Panels (Appendix IV).

37. Future Meetings, Regarding the request of the Joint Panels for an early meeting of STACTIC on enforce—
ment problems, the Joint Panels noted that NEAFC had received an invitation from the Government of the USSR
for a special meeting in USSR early in 1975 to consider, in conjunction with Member States of ICNAF, any
outstanding enforcement problems. The possibility of STACTIC meeting for three days in February or March

in Moscow at the time of joint ICNAF-NEAFC meeting was raised and will be explored further by the delegate
of the USSR.

The Delegations noted that it had been agreed to add two items from this meeting to the agenda of the
Sixth Special Commission Meeting of Panels 2, 3 and 4 at Bergen, 16-18 January 1975 inclusive. One item
would require continuation of consideration of closed area/season requirements for haddock in Div. 4% of
Subarea 4. The other item would consider a resolution on enforcement for adoption by Panels 2 and 3, similar
to that adopted by Panels 4 and 5.

38, Under Other Business, the Chairman recognized the Observer from Cuba, Mr E. 0ltuskl, who addressed the
meeting as follows:

"Mr Chairman:

"Thank you for giving us the opportunity to addrese the meeting at this time. Unfortunately,
time is running out and we must depart.

"We are sorry to say that we have not seen much of Miami - conditions were not favourable - but
we expect to get a glance of 1t from the air so we can tell ocur friends back home what the city locks
like. Anyway, we thank our hosts for the attentions we have received.

"Well, getting to more seriocus matters, we would like to make a few comments on our Government's
position at the present time, in relation with the Northwest Atlantic region fisheries.

"First, I wish to remind you that at the June 1974 Meeting, we stated that, beginning next year,
our fishing fleet will start operations in that region and that we intend to fish the species and the
tonnage we indicated at that time.

"Second, that, due to the lack of understanding of some of the Member Countries of Panel 5, we
were not able to receive the quota allocations we had requested, foreing us to fish out of the national
overall quotas.

"Third, that we have taken notice of the matters presented at the Miami meeting by the coastal
states, concerning the protection of the species they are particularly interested in, and that we
will direct our fisherieas keeping that in mind.

"Fourth, that the Commission must bear in mind that provisions must be made by this organization
to deal with situations where underdeveloped nations strive for higher economical aims, and must be
given a fair participation in the exploitation of the fish resources of the regiom.

“Fifth, that,because of the forementioned fact, the principle based on historical performance
for the allocation-of quotas cannot be applied to our country at the present moment, but rather the
one that conslders the special needs of nations. And since Cuba has very special needs at this stage
of her development, she must eventually be provided by the Commission with the adequate quota allo-
cations.

"gixth, that we intend, with your kind permission, to continue to attend the ICNAF meetings, to
keep up with the developments in this area.

"Seventh, that Cuba is ready to join ICNAF, but before doing so, she must receive the necessary
assurances that her basic needs will be provided for.

"Eighth, that having made clear what our present position is, we are in the position to begin
negotiating our joining the ICNAF organization, which we wiil do through the proper chanmels.

"Finally, on behalf of our delegation, T thank you all for being so helpful and understanding
and wish you good luck on your way back home.

"Thank you."
138
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The Chairman thanked Mr Oltuski for presenting, in a forthright manner, the intentions of his Country and
noted that account must be taken by the Commission of these intentions,

39, Before adjournment, the Chalrman, on behalf of the participants in the Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5,
asked that the sincere thanks of the Commission be extended te the hosts, the US Government, and particu-
larly, to the staffs of the NMFS, Southeast Fisheries Center, the NOAA, Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteoro-
logical Laboratory, the Umiversity of Miami, Rosenstiel Schocl of Marine and Atmospheric Science Graduate
School, the Miami Seaquarium and personnel responsible for the security of the delegates.

The meeting was pleased to hear that Mr D.H. Wallace (USA), whose sudden illness prevented him from
leading the US delegation at the meeting, was now home and feeling well. The delegate of Canada thanked
the Chairmen, Rapporteurs and the Secretariat for their contributions to the success of the meeting.

There being no other business, the Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 adjourned at 1815 hrs, 15 November,
with the understanding that the proposals (1)-(8) adopted by the Panels would be eirculated as soon as
possible to the Heads of Delegations from the Member Countries, for adoption by telegraphic vote by the
Commission before tramsmittal to the Depositary Government, in accordance with the Commission's Rules of
Procedure 2.4, A press notice covering the Proceedings is at Appendix XV.
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"It is my great pleasure to welcome the ICNAF Commissioners and other participants in this Special
Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries. The United States comvened
the Conference in 1949 which resulted in the establishment of this Commission and my Government has been
honored on several occasjons since then in serving as the host for the Commigsion in carryiag out its most
important work for the conservation and protection of the valuable fisheries resources of the Northwest
Atlantic Ocean. The USA has taken satisfaction over the years in participating in this work, We have
cbserved with pleasure the steady progress of ICNAF as the conditions in the fisheries have changed, so
that ICNAF has become the most modern and progressive of all of the world's internmational fisheries bodies.

"Although the dynamic activities of this Commission have resulted in a progressive and far-sighted
management system, there can be no doubt that the problems with which it is faced have continued to grow at
a rapid pace. At times the new vigor and action of the Commission seemed to have commenced bringing these
problems under control, while at other times the growth of these problems has seemed to ocutstrip the growing
ability of the Commission te cope with them. My Government believes we are in such a critical period now.
After the very difficuit times ICNAF went through over the last few years, the United States thought that
the Commission had achieved the kind of progress at the Speclal Meeting which was held in Ottawa last fall
and the Special Meeting in Rome earlier this year which would permit the resolution ef these problems and
the building of the fisheries back to their previous vigor. In large measure, we thought that this dyna-
micism was eontinued at the Annual Meeting of 1974, but I regret that it was not possible to achieve all
that was hoped for at that Meeting, which in turn made the calling of this Special Meeting advisable. Simce
then we have viewed with more than some dismay the numerous indications that the most comprehensive and
far-reaching system of fisheries regulation the world has ever seen, which ICNAF has put into effect for
Subareas 5 and 6, may he faltering, and regret that it was necessary to add to the agenda of this Meeting
additional items which look to remedying these faults.

"It is in our view essential that, in the limited time available to the Commission this week, we
resolye the pending items from Halifax and perfect the operation of this complex regulatory system so that
this Commission can move forward in the spirit of international cocoperation to accomplish the objectives
desired by most nations.

"As we look at the gituation in the world fisheries today, it is imperative that this be done. While
we are not here to megotiate the new world order of the ocean, which is the tagk of the Third United Nations
Law of the Sea Conference, the outcome of this Meeting can have a significant bearing on the future of the
world fisheries regime, We are all aware of the many and varied problems which have been increasingly found
in fisheries throughout the world. One result of these problems has been increasing pressure in many nations
to resolve their problems in the fisheries off their coasts by unilateral action. These preasures exist in
a number of ICNAF Member Cowntrieg, including the United States. If I may turn to history for a moment, I
would like to refer to the remarks of the Assistant Secretary of the Interior in his welcoming speech to the
17th Annual Meeting of ICNAF in Boston when he warned of the dangers of unilateral action if the leisurely
approach of ICNAF to pressing problems, including the tremendous increase in fishing effort, was not aban-
doned in favor of a more dynamic program. He was warning of a potential problem in the future. That problem
confronts us now.

"Many American coastal fishermen, conservationists, and members of the general public believe sincerely
that international cooperative efforts to manage the world fisheries have failed, or at the very least have
produced too little and too late. Amongst the people who feel this way in the United States, TCNAF 1s very
frequently cited as the prime example. As concrete evidence that this is true, the clear evidence of the
decline of many wvaluable species such as haddock, herring, and yellowtail flounder is often cited. I would
remind you also that the Under Secretary of Commerce in his welcoming remarke at the 1972 Annual Meeting in
Washington noted that the US ICNAF Industry Advisory Committee had voted for withdrawal from ICNAF. He
noted that the American fishermen "are not overwhelmed with the success of ICNAF." Their lack of enthusiasm
has increased over the past two years as the problems have continued to increase in spite of the extensive
actions ICNAF has been forced to take. They now point to the clear evidence that the regulatory system which
has been devised is not working properly - - that gquotas are being exceeded and other regulations violated.
You may be sure that our fishermen and the American public will be watching this particular Meeting of ICRAF
with especially keen interest because of a coincidence It appears quite likely that the US Congress will be
voting within a few days after the conclusion of this Meeting on proposed legislation to unilaterally extend
U5 jurisdiction over ccastal fisheries to 200 miles from our shores. The seriousness of the situation is
clear when we realize that in a little over two yvears problems have accelerated to the point where we have
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progressed from an ICNAF Advisory Committee close to the fisheries problems advocating withdrawal to the
clear possibility of legislative action to deal with a now critical problem in response to a massive outcery
from the American public.

"The President and the Executive Branch of our Government are strongly opposed to this legislation.

We believe rhat the best and most lasting solution to the fisheries problems in the ICNAF Area and elsewhere
in the world ocean will be found in a comprehensive agreement on the Law of the Sea at the next session of
the UN Conference In Geneva. However, we are very much afraid that failure of this ICNAF Meeting to resolve
the problems confronting us will provide the extra push that may be needed to pass this legislation in the
Congress. We are hopeful that success of this Meeting will assist in forestalling action on this legislation
until the UN Conference has a chance to complete its work next year. The United States Delegation 1s pre-
pared to work in earmest with the other delegations to achieve this result. It is our fervent hope that all
delegations came to Miami with a like purpose in mind.

"The United States recognizes the major steps ICNAF has taken in recent years to cope with the fisheries
problems of the Northwest Atlantic., The Under Secretary in 1972 indicated that '"well-nigh revolutionary
change in fishing" would be necessary. And the changes in the ICNAF regulatory program have been well-nigh
revolutionary. Yet is 1s clear that today we still face major problems with respect to the three major
species of concern to American fishermen - - haddock, herring, and yellowtall flounder. And we are faced
with the very wmajor problem that the agreements which have been reached in ICNAF are not being adhered to
by too many nations on too many cccasions. ICNAF, as the leader of international fishery bodies, 1s faced
with a fundamental choice at this Meeting: Are we to resolve the problems through international ceoperationm,
and strictly adhere to the solutions reached, or are we going to force the nations of the world into reserv-
ing portions of the ocean for their own use so that they can ensure by internal actions that the fishery
resources will endure for future generations?

"You are all aware that the United States cannot and does not approach ICNAF with a parochial point of
view, for we have many and varled fisheries interests throughout the world ocean, both off our own extensive
coasts and off the coasts of numerous other nations on several continents. We earnestly desire a system
which will give due regard to all fishing interests wherever found in an equitable balance. While we seek
to achieve this, we cannot tolerate the destruction of our coastal fisheries, nor the continued depletion
of the valuable renewable resources off our coasts, resocurces which should sustain our coastal fisheries
as well as the fisheries of other mations for generations to come.

"But what of your interests in these resources? Again, I would like to recall the Under Secretary's
remarks In 1972: "Where will those of you with distant-water fleets turn if these disasters continue?
Where will anyone turn?" These are words for us all to ponder. The fisheries resources of the world which
can tolerate additional exploitation are diminishing day by day. At the rate fisherles are expanding it
will not be long before there are no more resources anywhere in the world which can take additional fishing
effort, Then the total fisheries productivity of the world ocean will depend entirely on how well these
resources are husbanded to produce the optimum yield year after year. If they are to do this, it will
require strict conservation measures, perhaps measures more strict than any the world has yet seen - - even
in ICNAF. But 1t will require more than conservation. It will require access to the coastal resources by
distant-water fleets for the harvesting of that portion of the allowable catch which the coastal fisheries
are incapable of harvesting or do not need. Yet will the coastal nations permit such access in the future?
The answer may well dépend on the success of ICNAF at this time - -~ for if we the most sophisticated fishing
nations of the world, who have strived to structure one of the most comprehensive fisheries regulatory
regimes the world has ever kmown, cannot ensure that the agreed rules are obeyed, why should the less devel-
oped nations trust distant-water fishing nations in the future to abide by agreed rules of conservation and
exploitation?

"Last week, Secretary of State Kissinger opened his address to the World Food Conference in Rome by
saying: '"We meet to address man's most fundamental meed. The threat of famine, the fact of hunger have
haunted men and nations throughout history. Our presence here is recognition that this eternal problem has
now taken on unprecedented scale and urgency and that it can only be dealt with by concerned worldwide action.”
Throughout his remarks Secretary Kissinger stressed that 'we must urgently produce more food." In terms of
fisheries this means that

- we must conserve the fishery resources which are currently producing it or below their maximum
permisgible level,

- we must urgently restore resources which are currently overfished, and

- we must ensure that the allowable catch is fully harvested,

We must not allow artificial barriers to be erected which will prevent access to that portion of the allow-
able catch of coastal resources not harvested by coastal fishermen. Only if we cooperate in ensuring that
the allowable catch be fully harvested can we provide all the food from the sea that the world so badly
needs., We all know what a valuable contribution fish makes to human nutrition. We have the capacity here
in ICNAF of applying wisdom to our problems and furthering the development of the food resources of the sea,
or of being short-sighted and helping erect the barriers to realizing the food production of the sea.
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"Thus, resclution of the immediate problems facing ICNAF may not be the most important question we are
facing at this Meeting - - although these problems are immensely important for the affected American and
other fishermen. The underlying and most important question may be whether there will be rational fisheries
management and exploitation for eons in the future, or whether today's expensive and sophisticated distant-
water fishing fleets will rust and die at their docks, following the dinosaur into history's grave, destroyed
by their own size and capacity which precludes them from adapting from a more primitive order to the new
world that the relentless thrust of evolution is forcinmg upon them. Which one of us wishes to be the first
to report to his superiors that the fleet is being tied up and the fishermen unemployed because we would not
adapt the fleet operations to chaning conditions?

"To be sure, the United States has had a difficult time with ICNAF in recent years. However, we still
have trust that ICNAF will help rather than hinder the evolution to the new world order of the oceans that
is before us. Else, It would not host this meeting which is tasked with overcoming the major hurdles which
remain in dealing with the problems in the ICNAF regulatory region off the US coast.

"Perhaps when the United States agreed to serve as host for this Special Meeting of ICNAF, it should
have arranged for the Meeting to be held in & harsher climate and a locale which did not offer distractions
from the work at hand. Perhaps, however, with a bit of good will, the thought of getting out of this meeting
room for part of the day to enjoy the pleasant surroundings of the Miaml area might be an incentive for the
delegations to make swift progress and bring thelr work to a conclusion after a minimm number of short
meetings. Since I have lived in Miami for several years prior to assuming my present duties in Washington,

I can perscnally attest to the attractiveness of the Miami area and I sincerely hope that the delegates
here will quickly complete their work and have an opportunity to go out and enjoy this city.

"While I will not be here throughout the course of this Meeting, I look forward with interest to
observing your work through the remsinder of this day and to meeting all of you on a more personal basis
topight at a reception which the United States is pleased to be holding for you.

"Thank you."
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Appendix IXI

FIFTE SPECTAL COMMISSION MEETING - NOVEMBER 1974

{Special Meeting of Panels 4 and 5)

Agenda

Opening

Adoption of Agenda

Election of Chairman

Appointment of Rapporteur

Further consideration of conservation measures in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6 referred
from the June 1974 Annual Meeting of the Commission

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Measures for regulation of fishing gear used in Subarea 5 and part of Statistical Area 6
{Comm, Doc, 74/88) (1874 Meeting Proo. 11, Appendix II (Proposal (11) from the June 1974 Annual
Meeting)) (Comm.Doa., 74/39)

Measures for regulation of the fishery for yellowtail flounder im Subarea 5 west of 69° west and

Statistical Area 6
{(Comm.Doo., 74/33) (1974 Meeting Proe. 18, Appendix VI (Propoeal (12) from the June 1374 Annual
Meeting) (Comm.Doc. 74/36)}

Measures for regulation of the fishery for red and silver hake in Subarea 5
(1973 Meeting Proe. 11, Appendix III (Proposal (29) from the June 1973 Annual Meeting))

Measures for regulation of by—catch of haddock in Subarea 5 and Div. AVW of Subarea &
(Comm.Doa. 74/32) (1874 Meeting Proe. 16, Appendices IV and V (Proposals (8} and (8) from the
June 1874 Annual Meeting))

Review of haddock closed areas in Subareas 4 and 5
(Comm, Doe. 74/34)

Reconsideration of 1975 quotas and allocations established at the June 1974 Annual Meeting of the
Commission, with particular reference to herring, vellowtall flounder and haddock in Subareas 4 and
5 and Statiatical Area 6

{Comm.Doe. 74/36 and 74/38)

Consideration of conservation measures for squid
{Corm, Doe. ?74/35)

Consideration of problem of overfishing of vatch fuotas in Subarea 5

Reconsideration of the ICNAF Scheme of Joint Enforecement, with particular reference to actions to
be taken by an inspector upon discovery of an infraction
{Comm. Doe. 74/37)

Other business

Acknowledgements and Adjournment
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FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING — NOVEMBER 1974

Report of Scientific Advisers to Panels 4 and 5

Monday, 11 November, 0900 hra
Tuesday, 12 November, (800 hrs

1. A joint meeting of the Scientific Advisers to Panels 4 and 5 was convened under the chairmanship of Dr
R.L. Edwards (USA) to provide advice to the Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 to be held 12-15 November 1974
at the NMFS, Southeast Fisheries Center, Miami, Florida, on items related to the conservation of yellowtail
flounder, haddock, herring and squld in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6.

2. Representatives from Member Countries - Canada, FRG, GDR, Japan, Poland, Spain, USSR and USA - were
present.

3. Yellowtail Flounder in Subarea 5 West of 69°W and in Statistical Area 6. Analysis of the US fall ground-
fish survey data gave an abundance index of 1.1 for pre-recruits in 1974, considerably lower than the projected
value of 1.7 used in the Jume 1974 analysis. Stock analysis now indicates that removals above 4,000 metric
tons in 1975 will result in further stock decline. By~catches are expected to be at least 4,000 metric tons
and even with a zero quota, the fishing mortality will remain above optitum levels. The Scientific Advisers,
therefore, re-affirm the June 1374 recommendation of a zero directed fishery im 1975 and that consideration

be given to additional measures to reduce the incidental catch from other groundfish fisheries.

4, Haddock in Subarea 5. In June 1974 the Scientific Advisers recommended that the TAC for 1975 remain

at zero, The assessment has since been updated and confirms the June 1974 analysis that there was a modest
stock recovery in 1974 to about one-third of the 1935-1960 level that produced the MSY, In order to preserve
this increased spawning stock size as long as possible to increase the probability of stock recovery, it is
necessary to reduce ineidental catches to the lowest possible levels., The Scientific Advisers, therefore,
re—affirm the advice given in June 1974 that removals from the stock be left at the lowest practicable level
in 1975.

5. Haddock in Div. 4X. In June 1974 a TAC of 15,000 metric tons was set for 1975. Although catches at
this level can be sustained through 1977, no significant increase in spawning stock size will occur. Current
catch levels indicate that the 1974 incidental catch (with a zero quota) will probably exceed 15,000 metric
tons and analysis of catch data indicates that closed areas and seasons have been more successful in limiting
catches than have quota restrictions with the present exemption rules in this particular situation. The
Sclentific Advisers agreed that the suggested extension of the closure area and season (Comm.Doc., 74/40)
would be effective in reducing incidental catches. Although the proposed closure extensions include some
areas deeper than 100 fm, and thus would conflict with the argentine and silver hake fisheries to some extent,
substantial catches of haddock have occurred at these depths in the area and time under considerationm.

6. Squid in Subarea’5 and Statistical Area 6. The Sclentific Advisers considered the desirability of
instituting a quota on IZlex in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, In the absence of data required for a
detailed assessment, it is considered appropriate to establish z precautionary quota for 1975 which will
allow moderate expansion of the recent landings, estimated at 15,000-20,000 metrle tons. This would imply
a precautionary TAC of 25,000-30,000 metric tons. The need for a complete breakdown of squid by species in
STATLANT submissions was indicated. It was pointed out that the fiZlex population could probably sustain an
even larger quota than that Indicated above. However, it was also noted that squid is eaten by a large
number of fish species, which suggests that increasing the squid quota could have undesirable side effects
and that the Commlssion should proceed carefully when raising this quota.

Concern was expressed that the quota of 71,000 touns for Loligo may not be appropriate. It is important
that the TAC of Loligo be re-assessed at the April 1975 STACRES Meeting. As the assessment was based on
size distributions observed in the winter fishery, a change in the seasonal pattern of landings of Loligo
implied by development of 2 summer fishery for Illex, could increase mumbers of individuals removed by the
taking of a higher proportion of small individuals. Moreover, removals of 71,000 metric tons in winter,
well prior to spawning, and considering that one-third of egg deposition is by 2-year-olds, may indicate
that a lower rate of exploitation is desirable,

The Polish squid fishery on Georges Bank was described and principal areas of capture were illustrated.
While Tllex was considered in the scientific assesesments on which the overall TAC in Subarea 5 and Sta-
tistical Area 6 was based, the Scientific Advisers agreed that Illex potential may not have been adequately

represented in these assessments. This potential will be re-examined in 1975 when the overall TAC will be
re-assessed.,
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The Scientific Advisers affirmed that there is no blological basis at present for setting the TAC on
any other basis than a l2-month period (Comm.Doc. 74/35).

7. Herring in Div. 5Y and in Div. 5Z plus Statistical Area 6. Catches from the US 1974 juvenile herring
fishery in the Gulf of Maine, the Canadian New Brunswick weir fishery, the FRG September catches in Div, 52
plus Statistical Area 6, and the US catches in Div. 5Z plus Statlstical Area 6 suggest that the 1972 year-
class 1s not a good one. The catch composition of the other herring fisherles were not available at this
meeting.

Tables 1 and 2 sghow that for both the Div, 5Y and Div. 5Z plus Statistical Area 6 stocks, using the
asgumptions made in June as to the size of the 1971 and 1972 year-classes (1974 Redbook, p. 110, 112),
coupled with the catches of 25,000 and 150,000 metriec tons allowed in 1974, the low stock sizes will decrease
by 20-25 percent by the beginning of 1975. <Catches of 25,000 and 150,000 metric tons in 1975 would cause the
stock sizes at the beginning of 1976 to further decline by 13 percent and 20 percent for the Div, 5Y and Div,
5Z plus Statistical Area 6 stocks from the 1975 levels. These reduced levels, however, still remain above
the mipimum size constraints set by the Commission (60,000 and 225,000 metric tons; Summ.Doc. 74/9; June
1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 7, Appendix I, p. 59).

Using the assumption that the 1972 year—class is similar to the 1971 and 1969 year-classes, catches in
1975 of 25,000 and 150,000 metric tons would result in further declines in stock sizes in 1975 of 30 percent
and 32 percent in Div, 5Y and Div, 5Z plus Statistical Area 6, respectively (Tables 1 and 2}. Such catch
levels would reduce the stock sizes at the beginning of 1976 to below the minimum size constraints set by
the Commission.

Catches of 15,000 and 90,000 metric tons in 1975 (Comm.Doc. 74/36) would maintaln the stock sizes at
the 1975 level at the begimning of 1976 for both Div. 5Y and Div. 5Z plus Statistical Area 6, using the
June agsumption as to the size of the 1972 year-class. These catches, using the lower size assumption of
the 1972 year-class, would reduce the stock sizes during 1975 by 18 percent and 12 percent for Div, 5Y and
Div. 5Z plus Statistical Area 6, respectively.

The fishing meortalities generated by catches of 25,000 and 150,000 metric toms im Div. 5Y and Div. 52
plus Statistical Area 6, respectively, under either assumption are substantially higher than that at the
MS5Y level. Catches of 15,000 and 90,000 metric tons would generate fishing mortalities closer to that of
the MSY level.

It is, however, important to note that the figures and fishing mortalities in Tables 1 and 2 are depen—
dent on the assumptions Incorporated into the model.

Not all the data from the 1974 herring fisheries were available for this meeting, thus, the size of
the 1972 year-class relative to the two assumptions could not be established.

The Scientific Advisers could not agree that the present data allow a specific change in the June 1974
recommendation.

28



8¢ 8z 6"

19 Y4 8"

£9 €2 L 69 114 L’

(14 rAL Ao L

09 oe 16°

€9 X g*

69 (44 9’ YL 0g Sg”

L¢3 0z §6°

gL ST LA

09 ye 16"

99 62 8’

L 134 9* gz ST oy

03 o1 Le"

98 6 T

£ 93¢ 1® ITF® QST = SSE[I-IVR4 T/6T

8y st 0°1

[49 1z 8"

9s LT 9

09 (41 AN

9 6 £ 119 se gL

6L T4 001 806

LS a0z 69"

09 LT 9¢”

A 91 ' 09 {114 18"

9 ET bA

LS Y4 8°

65 [A44 L

09 Tt L9° <9 ST %"

L9 &1 by*

L 4 [

£ 98% 18 TITW G'QC = 8SE[I-IAE3A Z/61
(swo3 000) . (1ol (oO) 961 (suc3 000) (guo3 0007 GL6T (s1o3 000) (guol poo) (szo3 000) 90T
(+v =29%) {(+€ =%%) oy (zep1o pue ¢ °%e) uy ' (+€ 28m) EL I I3quny
LLET UT 9i61 Nooah (1opTO pur 4 =3e) qLel ur Nocﬂm (aap1o pue 4 23w) hi61 (28pro pus 4 3de)
AZYB Ho01§ uf yoae) 9218 {0038 9/BT y23Ie) 2ZTE Y0018 G/§T uf yaen BZFS {0018 HLET
{ITTT 05T = SSE[O-amaL
€L6T ‘TTTW G'ge = 89¥T0-I994 6967 = 9SWIO-I¥3L T/E] ‘(BSRTO-189L 996T) ¢ = SEEID-IBdL (/6T) /6T PU® '9.6T “SL6T UF

(z9pTo pue 4 288) S9ZT8 YO0lw JUBRITNSSL pUB QFT PUR *CI6T ‘Y/6T UF (ISpTo puw ¢ 938) say23Ie)

o038 Buraisy x¢ *ATQ AYNDI T °T4EL

..29



0T #€T 01

44 £1T 8"

6% 06 9" ™He 0sT L

14 %9 g

€12 %1 0T

€T 0¢T 6"

T 0zZT 8 1374 OET 9

792 S6 9*

162 £9 L

144 z9T 90°1

9cz £ST 0T

192 £ET 8"

682 90T 9* F4113 06 %"

%0t 06 g

0zg SL 9"

zo0g 0T T 68¢ 0°'620%2
£ 928 18 [LIW (08 = S8E[0-I¥0X Z/G1

£02Z 10T 78"

444 08 79" 907 0sT 58"

144 tL 9°

444 96 cL’

0£Z £6 L

e 8 9- 97T ott 69°

7T LET 01

Y44 HET 6"

e 91T 8" 992 06 N

0Lz 06 65"

967 €9 (

¢ 99% J® TITW 6CC = SBELI-IBIA Z/61
(swo3 gpO) .  (Suol 000) 9761 (8103 000) (suo3 000) SL6T (suocl 000) (swo3 000)  (swo3 DOO) 50T
(+% o28e) (+£ =8%) uy (3apTo pue ¢ a8e) uf . (+£ 28y) RUCR T I3quny
L{6T ut 9/6T %007, (19p70 pur ¢ a3e) GI6T UT Z00T (19p1o pue ¢ °3®) Yi6T (19pTo pue 4 a8e)
9Z18 o035 or -.—UU.NU QZT8 .u—uoum mhm.m ga3jed 4 9ZF8 .M.uoum m.hm.m ._HH yoaie)d g% A2038 .th._”

“TZ6T = eseTd-182f go6T

JueTnsal puw ‘ (1eple pue ¢ @8w) 9/6T *SIE6T “H/6T UT S9YOIRD

(ITI® Q0f = BOETI=-aeak gL -STITR 655 = .mmw.—u!uwah

*(8swT>-xvaL 9G6T) 7 = 9¥BO-Ie4 O/6T) LL6T PUP “Q[6T *SL6T UF (IapT0 Pue 4 adw) sezys 33038

1(9 waiy [EOTISFIRNIS snld Zg¢ °ATQ) }oo3Is Buyazay ueyg seBi1oes g STQEL

30



RESTRICTED

Serial No. 3420

(A.a.4)

Appendix V

FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - NOVEMBER 1974

(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

(1) Proposal for International Regulation of Fishing Gear Emploved in the Fisheries Iin Subarea 5 of the

Convention Area and in the Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical Area 6

Panel 5, in joint session with Panel 4, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary

Govermment the following proposal, for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That Proposal (11) for International Repulation of Fishing Gear in Subarea 5 and In Adjacent Waters

to the West and South within Statistical Area 6, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting, June
1974 (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 11, Appendix II, page 190) and pending entry into force, be

replaced by the following:

Note:?

"1, That each Contracting Govermnment take appropriate action to prohibit the taking of fish,
other than crustacea, from vessels over 130 feet (39.6 m) in length by persons under its juris-
diction with fishing gear other than pelagic fishing gear (purse seines or true midwater trawls,
using midwater trawl doors incapable of being fished on the bottom), in the area adjacent to
the United States coast within that part of Subarea 5 (Southern New England and Gulf of Maine)
and the adjacent waters to the west and south which lies north of 39°00'N and north of straight
lines commecting 39°00'N, 73°30'W; 40°20'N, 72°33'W and 40°20'N, 68°15'W, and south and west
of a straight line drawn between the points: 40°20'N, 68°15'W and 43°17'N, 70°00'W.

"2. That Contracting Governments prohibit any person to whom paragraph 1 above would apply from
attaching any protective device to pelagic fishing gear or employing any means which would, in
effect, make it possible to fish for demersal species Iin the area described Ipn paragraph 1 above.

"3. That nothing in this proposal shall affect the trawl mesh-size requirements in force in
Subarea 5.

"4, That Contracting Governments shall take appropriate actionm to phase out fishing operatioms

in this area by vessels between 130 feet (39.6 m) and 145 feet (44.2 m) in length using fishing
gear other than pelagic fishing gear by 31 December 1974."

Attached is a chart il1lustrating the area affected by this proposal.
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Chatt illustrating the area affected by Proposal (1) for International Regulation of Fishing
Gear Employed in the Fisheries inm Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to

the West and South within Statistical Area 6
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FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING ~ NOVEMBER 1974

(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

(2) Proposal for Internatiomal Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Yellowtail Flounder in the Area West
of 69° West in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in Statistical Area 6

Panel 5, in joint sesgion with Panel 4, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal, for joint action by the Contractiag Governments:

That Proposal (12) for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Yellowtail Flounder in
Subarea 5 West of 69° West and Statistical Area 6, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (June
1974 Meeting Proceedinges No. 16, Appendix VI, page 221) and pending entry into force, be replaced
by the following:

"1l. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of yellowtaill
flounder, Limanda ferruginea (Storer}, by persons under their jurisdiction fishing In the area
west of 69° west in Subarea 5 and In the adjacent waters to the west and south so that the aggre-
gate catch of yellowtall flounder by vessels taking such yellowtail flounder shall not exceed
4,000 metric tons in 1975.

"2, That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Government listed below shall Iimit in
1975 the catch of yellowtail flounder taken by persons under thelr jurisdiction to the amount
listed from the above-mentioned stock:

USA 3,990 metric tons
Others 1w " tons."”
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FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING — NOVEMBER 1974

(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

(3) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Yellowtail Flounder in the Area East
of 69° West in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area

Panel 5, in joint session with Panel 4, recommends that the Commlssion transmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal, for joint action by the Contracting Govermnments:

"That the line item relating to yellowtail flounder in Subarea 5 east of 69° west in the table
which forms an integral part of Proposal (13) for Internationsl Quota Regulation of the -Fisheriles
in the Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to the West and South Within Statistical Area 6,
adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 20, Appendix IV,
page 243) and pending entry into force, be amended as follows:

Species or

Stock region USA Others Total
stock

Yellowtail 5 (E of 63°W) 15,900 100 16,000

All amounts are in metric toms."
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FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - NOVEMBER 1974

(Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5)

(4) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Herring in Division 5Y of Subarea 5 of
the Convention Area

Panel 5, In joint session with Panel 4, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Govermment the following proposal, for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"That the line item relating to herring in Division 5Y of Subarea 5 in the table which forms an
integral part of Proposal (13) for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries in the Convention
Area, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Anpuel Meeting (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 20, Appendix IV,
page 245) and pending entry into force, be amended ag follows:

Species or

stock Stock region Canada FRG GDR UsA Others Total

Herring 5Y 4,200 500 500 10,750 30 16,000

All amounts are in metric tons.

"The delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) and the German Democratic Republic {(GDR)
gtated that their countries would not take their quotas, in view of the state of the stock and that,
in their opinion, it would be appropriate to receive compensation, in the light of this renunciation,
in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 and in Statistical Area 6."
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FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - NOVEMBER 1974

(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

(5) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Haddock by Closed Area in Diviaion 4X of
Subarea 4 of the Convention Area

Panel 4, in joint session with Panel 5, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Government the following propesal, for joint action by the Contracting Governmenta:

That Propeosal (7) for Internatiomal Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Heddock in Division 4X of
Subarea 4, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings Wo. 16,
Appendix ITI, page 218) and pending entry into force, be replaced by the following:

"That the Contracting Govermments take appropriate action in 1975 to prohibit persons under
their jurisdiction from using fishing gear other than pelagic fishing gear (purse seines or
true midwater trawle, using midwater trawl doors incepable of being fished on the bottom)

and from attaching any protective device to pelagiec fishing gear or employing any means which
would in effect make it possible to fish for demersal species during February, March, April
and May inclusive, in that part of Division 4X of Subarea &4 bounded by the siraight lines
connecting the following coordinates in the order listed:

43°00'N , 67°00'W
42°42'N , 66°32'W
42°20'N , 66°32'W
42°20'N , 66°00'W
42°04'N , 65%44'W
42°49'N , 64°00'W
43°30'N , 64°00'W
43°00'N , 65°40'W."
Hote: The attached chart illustrates the areas affected by this proposal.
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{Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

(6) Proposal for International Regulation of the By-Catch of Haddock in Divisions 4V and 4W of Subarea 4
of the Convention Area

Panel 4, in joint session with Panel 5, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal, for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That paragraph 2 of the Haddock Quota Regulation for Divisions 4V and 4W of Subarea 4, adopted at
the Twenty-Third Annual Meeting (Ann. Rept. Vol. 23, 1972-73, page 79) and amended at the Twenty-
Fourth Annual Meeting (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 16, Appendix V, page 220); and paragraph
3, adopted at the Twenty-Third Annual Meeting {Ann. Rept. Vol. 23, 1972-73, page 79), be replaced
by the following:

"2. That in order to avold impairment of fisheriles conducted for other species and which take
small quantities of haddock incidentally, the Contracting Governments may permit persons under
thelr jurisdiction to have In peossession on board a vessel flshing for other species, haddock
caught in Divisions 4V and 4W of Subarea 4 in amounts mot exceeding 5,000 1b or 2,268 kg, or
10 percent by weight, of all other fish on board caught in Divisions 4V and 4W of Subarea 4,

whichever 1s greater.

"3, TFor all Contracting Governments the provisions of paragraph 2 of the Trawl Regulations
for Subarea 4 regarding the incidental catch of haddock shall be suspended in Division 4V and
Division 4W of Subarea 4 during the period that this proposal 1s in effect."
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FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - NOVEMBER 1974

(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

(7} Proposal for International Regulation of the By-Catch of Haddoek in Divigion 4X of Subarea 4 of the
Convention Area

Panel 4, in joint gession with Panel 5, recommends that the Commission tramsmit to the Depositary
Government the following proposal, for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"l. That in order to avold impairment of fisheries copducted for other species and which take small
quantities of haddock incidentally, Contracting Governments not meptioned by name in the part of
Proposal (13) for International Quota Regulation dealing with 1975 national allocations for haddock
in Division 4X of Subarea 4 (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 20, Appendix IV, page 243), may
permit persons under their juriediction to have in possession on board a vessel fishing for other
species (either at sea or at the time of off-loading}, haddock caught in Division 4X of Subarea 4

in amounts not exceeding 5,000 1b or 2,268 kg, or 10 percent by weight, of all other fish on board
caught in Divieion 4X of Subarea 4, whichever 1s greater.

"2, For Contracting Govermments not mentioned by name in the part of Propesal (13) for International
Quota Regulation dealing with 1975 national allocations for haddock in Division 4X of Subarea 4, the
provigions of paragraph 2 of the Trawl Regulations for Subarea 4 regarding the incidental catch of
haddock shall be suspended in Division 4X of Subarea 4 during the period that this proposal is in
effect.”
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{(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)
(8) Proposgal for International Repulation of the Fishery for Haddock in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area

Panel 5, In joint session with Papel 4, recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary

Goverpment the following proposal, for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

40

That the Haddock Quota Regulatione for Subarea 5, adopted at the Twenty~Third Annual Meeting, June
1973 (Ann. Rept. Veol. 23, 1972-73, page 86) and amended at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting, June
1974 (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 16, Appendix IV, page 219), be replaced by the following:

"1, That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of haddock,
by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Subarea 5 so that the aggregate catch of haddock
by vessels taking such haddock shall not exceed 6,000 metric tons in 1975.

"2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Govermment listed below shall limit in
1975 the fatch of haddock taken by persons under their jurisdiction to the amount listed from
Subarea 5-:

Canada 1,200 metric tons?
Spain joc " tons?
UsA 4,450 " tons?
Others 50 " tons

Provided, however, that Spain and the USA may report an adjustment in the amounts listed for
them, without effect to the overall total, to the Executive Secretary no later than 31 December
1974. The Executive Secretary shall report such adjustment to the Contracting Govermments.

"3, That in order to avoid impairment of fisheries conducted for other species and which take
small quantities of haddock incidemntally, Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in
paragraph 2 above, may permit persons under their jurisdiction to have in possession on board

a vessel fishing for other specles (elther at sea or at the time of off-loading) haddeck caught
in Subarea 5 in amounts not exceeding 5,510 1b2 or 2,500 kgZ, or 1 percent by weight?, of all
other fish on board caught in Subarea 5, whichever is greater.

"4. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit persons under thelr
jurisdiction from using fishing gear other than pelagic fishing pear (purse seinee or true
midwater trawls, using midwater trawl doors incapable of being fished on the bottom) and from
attaching.any protective device to pelagic fishing gear or employlng any means which would in
effect make it possible to fish for demersal species during March, April and May im areas of
Subarea 5 bounded by straight lines conmecting the following coordinates in the order listed:

(a) 69°55'W, 42°10'N (b) 6&7°00'W, 42°20'N
69°10'W, 41°10'N 67°00'W, 41°15'N
68°30'W, 41°35'N 65°40'W, 41°15'N
68°45'W, 41°50'N 65°40'W, 42°00'N
69°00'W, 41°50'N 66°00'W, 42°20'N.

The provisions of this paragraph shall not apply to vessels that figh in area (a) with hooks
having a gape of not less than 3 cm.

"5, For Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in paragraph 2 that the provisions of
paragraph 2 of the Trawl Regulations for Subarea 5 regarding the Incidental catch of haddock
shall be suspended during the period the above regulations on the catching of haddeck are im
effect for Subarea 5."

1 1t ig understood that no Contracting Government will permit a directed fishery for haddock.

2 pursuant to Proposal (8) from the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings
No. 16, Appendix IV, page 219), these are incidental catch limitations.
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(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

Recommendation Relating to the Adoption of National Systems of Licensing Fishing Vessela

Panels 4 and 5, in joint session,

recommend

that the Commission, at its 25th Annual Meeting, formulate proposals, for joint action by the
Contracting Governments, for the adoption of natiopal eystems of licensing in a form recommended

by the Commission, designed to improve the observance and enforcement of regulations by specifying,
among other relevant matters, the areas in which vessels are permitted by their Governments to fish
and by permitting the inspection of licences by authorized inspectors under the Joint Enforcement

Scheme.
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(Joint Meetings of Panels 4 and 5)

Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of the Commission's Fishery Regulations

42

Panels 4 and 5, in joint session,

Recalling that regulations designed to achieve the conservation and optimum utilization of stocks
of fish on the basis of scientific investigation and economic and technical conaiderations have
been adopted by the Commission;

Recognizing that serious doubts have been raised concerning the current adherence to these regulations
by some vessels flying the flag of Members of the Commission;

Realizing that the adoption of a comprehensive regulatory regime makes enforcement wore difficult, and
that the Member Governments must take an active part in ensuring the adherence to all regulations by
vessels flying their national flag;

Recognizing also that certain fisheries preduce substantial by-catch that must be recorded to ensure
the success of the specles allocation and the second-tier quota limitations;

Being Aware that observers from Member Governments on board vessels flying the flag of other Members
of the Commlssion may serve in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6 to provide mutual understanding
and knowledge of their fishing operatiouns;

Having in Mind that, in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention, fishing
activity In the area must be conducted in accordance with the regulations adopted by Joint Panels 4
and 5;

1. Request the Commissioners of Member Governments in the Panels 4 and 5 to invite the attention
of their respective Governments to the above matters;

2. Decide to request the Commissioners of Panels 4 and 5 to urge thelr respective Member Goveruments
to immediately initiate the necessary steps both internally and with other Member Govermments to:

(a) Provide to the extent practicable for the accommodation of designated observers from other
Members of the Commisslon aboard fishing vessels flying their national flags engaged in the
fisheries in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6;

(b) Implement the Scheme of Joint Internmational Enforcement by designating and dispatching
inspection vessels to the area for this purpose, or by providing inspectors to participate
in the Scheme by accompanying inspectors on Inspection vessels employed by other Governments;

(c) Ensure that all masters of fisghing vessels have sufficient knowledge of the regulations for
each Subarea to preclude unintentional violation or misunderstanding of the regulations;

(d) Establish a standard logbook under its domestic procedures to fulfill the requirements of
paragraph 4 of "Proposal for Management of Internmatiomal Quota Regulations';

(e) Provide the Secretariat with a copy of the loghbook and its instructien for completion and
an Engligh translation, and instruct the Secretariat to provide copies to each Member
Government ;

3. Further Requests that Member Governmente which have vessels flying their natiomal flag fishing
in Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6 review and, if necessary, improve theilr arrangements
for ensuring:

(a) that national quotas are not exceeded;

(b) that the obligations (June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 16, Appendix III, pages 241-242)
applying where a country does not have a specific quota for a regulated stock or species
are fully observed;
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(c) that the requirements for recording of cateh, including discerds (June 1974 Meeting Pro-—
ceedings No. 16, Appendix III, page 242) are fully observed;

(d) that provisional monthly catch statistics are provided as fully and in good time as possible
(June 1974 Meeting Proceedings No. 16, Appendix I, page 238);

Request STACTIC, in relation to paragraphs 2(d) and (e), to meet at a very early date well in
advance of the 1975 Annual Meeting to consider further the implementation of deploying observere
on fishing vessels, the standardization of logbook entries, and to review all Commission regu-
lations and their adherence and enforceability; and to provide proposals to the 1975 Annual
Meeting concerning the deployment of observers, loghbook entries, and revisions to the Commission's
regulations and their method of enforcement.

.43



RESTRICTED

Serial No. 3420
(gfe?mo Appendix XV

FIFTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - NOVEMBER 1974

Special Meeting of Panels 4 and 5

of the

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Press Notice

1. A Special Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries was held at National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Fisheries Center, Miami, Florida, from
11 to 15 November 1974. About 60 delegates attended from Member Countries of the Commission as follows:
Canada, Demnmark, Federal Republic of Germany, German Democratic Republie, Italy, Japan, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Spain, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America. Observers were
present from Cuba and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQ). The meeting was
held under the chairmanship of Mr E. Glllett (United Kingdom), the Chairman of the Commission.

Scientific Advice

2. The Scientific Advisers to Panels 4 and 5 met for three full days to examine available and rele-
vant data in an effort to provide up-to-date advice on the major comservation problems before the meeting
of the Panels.

Subjects Considered

3. The main purpose of the meeting was to consider conservation requirements for yellowtail flounder,
herring, haddock, squid and the hakes and to examine the observance and control of Commission regulations
and the improvements necessary for this purpose. Agreement was reached on all these matters, though it was
recognized by all delegations that further measures must he fully and urgently studied and brought forward
for decision at later meetings of the Commission.

4. The Members of the Panels 4 and 5 agreed that an area off Cape Cod and Southern New England should
be closed to fishing vessels over 130 feet in length and which used other than pelagic fishing gear during
the year round in order to protect the stocks of yellowtail flounder., National catch limitations for the
yellowtail flounders in this area and the Georges Bank area were also agreed.

5. Stringent measures for regulating the catch of haddock in the Georges Bank area and the area off
southwestern Nova Scotia, especially by limiting the incidental catch of haddock in fisheries for other
species, were approved. As a further protection for the limited haddock stecks, an area encompassing Browns
Bank off southwestern Nova Scotia was extended to include fishing grounds to the northeast including LaHave
Bank. The Panel Members agreed that the area should be closed to fishing with any type of bottom gear during
the months of February to May inclusive.

6. From evidence of further declines in the herring stocks in the Gulf of Maine, the Panel Members
agreed to recommend to fishing nations that the teotal allowable catch be reduced from 25,000 tons to 16,000
tons in 1975.

Enforcement of Fishery Regulations

7. The meeting agreed that it was essentlal to get full compliance with ICNAF regulations in order to
share out the stocks equlitably and prevent overfighing, and Member Governments will be asked to review their
national arrangements for control and to step up the level and effectiveness of inspection of vessels at sea
under the Joint Enforcement Scheme. It was also agreed to ask the Commission, at its next Annual Meeting,
to formulate proposals for a system under which vessels would be licensed by thelr flag state to fish in
particular parts of the ICNAF Area, where this 1s not already done.

Next Meeting

8. A meeting of Pamels 2, 3 and 4 of the Commission to discuss capelin and haddock and of the Standing
Committee on International Contrel will be held early next year. The next Annual Meeting is to be held in
Edinburgh, Scotland from 10 to 20 June 1975,
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Supplement to Report of Proceedings

by

the Executive Secretary, ICHAF

1. On 15 November 1974, at the Fifth Special Commission Meeting, November 1974 (Summ.Doc. 75/1), a two-
thirds majority of the Commissioners representing the Member Countries of Panels 4 and 5 agreed to recommend
that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment eight (1-8) proposals for international regulation
of the fisheries in parts of Subareas 4 and 5,

2. On 20 November 1974, the Executive Secretary forwarded the propesals to the Head of Delegation of each
of the Contracting Governments, requesting that he register his vote on the eight proposals as soon as
possible by cable with the Executive Secretary, in accordance with the Commission Rule of Procedure 2.4.
The covering letter further advised that, in accordance with Article II(7) of the Conventiomn, a decision of
the Commission would be taken by a two-thirds majority (12} of the votes of the Heads of Delegations of the
seventeen Contracting Governments.

3. On 31 December 1974, the Commission, by a two-thirds majority vote, agreed to transmit the eight propo-
sals to the Depositary Govermment for jolnt action by the Contracting Governments.

4. On 6 January 1975, the Executive Secretary, on behalf of the Chairman of the Commission, transmitted
to the Depositary Government the eight November 1974 proposals, in accordance with Article VIII(6) of the
Convention.

5. On 27 January 1975, the Depositary Government tramsmitted the proposals to the Centracting Governments.

6. on 27 July 1975, the proposals became effective for all Contracting Governments.
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Serial No. 3438 Proceedings No. 2
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SIXTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING — JANUARY 1975

Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3 and 4

Thursday, 16 January, 1000 hrs
Friday, 17 Januvary, 0930 hrs

1. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3 and 4 was opened by the Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK).
Delegates of all Member Countries, except Bulgaria, Italy and Japan, and an Observer from FAO were present
(Appendix I). The Chairman introduced the Minister of Fisheries for Norway, Mr Eivind Bolle, who addressed
the delegates (Appendlx II)}. The Chairman thanked Mr Bolle for his kind words of encouragement for the
future and of recognition of the past good efforts of the Commission.

2, Chairman. Mr E. Gillett {UK) was unanimously elected Chalrmam of the Joint Meetings of Pamels 2, 3
and 4.

3. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary, Mr L.R. Day, was appointed Rapporteur.
4. Agenda. The Agenda was adopted as circulated (Appendix TII).

5. Report of the Standing Committee on Research and Statistiecs (STACRES). The Chairman of STACRES, Dr

A.W. May (Canada), was requested to present the report of meetings of STACRES held 13-15 January 1975 at

the request of the Commisslion to review the latest information on the capelin resource and fishery in
Subareas 2 and 3 and to recommend TACs for 1975 (Proc. 1 - also Sum.Doc. 75/5). Dr May highlighted the
trends in the international fishery which began in 1972 with a total catch of 71,000 tons and reached a total
of over 270,000 tons in 1974 under catch quota regulation, Stock composition and estimates of stock size

for the northern (Subarea 2 + Div. 3K) and southern (Div. 3LNOPs) groups of capelin were discussed and advice
on previcus (1974) and future (1975) management of the capelin resource was presented. Plans for future
research to provide more precise advice on mapagement of capelin and on the effects of capelin fisheries om
other specles, particularly cod, were put forward.

The Chairman thanked Dr May and the members of STACRES for their continuing good efforts on behalf of
the Commission.

The Joint Panels agreed to recess to provide an opportunity for the delegates to read and study the
advice of the scientists in regard to capelin manapgement.

6. Conservation requirements for capelin in Subareas 2 and 31, Following the recess, the Chairman requested
the delegate of Canada to introduce the revised Canadian proposal for TACs and allocation of capelin stocks
in Subareas 2 and 3 (Comm.Doc. 75/1 Revised). The delegate of Canada sald that the STACRES advice of 200,000
tons as the TAC for 1975 for the capelin in the southern area (Div, 3LNOPs) was acceptable, provided no more
than 10,000 tens were taken in Subdiv. 3Ps and 50,000 tons in Div. 3L in order to protect the inshore spawn-
ing migrations. In the northern area (Subarea 2 + Div. 3K), he said Canada could not accept the STACRES TAC
of 300,000 tons and proposed 250,000 tons which he pointed out was double the allowable catch for 1974. Lack
of evidence on the effect that reduction in the abundance of capelin would have on the predators, particu-
larly cod which was a very important Canadian fishery, and on the seriousness of the risk involved was put
forward in support of the proposed figure of 250,000 tons. He pointed cut that the suggested TACs did not
include the small amounts taken by the Canadlan coastal fishermen outside the Convention Area in Subarea 2
and Div. 3K, 3L and Subdiv. 3Ps.

The delegate of USSR pointed out that the advice of STACRES was based on the results of intensive
sclentific research in 1974 and that the USSR was prepared to accept the advice of STACRES for a TAC of
300,000 tons in the northern area {Subarea 2 + Div. 3K). He also requested elucidation of, and more time
to study, the Canadian proposal restricting the capelin fishery in Div. 3L to an area offshore from straight
lines drawn offshore along the east coast of Newfoundland. He also wanted more explanation for the Canadian
proposal which lowered the TAC to 250,000 tons from the 300,000 tons suggested by STACRES in the northern
area (Subarea 2 + Div. 3K).

—————
The foilowing comments on this item were received by cable from the Japanece delegate: "On the ground that
due consideration should be paid on the special needs of "Others" in allocating TAC of capelin which is known
to be at a very productive level, at least 10 percent of the TAC should be allocated to "Others". Therefore,

we found Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 75/1) acceptable."
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(a) TAC for capelin in the southern area (Div. 31LNOPs)

At the request of the Chalrman, the Panels agreed to discuss the TAC for the southern area while
delegates considered the problems in the northern area. The delegate of Denmark stated preference for the
system adopted at the January 1974 Meeting (January 1974 Mtg.Proc.No. 5, Appendix I) which allowed for the
entry of other countries into the fishery and, thereby, prevented a monopoly. The delegates of Poland and
Portugal supported the advice of STACRES and the Danish position. The delegate of France could agree to
the Canadian proposal for the capelin in the southern area and, particularly, with the TAC for the Subdiv.
3Ps (St. Pierre and Miquelon) component of 10,000 tons.

The Chairman rec cgnized general agreement among the delegates for an overall TAC of 200,000 tons and
component TACs of 10,000 tons in Subdiv, 3Ps and 50,000 tons in Piv. 3L.

(b) National allocations of TACs for capelin in the Subdiv, 3Ps, Div. 31 and Div, 3N0 components of
the southern group

Attention was directed to page 2 of the revised Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 75/1 Revised) and the
allocations as proposed by Canada. The delegate of Poland noted that no specific quota had been allocated
for the Polish fishery in the southern area and requested a total of 10,000 tons for 1975 (2,500 tons in
Div. 3L and 7,500 tons in Div. 3NO). The delegate of Portugal requested that, if the propesal of Demmark
would not be adopted, Portugal be given a specific quota in the southern area of 4,000 tons for 1975 (1,000
tons in Div. 3L and 3,000 toms in Div., 3N0). The delegate of FRG pointed out that the Danish proposal for
use of the January 1974 system of allocation for "Others' would alleviate the difficulty of trying to get
agreement with so many claims for specific quotas. The delegate of Spain required a specific gquota of
10,000 tons in both the northern and southern fisheries. The delegate of France reported present interest
only in the fishery in territorial waters of St. Pilerre and Miquelon in Subdiv. 3Ps, but stated that France
was interested in capelin as a possible fishery resource in the future, and would, therefore, like some
provision for "Others" to be able to enter the fishery as the Canadlan proposal provided. The delepate of
GDR preferred the January 1974 system and, if not acceptable, GDR would need a specific quota. The delegate
of Romania requested an opportunity to fish in the "Others" category. The delepates of Canada, Norway and
USSR agreed that they could accept the proposed Canadian specific allocations for them in Subdiv. 3Ps, Diwv.
3L and Div. 3NO.

Following considerable discussion of the allocation to "Others" in the three components of the southern
group, the delegates of countries who claimed specific quotas because of historic performance apreed, along
with the other delegations, that countries other than Canada, Norway and the USSR should each be entitled
to take 5,000 tons from Subdiv. 3Ps, Div. 3L and Div. 3NO combined, of which not more than 1,000 tons would
be taken by all such countries together from Subdiv. 3Ps or 5,000 tons from Div. 3L. The Panels noted that
countries fishing under "Others" in Subdiv. 3Ps and Div. 3L must notify the Commission Secretarlat of their
catches in 100-ton increments.

{c) TAC and allocation for capelin in the northern area (Subarea 2 + Piv. 3K)

The Chairman noted that the revised Canadian proposal consldered a TAC of 250,000 tons with 10,000 tons
allocated to Canada to be appropriate (Comm.Doec. 75/1 Revised}. The delegate of USSR favoured acceptance
of the STACRES TAC of 300,000 tons and propesed allocation of

Canada 10,000 tons
USSR 250,000 "
Others 40,000 "
TAC 300,000 tons

The delegate of Canada pointed out that STACRES had only cited a 500,000-ton TAC (300,000 tons in the northern
darea and 200,000 tons in the southern area) for capelin in Subareas 2 and 3 as a "suggested maximum adjustment''
of the TAC for capelin. He pointed out that there had been classic cases of overfishing iIn the last few years
in Subareas 2 and 3 with total effort imcreasing and total catch decreasing, resulting in great difficulties
for the Canadian fishermen. Canada was very sensitive to any further threat to the declining cod stocks due
to greatly increased catches of capelin, the major food item for their maintenance. Canada now belileves that
the situation in the fisheries in Subarea 3 is just as serious as in Subarea 5, due to the lack of reporting
of by-catches and catches, and failure to abide by the catch quota. Canada intends to propose drastic mea-
sures for the reduction of fishing effort in Subarea 3 before the 1973 Annual Meeting. Therefore, the Panels
should agree to TACs below suggested maxima. The delegate of USA supported the Canadian conservative TAC and
pointed out that the small amounts of data available to STACRES to the present cannut give firm estimates.
Yet, the Commission has consistently adopted the STACRES maximum estimate or one which was higher. Thus, the
(ommission is continually, in effect, presiding over overfishing and needs to consider adherence to the prin-
«iples of conservation.

A proposal by the Chalrman that the January 1974 system for "Others" he used for satisfying the rights
at "Others" in the northern area suggested 150,000 tons for USSR and 10,000 tons each for countries not given
» gpecifi. quota. The delepate of USSR reiterated a meed for 250,000 tons, while the delegate of Poland
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required 30,000 tons. The delegates of most other countries could accept the Chairmzn's proposal,

Following a recess during which delegates considered the problem informally, Panels 2 and 3 agreed to
a suggestion by the Chairman giving the following solution for quota regulation of the capelin fishery in
the northern area (Subarea 2 + Div. 3K):

that the USSR be allocated 160,000 tons
Others, a maximum of 10,000 each.

Further, Panels 2 and 3 agreed that, at the 1975 Annual Meeting, there should be a review of the status of
the fisheries by those countries fishing without a specific 1975 quota and possible allowable catch adjust-
ments consldered, should some of those countries report that they anticipate not using their allocation.

{d) Closed area for capelin fishery in Div. 3L of the southern area

The Chalrman drew attention to the report prepared by the STACRES (Proc. 1 - also Summ.Doc. 75/5), in
response to a request from the Joint Panels to consider the advice it might give relative to a Canadian pro-
posal (Comm.Doc. 75/1 Revised) for a closed area regulation with respect to the capelin fishery in Div. 3L.
The advice given was that the closed area in Div. 3L could be effective in diverting fishing from Div. 3L
to the capelin concentrations in Div. 3NO, thus giving additional protection to that component of the Div,
3L capelin migrating to spawn inshore in close association with cod which are highly dependent on capelin
as food. Following discussion of the precise location of the closing line by the Canadian and USSR dele-—
gations, Panel 3 agreed to the following joint proposal:

that the capelin fisheries in Division 3L of Subarea 3 of the Convention Area be restricted to an area
offshore from the straight lines joining the following coordinates:

46°12'W |, 54°24'W
46°12'N , 52°52'w
46°42'N , 52°22'W
47°28'W , 52°00'W
48°20'W , 52°00'W
49°15'N , 52°54'W.

7. Consideration of the resclution on enforcement of the Commission's fishery regulations was requested

by the Chairman. The delegate of USA explained that,as a result of many serious violations of the inter-
national fishery regulations in Subareas 4 and 5 following the Ammual Meeting in Jume 1374, the USA presented
propesals at the November 1974 Meeting in Miami designed to strengthening enforcement and to prevent further
failures of the Commisslon management system. As a result, a resolution was passed (November 1974 Mtg.Proc.,
Appendix XIV, page 37) in an attempt to ensure full and efficient action to conserve the figheries in Sub-
areas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6. He noted that the US aliegations at the November 1974 Special
Commission Meeting (Summ.Doc. 75/1} of 75 Spanish freezer vessels fishing in Subarea 5 and Statistical

Area 6 in 1974 {(Comm.Doc. 74/41) were incorrect as there were only 40 as claimed by Spain (Comm.Doc.

74/44). He explained that the USA was ready to document clarification and apologies to the Spanish
Government and to the Commission. He emphasized, however, that this did not detract from the overall
pattern of poor enforcement and control and urged the adoption of a resolution by this meeting, similar

to that adopted for Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6 to cover Subareas 2 and 3 where similar
difficulties were being encountered. The delegate of Demmark felt that problems of this kind should not

be dealt with in a pahel-by-panel fashion but he had no objection to the procedure if others agreed. He
felt that the Panels might be wasting time in considering a further resolutfon now as the item could be
taken by the STACTIC Meeting in March 1975, The delegate of TUSA recognized the questions raised but
considered the matter of too great urgency to neglect the possibility of taking action at the November

1974 Meeting and, indeed, would have coneidered the November 1974 Meeting a failure had it not agreed

to positive action on this matter. The delegate of Canada expressed sympathy for the Danish delegate's
position but agreed with the US delegate that the problems in Subareas 2 and 3 required some similar

action to be taken., He supported the need for a resolution covering Subareas 2 and 3 which would lend
moral support to attempts to improve the enforcement program of the Commission. The Chairman pointed

out that he was satisfied the November 1974 resolutlon was within the competence of the Panels 4 and 5 to
decide as there was only a request to Member Countries to give more attention to the need for giving better
effect to the regulations. The delepate of Portugal suggested that it might serve the same purpose to take
note of the resolution adopted by Panels 4 and 5 and ask those members of Panels 2 and 3 to accept the reso-
lution aa applicable to Panels 2 and 3. The delegate of USA strongly favoured a separate resolution in
order to clearly and forcefully bring to the attentiom of all the need for early and effective action. He
felt a resolution would highlight and strengthen the need for action to rectify matters. He concluded that
the effect of the November resolution had been very successful in stimulating better enforcement and cited
an informal demonstraticn by the delegate of Spain of a greatly strengthened and improved Spanish enforcement
program to be effected immediately.

Following further discussion, Panels 2 and 3, in joint session with Panel 4, agreed to adopt the Reso-
lution Relating to the Enforcement of the Commission's Fishery Regulations in Subareas 2 and 3 (Appendix IV).
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8. Further consideration of closed area/season requirements for haddock in Div. 4X of Subarea 4!, The
delegate of Canada referred to the Canadian proposal contained in Comm.Doc. 74/40 which was agreed to, only
in part, by the November 1974 Meeting. He felt that Member Countries had now had more time to study the
propesal for extension of the closed area to 67°W and the closed season to include June and its effect on
their fisheries. The delegate of USSR explained that the extension proposed would seriously affect the

USSR chances of taking their 1975 quotas of silver hake and argentine. He proposed that as a compronise

the Panels might consider modification of the by-catch allowance for haddock in Div. 4X (November 1974 Mtg.
Proc., Appendix XI, page 34) by changing the amounts from "5,000 1b or 2,268 kg, or 10% by weight" to

"5,510 1b or 2,500 kg, or 1% by weight™ and asking STACRES to look at the problem at its April 1975 Meeting
and provide advice to the Commission at its 1975 Annual Meeting. The delegate of USA, in supporting the
USSR amendment, pointed out that such a compromise would put the haddoek by-catch regulation in Div. 4X in
line with the regulation in Subarea 5 adopted at the November 1974 Meeting (November 1974 Mtg.Proc., Appendix
XII, page 35) and that the USSR proposal for scientific study by STACRES prier to a decision would provide a
better resolution of the by-catch problem. The delegate of Canada pointed out that a 1% by-catch regulation
for haddock in Div. 4X would be very difficult for Canada and that the whole problem needed further study by
STACRES at its April Meeting, as suggested by the USSR. Accordingly, Panel 4, in joint session with Panels
2 and 3, therefore agreed

that STACRES undertake a study at its April 1975 Meeting in order to advise on the resolution of the
Div. 4X haddock problem by a USSR proposal for an incidental cateh or by a Canadian proposal for ex-
tension of the closed area and season, and submit a report on this matter to the 1975 Annual Meeting.

The delegate of Canada then pointed out that the proposal for closed season and area for haddeck in Div. 4X
adopted at the November 1974 Meeting (November 1974 Mtg.Proc., page 22) should, teo be effective from February
to May 1975 inclusive as required by the proposal, have a resolution requesting Member Countries to volun-—
tarily enforce the proposal as at 1 February 1975.

Accordingly, Panel 4, in joint session with Panels 2 and 3,

agreed to recommend to the Commission

a Resolution Relating to the Implementation of Proposal (5} from the November 1974 Special Commission
Meeting (November 1974 Mtg.Proc., Appendix IX, page 31) for International Regulation of the Fishery
for Haddock by Closed Area in Division 4X of Subarea 4 in the Convention Areaz {(Appendix V).

9. Further consideration of conservation requirements for capelin in Subareas 2 and 3. The Chairman drew
attention to a draft proposal for International regulation of the capelin fisheries in Subareas 2 and 3
based on the discussions and decisions recorded in Section 6 above. Following full discussion, Panels 2
and 3, in joint session with Panel 4, unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern-
ments, proposal (1) for intermational regulation of the fishery for capelin Iin Subareas 2 and 3
(Appendix VI}.

The Panels noted that, under this proposal, Canada and Norway could fish 10,000 tons of capelin each
in 1975 as "Others" from the northern stock (Subarea 2 + Div. 3K), and that Norway and USSR did not intend
to fish capelin in Subdiv. 3Ps in 1975. The Panels again drew attention to the agreement (see Section 6(c))
that, at the 1375 Annual Meeting, there would be a review of the status of the fisheries by those countries
fishing without a specific 1975 quota in the northern stock (Subarea 2 + Div. 3K} and possible catch adjust—
ments considered, should some of those countries report that they anticipate not using their allocation. The
Panels noted that Governments fishing under the "Others" allocation in Div. 3L or Subdiv. 3Ps must report
catches in 100-ton increments to the Executive Secretary who will close the fishery, whereas Governments
fighing under the specidl allocation for "Others" in Subarea 2 and Div. 3K and in Div. 3NO will be responsible
for recording their catches and reporting to the Executive Secretary when they reach their allocatiom,

10. USSR proposal for meeting of NEAFC and TICNAF on practical matters of fishery regulations and inter-
national control in the North Atlantic, Leningrad, USSR, 3-7 March 1975. The Chairman requested the delepate
of USSR to introduce their proposal (Appendix VII). A strong plea was made by the USSR delegate for Member
Countries of the ICNAF Panels to accept this invitation, a similar one of which had been presented to the
NEAFC, He pointed out that it was very important to respond to the invitation as early as possible with
information about the composition of the delegations, intended travel route and date of arrival sc that
necessary hotel accommodation and issuing of visas could be facilitated. Detalls were to be forwarded to:

T The following comments on this item were received by cable from the Japasnese delegate: "We should like to
go along with the majority wview of the Panels in regard to the extension of area. However, with regard to
the closure period, we are not in favour of further extension of the period since such extension will
unduly affect our argentine fishery."
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Mr R.G. Novochadov

Chief of Foreign Department
USSR Ministry of Fisheries
12 Rozhdestvensky Boulevard
Moscow K-45, USSR.

Following this the Chairman of the Standing Committee on Intermatiomal Control (STACTIC), Mr W.G. Gordon
(USA), presented provisional arrangements for a meeting of STACTIC (Appendix VIII) at the time of this pro-
posed NEAFC-ICNAF meetings in Leningrad in March 1975. A provisional agenda with a request for comments or
additions was presented in the appendix. The Panels concurred in the proposals and considered the dates

of 3 March to mid-day 5 March 1975 suitable for the STACTIC meeting, while noting that NEAFC would require
the afternoon of 5 March 1975 for a meeting of the NEAFC Enforcement Committee, after which the joint NEAFC
and ICNAF deliberations would take place on 6 and 7 March 1975,

11. Report of STACRES. The Chairman drew attention to the Report of STACRES (Proc. 1 - a136 Summ, Doe, 75/5)

and an addendum and moved its adoption. The Report and addendum were accepted.

12, Reports of Proceedings of the Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3 and 4. Draft reports prepared by the
Executive Secretary covering the proceedings of the meetings of 16 January and of the morning of 17 January
were adopted.

13. Other business. The Observer from FAQ, Mr L.K. Boerema, thanked the Commission for the cpportunity to
attend the meeting which had great importance for the FAO program in world fisheries. He congratulated the
Commission and Panels for thelr successful efforts and wished them continued success.

The delegate of USA announced that the June 1974 proposals from the Annual Meeting in Halifax, Canada
had entered into effect, in accordance with present Commission procedures, on 11 January 1975.

The delegate of USA informed the meeting that the US Senate had passed 200-mile legislation for WSA
in November of 1974. However, the Congress was over in December and the legislation was not acted on. The
new Congress has promised to start action in February. The Executive Branch of the US Government opposes
such legislation and looks to positive action from ICNAF to counter such legislation being passed before
the Law of the Sea Conference can reach positive conclusions.

There being no other business, the Chairman thanked the Norwegian Government representatives for the
excellent facilities, accommodation and hospitality, the meeting participants for their good cooperation
and successful efforts and declared the Sixth Special Commission Meeting of Panels 2, 3 and 4 adjourned at
1630 hrs, 17 January 1975.
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Address by Mr Eivind Bolle, Minister of Fisheries for Norway,
ICNAF Meeting, Grand Cafe og Selskapslokaler, Bergen, 16 January 1975

"Mr Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen:

"On behalf of the Norwegian Govermment, I take great pleasure in welcoming to Norway the representatives
of the Member Countries of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, Panels 2-4.

“"As you will be aware, the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission concluded its extraordinary meeting
in Bergen yesterday. As far as I know, this is the first time the two Commissions for the fisheries in the
northern Atlantic have held meetings in the same place and in the same week. This is an event in itself,
an event for which the Norweglan Govermment is glad to stand host.

"This is the first time ICNAF holds an extraordinary meeting here in Norway. I think, however, that I
way remind you, on the occasion of its opening, that the Commission has held one of its Annual Meetings in
Norway. This was in 1960, and the meeting was held right here in Bergen. I should like te extend a special
welcome to those of you who were also present on that occasion.,

"Fishing is one of the oldest industries in Norway. The wealth of fish along our coasts and in nearby
waters formed the most important basis for coastal settlements. The fisheries are still a vital industry
in Norway, in large coastal areas the most important, and we consider it essential to maintain the industry
at the highest possible level, not only of regard for the national econemy, but also — and not less important
~ out of regard for the very foundation of the livelihood of the coastal population.

"Although it is fishing in our owm and adjacent waters that 1s of the greatest importance, fishing
grounds in distant waters have also attracted enterprising Norweglan fishermen, just as the fish in our
waters have attracted the fishermen of other countries, In the Northwest Atlantic Norwegian fishermen have
fished cod off West Greenland since the early 1920's. Later came the cod fishery off Labrader and Newfound-
land. Norwegian sealing on Newfoundland has traditions going back te the 1930's., The most recent Norweglan
fishery in the Northwest Atlantic is the capelin fishery, which started im 1973 after 2-3 years of prelim-
inary research.

"The fisherman must be prepared to meet the challenge of the sea and the competition at the fishing
grounds, where experience and efficiency, in conjunction with the beat possible equipment, are the decisive
factors.

"The technical development in vessels and gear in recent years has increased catching capacity, and
the problem that now faces us is that of hindering over-exploitation of valuable fish stocks.

"With this goal In view, Norway has always contidered the work of the international fishery commissions
for the morthern Atlantie as very important, and it has been our policy to support the efforts of the com—
misgions to evolve suitable control regulations on a scilentific background.

"The work of the commisslons has not been without problems, problems that it has taken time to solve.
It is for this reason that a certain impatience has been noted in the fishery industry in Norway. It has
been felt that the different control measures, and their results, have been long in coming, and the industry
has looked about for other methods, which might give effective results rather more quickly.

"I think, however, that I may say the work of this Commission, since its appointment, has shown that
it is possible to achieve results. There is every reason to belleve that fishing prospects would have been
considerably poorer without the control measures which have been put into effect.

"In this connection, I must emphasize how vital it is that the control measures are properly enforced.
In my opinion, the Commission is following the right line when it lays weight om the necessity of following
up the control measures with inspection, control and report schemes, with a view to preventing comtraventions
and the exceedinpg of quotas.

"I must alsc stress the great value of the internaticnal cooperation in fishery research which the Com-
mission has built up and developed, and which has made it possible to base the various regulation measures
on scientific analyses,

"ICNAF has succeeded in implementing a number of measures restricting the catches of important fish
stocks in the area covered by the Agreement. At the Annnal Meeting in Halifax in June last year, and at the
Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 in Miami in November, agreement was reached on the various quota and other control
measures for 1975, The only regulated fish stock for which total quotas and quotz allocations have not yet
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been fixed is capelin in Subareas 2 and 3., The main purpose of this meeting is to regulate this year's
capelin fishery, and thus complete the regulation scheme for 1975, It 1s my hope that it will be pbssible,
in the course of these few days, to work out a quota arrangement which each Member Country can accept, and
which will give sufficient protection for capelin stocks, and thus, indirectly, for the important stocks
which feed on capelin.

"I should like to congratulate the Canadian delegation for the initiative taken to prevent a too heavy
exploitation of this capelin stock before it is too late, Norway is fully prepared to cooperate in the
establishment of satisfactory protective measures, in our common interest.

"I wish the Commission every success in its work now and in the foture, and at the same time, express
my hope that the delegates will enjoy their stay here in Bergen, and will find working conditions during
the meetinge satisfactory.

"Mr Chairman, I thank you.”
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Special Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3 and 4

Agenda

Opening by Commission Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK)

Address of Welcome by the Norwegian Minister of Fisheries, Mr Eivind Bolle
Adoption of Agenda

Election of Chairman

Report of Meeting of STACRES, 13-14 January 1975

Conservation requirements for capelin in Subareas 2 and 3 (Comm.Doc. 75/1; June 1574 Meeting Pro-
ceedings Nos. 8, 9, 14)

Further consideration of closed areafseason requirements for haddock in Div. 4X of Subarea 4 (Comm.
Doe. 74/40; November 1974 Meeting Proceedings, Appendix IX, page 31)

NOTE: A Canadian proposal (Comm.Doc. 74/40) presented to the Fifth Special Meeting of the Commission
(Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5) held at Miami, Florida, 12-15 November 1974, to extend the
area closed to demersal fishing and the closure period to protect the haddock stock in Div. 4%
of Subarea 4, resulted In a recommendation to the Commission from the Panel that Proposal (5)
Including a smaller closed area and a shorter season than proposed by the Canadian delegation,
be adopted (Fovember 1974 Meeting Proceedinge, Appendiz IX, page 31). The Canadian delegation
requested that Panel 4 should give further consideration to the size of closed area and period
of closure as proposed in Comm.Doc. 74/40, at the Sixth Special Commission Meeting in Bergen.

The Canadian delegation also gave notice that it would be presenting a resclution to Panel 4
at the Sixth Special Commission Meeting which would request voluntary acceptance on 1 February
1975 of an agreed closed area/season reguiation for haddock im Div. 4X of Subarea 4.

Consideration of the Resolution on Enforcement of the Commission's Fishery Regulations (November 1874

Meeting Proceedings, Section 34, page 12).

NOTE: At the Fifth Special Meeting of the Commission (Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5) held at Miami,
Florida, Panels 4 and 5 adopted a Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of the Commission's
Fishery Regulations (November 1974 Meeting Proceedings, Appendiz XIV, page 37). At the request
of the US delegate to the Meeting, it was agreed that an item should be added to the agenda of
the Sixth Special Commission Meeting in Bergen which would suggest that a similar resclution be
adopted by Panels 2 and 3.

Other Business
Approval of Meeting Report

Adjournment
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(1) Resolution Relating to the Enforcemert of the Commissicn's Fishery Regilations in Subareas 2 and 3

Panels 2 and 3, in joint session with Panel 4,

Having Examined the resolution on enforcement adopted by Panels 4 and 5 in November 1974 (Fifth Special
Commission Meeting Proceedings, page 37);

Recognizing that the problems described in that resolution and the action requested in comsequence are
also relevant to Subareas 2 and 3;

Resolvye that that resolution should be regarded as generally applicable to Subareas 2 and 3; and

Request Commissioners and Member Govermments concerned with those Subareas to take corresponding actiom,
¢
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(2) Resolution Relating to the Implementation of the Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery
for Haddock by Closed Area in Division 4X of Subarea 4 of the Convention Axea

Panel 4, in joint session with Panels 2 and 3, recommends the following resolution for adoption by
the Commission:

The Commission

‘Recognizing that the proposal for the closed area designed to achieve the conservation and optimum
utilization of the stock of haddock in Division 4X of Subarea 4 has been adopted on 15 November 1974
(November 1974 Meeting Proceedings, Appendix IX, page 31);

Taking into Account that under Artiele VIII of the Convention, as amended, these proposals would not
enter into force until six months after the date of the notification from the Depositary Government
transmlitting the proposals to the Contracting Govermments, which could not occur before late July 1975,
at the earliest;

Bearing in Mind that the regulation is intended to come into force on 1 February 1975 and remain in
force throughout 1975, it would, therefeore, not come into effect during the pericd of closure and that
Contracting Governments have received the proposal from the Executive Secretary in late November
following its adoptiom at the Fifth Special Commission Meeting, thereby providing each country with
adequate notice of the new regulation;

Having Considered that the purpose of the Convention is to promote the conservation and optimum utiliza-
tion of the fish stocks on the basis of scientific investigation, and economic and technical consider-
ations and that this purpose cannot be successfully achieved unless the proposal referred to above is
applied from 1 February 1975;

Recognizing that in order to achieve the purposes and objectives of the Convention, fishing activicy
in Division 4X of Subarea 4 must be conducted in accordance with this proposal from 1 February through-

out 1975;

1. Invites the attention of Governments to the above matters;

2, Stipulates that the proposal referred to above should apply in 1975;

3. Requests Govermments whose vessels conduct fishing operations in the arez to implement the

proposal on 1 February 1975;
4, Expects that members of Panel 4 will conduct their fishing operations in accordance with the

proposal %eginning on 1 February 1975, unless any of the members on the Panel notifies an
objection to the Depositary Govermment prior to that date.
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(1) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Capelin in Subareas 2 and 3 of the Convention
Area

Panels 2 and 3, in joint sesslon with Panel 4, recommend that the Commission transmit to the
Depositary Govermment the followimg proposal for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

"A, That the national quota allocation for 1975 of capelin in Subareas 2 and 3 of the Convention
Area shall be in accordance with the following table (all amounts shown are in metric tons):

Species or Stock region Canada Norway USSR Others

stock

hapelin Subarea 2 + Division 3K - - 160, 000 10,000 each
Subdivisien 3Ps? 9, 000" 0 0
Division 3L? 10,000b 7,000b 28,000b 5,000 each
Divisions 3NO 11,000 53,000 62,000

4Not more than 1,000 tons may be taken in aggregate from Subdivision 3Ps by countries not
mentioned by name, or more than 5,000 tons in aggregate from Division 3L.

bAny part of these allocations not taken may be added to the allocation for Divisions 3NO.

"B. That the Regulation for Management of International Quota Regulations, effective 11 January
1975, shall apply te the above allocation subject te the following:

i) sub-paragraph 2(b) shall apply to Govermments fishing under the special allocation
for "Others” in Subarea 2 and Division 3K, and in Divisions 3NO; each such Govermment
shall promptly notify the Executive Secretary if persons under its jurisdiction engage
in a fishery for capelin;

ii) sub-paragraph 2(c¢) shall apply to Governments fishing under the "Others" allocation
in Divisions 3IN or Subdivision 3Ps.

"C. That the capelin fisheries in Division 3L of Subarea 3 of the Convention Area be restricted
to an area offshore from the straight lines joining the following coordinates:

46°12'N 54°24'W

>
46°12'N , 52°52'w
46°42'N , 52°22'W
47°28'N , 52°00'W
48°20'N , 52°00'W
49°15'N , 52°54'W."
Note: The attached chart illustrates the area affected by this propoesal.
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Chart illustrating the area affected by Proposal (1) for International Regulation of the

Fishery for Capelin in Subareas 2 and 3 of the Convention Area
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Statement by the Soviet delegation
re Joint Meeting of NEAFC and ICNAF, March 1975

The Soviet delegation has been authorized to confirm its previous proposal to hold in the USSR the
meeting on practical matters of fishery regulations and international control in the North Atlantic.

The meeting is scheduled to be convened in Leningrad at the beginning of March 1975,
As the above-mentioned item of the meeting lies within the competence of both Commissions — NEAFC and

ICHAF - and it would be advisable to develop the common principles and unified scheme of joint enforcement,
the Soviet delegation considers it appropriate for the meeting to be split into two stages, namely:

1. The meetinge of the two Committees on Joint Enforcement of NEAFC and ICNAF are to be held

) separately starting from the second half of 3 March and continuing the whole days of 4 and 5
March.

2, Both days = 6 and 7 March - are for the joint meeting of both Committees whose agenda is to be

agreed between both Chairmen.

3. . The agreed recommendations should be presented at the Annual Meetings of NEAFC and ICNAF for
formal approval.

We shall inform the Secretariats of both Commlissions in the near future of the exact place in Leningrad
where the meeting will take place and of the names of the hotels to be chosen by participants,

The Soviet delegation requestis Member Countries to accept their invitation and to provide informatiom
about the composition of their delegations, intended route of travel and date of arrival as scon as possible.
This will enable arrangements to be made for the necessary hotel accommodation and for delegates to be met
at Leningrad Airport. Early submission of this information will also facilitate the issue of entry visas
by the USSR Embassies.

The Soviet delegation would be grateful if the above details, as well as proposals for the agenda,
could be forwarded to:

Mr R.G. Novochadov
Chief of Foreign Department
USSR Ministry of Fisheries
12 Rozhdestvensky Boulevard
Moscow K-453, USSR

CABLES: NOVOCHADOV, MINRYBKHOZ SSSR
MOSCOW E~45, USSR,
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Proposed Meeting of Standing Committee on Intermational Control (STACTIC), March 1975

Provisional Arrangements

The Soviet delegation has proposed that a joint NEAFC-~ICNAF meeting to deal with practical matters of
fishery regulation and international control in the North Atlantic be held in Leningrad, USSR beginning in

early March 1975,

They also suggested that separate meetings of the two Committees on Intermational Control

be held just prior to the joint meeting (see Appendix VII).

In view of these developments, the Chairman of STACTIC has suggested the following agenda for the

STACTIC Meeting:

11.
12.
13.

ROTE:

Opening

Appointment of Rapporteur

Adoption of Agenda

Standardization of logbook entries

Review of al! Commission comnservation regulations and their adherence and enforceability

Consideration of national systeme of licensing or registration for fishing in specified ICNAF
Area

Conaideration of licensing or registration of scientific research vessels while operating in
the ICNAF Area

Consideration of implementing the deployment of national observers (specialist on fishing) on
board fishing vessels

Development of proposals for consideration by the Commission at the Annual Meeting, June 1975 ’
Other Business

Approval of Meeting Report

Election of Chairman

Adjournment

Additional agenda items for the agenda would be welcomed from Member Governments.

In view of the lengthy and complex nature of agenda items, it is suggested that the meeting of STACTIC

convene on Monday, 3 March 1975 at 1300 hours and continue through noon, Wedneeday, 5 March 1975.

Enforcement Committee will meet on the afternmoon of Wednesday, 5 March 1975.

The Chairman of STACTIC would be grateful if comments on the above details as well as additional propo-

sals for the agenda could be forwarded to:

Mr William G. Gordon

Rational Marine Fisheries Service
14 Elm Street

Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930
USA.
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Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

Bergen, Norway, 18 January 1975

1. Opening. The Chairman, Mr K. Vartdal (Norway), opened the meeting at 1030 hrs, 18 January 1975, and
welcomed delegates from the Panel Member Countries - Canada, Denmark and Norway - and an Observer from FAQ
(Appendix I),

2. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The provisional agenda as circulated was approved with the deletion of the word "new" from
Item 6 (Appendix II).

4. Panel Membership. There were no changes in Panel Membership.

5. Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel A. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers, Dr A.W. Mansfield
(Canada) reviewed the Scientific Advisers Report (Appendix III) which dealt primarily with a review of the
biclogy of the hood seal and proposed research for 1975 on the Davis Strait hood seal herd, Both Norway
and Canada stressed that the Davis Stralt expedition was a l-year scientifiec program. There being no other
comments, the Report was adopted and the Scientific Advisers thanked for their efforts.

6. Conservation measures for harp and hood seals. The Panel members agreed with the advice of the
Scientific Advisers that the TAC for harp seals on the "Front" and in the "Gulf" and for hood seals on the
"Front" in 1976 should remain unchanged and should be cemnsidered as provisional. Although further assess-
ments can be made at the meeting of the Scientific Advisers in June of 1975, further data which would change
the provisional conclusions for 1976 are not likely to be forthcoming.

7. Proposed Davis Strait hood seal expedition. The Chairman of the Panel drew attention to the plans
proposed by the Scientific Advisers for this l-year scientific program on the Davis Strait hoed seal herd
and asked for comments,

The delegate of Norway saw the need to make it-clear the offer of a Norwegian ship for this expedition
had conditions: (1) "~ the maximum of 3,000 hood seals to be killed for scientific study would be understood
to come from the 1975 hood seal quota, but Norway felt that the total of 4,000 hood seals needed for
research purposes and to help defray the expenses of the use of a Canadian and Norweglan commercial vessel
for the expedition would be too much to take from the "Front" hood seal quota; (2) that if Norway was not
allowed to take moulting harp seals to fill her quota after the closure date of 24 April, her vessel would
not, for economic reasons, be able to participate in this expedition.

The delegate of Denmark reviewed the program and its implications for the Greenland hood seal fishery
and regretted that, in view of the suddenness with which the program had been developed, Denmark would not
be able to participate in 1975, though she would consider joining an expedition in 1976 if the program was
postponed (Appendix IV).

The delegate of Canada said that he would like to see the research go forward but appreciated the
Danigh difficulties. The basic problem seemed to be that the Commission in June 1974 had agreed to the
prohibition of a Davis Strait whelping hood seal fishery and it was, therefore, difficult te carry out the
proposed program as there would be strong objection from USA and other interests. He felt it would be wise
to postpone the project to 1976 and to take care at the 1975 Annual Meeting to have the program properly
documented so it would be fully understood by everyone. In the meantime, the Danish authorities could
assess the Greenlanders' reaction.

The delegate of Noxway supported the Canadian proposal to postpone the program to 1976,

The delepate of Denmark thanked the other delegates for their wise decision and agreed to give positive
consideration to a research program which, even in 1976, was early as regards budgeting.
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The delegate of Canada sald that Canada would probably proceed with the aerial recomnaissance as a
ugeful step and would look forward to the Scientific Advisers continuing to develop plans for a program
for conslderation at the 1975 Annual Meeting.

8. Future research required. No further suggestions for future research were made in addition to those
presented in the Report of the Scientific Advisers,

9, Other business. There was no other business to consider.

10. Panel Report. The Panel agreed that the Report would be prepared by the Rapporteur and circulated
to the heads of delegations for approval as scon as possible.

11. Adjournment. The Chairman thanked the delegations for their comsideration. He felt that it was wise
to be careful and that a good decision had been taken in the interest of all. The Panel adjourned at 1215

hra, 18 January 1975.
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Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel A {Seals)

Wednesday, 15 January, 0900 hrs

1. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Dr A,W, Mansfield (Canada).

Participants: Canada - Dr A.W. Mansfield, Dr D.E. Sergeant, Mr E.B. Young
Denmark - Mr Sv.Aa. Horsted, Mr P. Kanneworff, Mr F.0. Kapel

Norway - Mr T. ¢#ritsland, Mr T. Benjaminsen, Mr B. Bergflédt, Dr B. Rasmussen, Mr L.
Sprensen
FAD - Mr L.K. Boerema

2. Rapporteur. Mr E.B. Young (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Agenda. The agenda, as proposed by the Chairman, was adopted after slight revision (Amnex 1).

4, Review of the biclogy of the hood seal, and proposed research for 1975. Although Canada and Norway
had learned much about the general 1life history of this species, good estimates of the size of the Jan
Mayen and "Front" herds were lacking, owing to the scattered nature of the seals in the breeding and moult—
ing patches. However, some indication of the size of the Jan Mayen stock had been obtained from survival
of young after catches of various magnitudes.

Evidence from tagging and craniology has indicated that the Jan Mayen and "Front" stocks may be
separate, but one seal tagged at the "Front' had been taken near Angmagssalik on the east coast of Greenland,
suggesting that some mixing may occur in the mouvlting area iIn Denmark Strait. Recent tagging of 101 seals
in this area by Norway may help resolve this problem in the future.

The importance of the Davis Strait herd to catches on the "Front” and in West Greenland had resulted
in agreement by the Scientific Advisers to Panel A at thelr meeting in June 1974 that a coordinated research
program should be carried out. However, gince there had been no time at the meeting to develop this, the
matter had been taken up by correspondence. As a result, a proposal for a cooperative study had been pre-
pared by Canada and was presented at the present meeting for discussion.

During review of this proposal, the following one-year scientific program was considered for 1975:

1. An aerial survey to be carried out by Canade to take place on or about 18 March to locate the
patch. Another flight would be made by a Canadian aircraft equipped with a vertical camera to
estimate the number of seals in the patch.

2. An expedition by ship to secure an age sample of about 1,500 adult seals, to tag a suggested
minimum of 1,000 pups, and to take measurements and samples such as skulls and reproductive organs
to provide further information on the discreteness of stocks. Such a program would necessitate
the taking of 2 maximum of 3,000 seals.

Norway had offered to provide a suitable vessel for such an expedition, if the catch of seals could be used
to defray the costs of the voyage, and had invited Canada and Demmark to participate. Since there would be
an advantage in using two vessels to locate the seal herd in Davis Strait and to render each other asgistance
in case of emergency, Canada had offered to provide a second vessel and had suggested taking half the
required samples. However, in order to make the two voyages economically feasible, it would be necessary

to allow each vessel to take 2,000 seals.

It was pointed out by Norway that, in order to participate in such an expedition, a permit would be
required that would allow the Norweglan vessel to continue to take moulting harp seals at the "Fromt" after
24 April in order to fill its individual gquota. This would also provide an opportunity for Norway to obtain
a late-season sample of moulting harp seals.

Although all the Sclentific Advisers agreed that the research program was important, some concern was
expressed that a take of 4,000 seals in Davis Strait might affect catches in West Greenland more strongly
than 1f the same number were taken on the "Frout".

Also, Denmark regretted that, in view of the suddemness with which the program had been developed, she
would not be able to participate in 1975, though she would consider jolning an expedition in 1976 1f the
program were postponed.
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5. Revievw of research on harp seals in 1974, and proposed research for 1975. In 1974 Canada conducted
further aerial surveys, marking experiments and analysis of age samples, and helped develop & new and
promising aerial survey technique using ultra-viclet photography (Res.Doc. 75/1).

If possible, this method will again be used in 1975 to survey harp and hood seals in the "Gulf" and on
the "Front". Branding of moulting pups will also be carried out in the "Gulf" in order to provide further
data on homing and mortality rates.

Norway presented s large amount of tebulated dats on the age composition, production and survival of
"Front" harp seals which suggested tbat former estimates of production may have been low.

In 1975 Norway will collect samples of harp seals on the "Front" for data on distribution, age and
growth.

Denmark presented a review of available data on the age composition of harp seal catches in western
Greenland. Analysis of other samples, already obtaimed, will be presented at a later meeting,

Further sampling will be carried out in Greenland in 1975.

6. Conservation measuregs for harp and hood seals in 1976

(a) Harp seals

Neither aerlal photographic survey nor age frequency analyses have provided sufficient information
for precise assessment of the effect of the present catches om survival of recent year-classes. However,
the age samples show in a general way that survival has been excellent since the quota of 150,100 was esta-
blished, and that previous estimates of production and sustainable yield may have been on the low side.

Further analyses of the data now available may permit a more precise estimate of the present sus-
tainable yleld. However, until further assessment of the data has been made, the Sclentific Advisers

recommend

that the TAC for harp seals on the "Front" and in the "GCulf" should remain unchanged.

(b} Hood seals

The biclogy of the hood seal was reviewed and it was agreed that the present TAC of 15,100 may be
below the sustainable yield. Analysis of samples now in hand will provide a firmer basis for reconsider-
ation of the TAC in the near future, but until this has been accomplished, the Scientific Advisers

recommend

that the TAC for hood seals on the "Front" should remain unchanged.

7. Date and place of next meeting. The Scientific Advisera agreed that their next meeting should be held
at the time of the Annual Meeting.

8. Other business - publication of sealing statistics and routine blological data. At its Annual Meeting
in 1974, ICES adopted a resolution (C.Res,1974/1:1) that since there was a need for publication of routine
biological data and current assessment of seal stocks, such routine biological data and reports should be
submitted annually for publication in "Annales Biologiques'f.

The various ways in which seal data might be published by both ICES and ICNAF were discussed, but
general agreement could not be reached on which would be the most appropriate,

9. Adjourmment. There being no further items on the agenda, the meeting adjourned,
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SIXTH SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING - JANUARY 1975

Scientific Advisers to Panel A (Seals)

Agenda

1. Opening by Chairman, Dr A.W. Mansfield (Canada)
2. Selection of Rapporteur
3. Adoption of Agenda
4, Review of the blology of the hood seal, and proposed research for 1975
5. Review of research on harp seals in 1974, and proposed research for 1975
6. Conservation measures for harp and hood seals in 1976
7. Date and place of next meeting
8. Other business
= Publication of sealing statistics and routine biological data

9, Adjournment
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Statement by the Danish delegation to Panel A, Bergen, 18 January 1975

The report presented to ICNAF laat year by Canadian scieantists (Res.Doc. 74/116) on the discovery or
rediscovery of whelping herds of hood seals in the Davis Strait was recelved with great interest by all
members of this Panel, not least by us since these herds were observed rather close to West Greenland.

In the Meeting of Scientific Advisers to this Panel laat June when the report was discussed, we all
agreed upon the need for knowing more about these herds, and there was a general feeling that a coordinated
research program was needed to gain further knowledge.

When the existence of the hood seals in the Davls Strait was brought to the attention of the Panel
last June, it was agreed to recommend "that Contracting Govermments take appropriate action to prohibit the
killing of the newly rediscovered herds of whelping hood seals in the Davis Stralt from vessels of over 50
gross touns".

I do not recall any serilous discussion on this paragraph of the ICNAF seal regulations now in force.
Indeed, locking back upon discussions in this Panel through several years, its members have been able to
reach agreement upon regulations relatively easily compared to other Panels of the Commission.

Denmark has generally been very silent im these discussions, but this is not to say that we do not
have a considerable interest in the Panel's regulations. We also felt a considerable interest in the pro-
tection of the Davis Strait herds. In fact, this was one of the positive things which the Greenland repre-
sentative brought home from the Anmual Meeting last year.

I would like here to confirm cur Interest in achleving further knowledge of the hood seals in Davis
Strait. Also, that we think that a coordinated research program should be discussed. We have participated
with great effort and interest in several jolnt ICNAF surveye, and we are certalnly prepared to consider
coordinated research or joint surveys also on seals,

The plans brought forward by Canada and Norway at this meeting for action in two months from now on
do, however, put us in a difficult position, not so much seen from a strict scientific point of view as
from other points of view. For some of these viewpoints, we have simply not been given time to consider
the matter. This 1s not said as a convenient standard phrase but as a matter of fact, due among other things
to our understanding of the Penel's own recommendations for meetingas to be held this year. May I, for
example, refer you to the Meeting Proceedings of the June 1974 Annual Meeting, page 196, second paragraph,
where the Panel Advisers agreed that data from current analyses should be reviewed at an interim meeting
of the Scientific Advisers to assist in quota recommendations for 1976, a meeting which, further down the
same page, under the numbered paragraph 9, should be held not earlier than January 1975, but well in advance
of the next meeting of the Panel which, according to the numbered paragraph 8 on page 194, was planned to be
in conjunction with the June 1975 Annual Meeting of the Commission.

We were, therefore, not surprised to receive plans for a meeting of the Scientific Adviseras at the
occasion of the planned Joint Meeting of Panels 2-4 here in Bergen this January, but until very late last
year we were not aware that the main intention was to discuss plans for research in Davis Strait in 1975,
and we were highly surpriced and puzzled when we got to learn Item 6 on the agenda of this meeting of the
Panel itself.

This may explain to you my words that we have not been given time for thoreugh consideration of the
matter in question.

As to the plan itself, we have had copies of part of the first approach by correspondence between
Canada and Norway, but no indication of final plans or the intention to carry them out im 1975, with the
additional remarks received verbally here that it could be difficult to get the same opportunities for
research in a later year.

These are not fair conditions for planning what I understand by coordinated research, but I wish to
emphasize that this is not the background for what I am going to say. I wish to emphasize that we appre-
clate both the Canadian and the Norwegian effort in the proposed research, as well as their effort in
previous years' research, and the inmvitation to participate, and my forthcoming remarks are not saying
that, from a pure research point of view, the plans are not good, and even the proposed saving of animsls
somevhere else may not be criticized very much from an overall comservation point of view.

But, nevertheless, there are complications for us.
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The Panel Advisers are of the opinion that an age sample of older animals would be very—valuable and
that such a sample should consist of about 1,500 animals. This, unfortunately, seems to necessitate the
killing of about the same number of pups. We do not disagree that these may be the present conditions for
obtaining such an age sample,

It is furthermore plamned that, in order to defray coste, another thousand animals could be taken, so
that the total take of animals by two vessels may be close to 4,000 individuals. This is a figure comparable
te, or even exceeding, -the total annual catch of hoods by Greenlanders, and clearly a question of justifi-
cation for the research take ariges.

Although we agreed that there is a need for further knowledge of the herds in Davis Strait, we find it
very difficult to justify the planned take as a pure research program, especially when not only the method
of sampling but also the filnancing of the operation necessitate a comsiderable surplus take beyond that
regarded as a sclentific optimum. We would have found it much easier to justify it as research if the take
of animals was set at a level determined by careful scientific analyeges. This would, of course, raise the
question about the costs to be covered but that could be considered, although i1t would require time.

We realize, therefore, that the proposed plans may be the only practical way of obtalning an age
sample if one wishes to do so now. We are also aware that Canada and Norway plan to spare a corresponding
amount of animals in the catch at Newfoundland, and this does, of course, help to justify the plans espe-
cially if there is an intermixing of animals between the two areas. It may, however, well be so that the
take of animals in the protected herds in Davis Strait have a higher adverse effect on the occcurrence of
hoods at West Greenland than a corresponding catch at Newfoundland would. We do, therefore, not feel that
the plans are fully justified through such an arrangement, from a Greenland point of view, although it is
helpful. May I add here that even if the planned take was only at the scientific level, we still think
that a saving of a corresponding number of animals somewhere else should be considered.

May I alsoc point out that the adverse effect of a possible take in Davis Strait on Greenland catches
might be compared not only in terms of numbers of animals but also in terms of rational utilization of
each animal.

The plans as they stand do, also, ralse a legal problem, insofar as they would necessitate an agreement
to allow for a catch in a stock now protected. As I sald earlier, this protection was felt very important
by the Greenlanders and any re-arrangement of the regulation, even if they were only for one year, neces-
sitates time for mutual considerations between Danish and Greenlandic authorities. This has simply not
been posaible. We are, therefore, not in a position here and now to make re-arrangement of our agreement
to protect the Davis Strailt hoods.

I feel I have already taken too much time, but I would like to mention some concerns which I feel as
a sclentist working in Greenland. Greenland offers enormous opportunity for sclence of many kinds but
one of the traditions in science, especially in the one with which I am concerned, is that you do inform
the local people of plans and results, I think I can say that we have established a very goed relationship
between science and the public in Greenland. Indeed, many of our data and results are heavily dependent
on the collaboration with fishermen, hunters and other people there. Also, in the very proposal put
forward here you should not forget that the validity of the results of the tagging experiment, which we
consider of the highest priority, is heavily dependent upon Greenlanders' wholehearted willingness to return
possible recaptures. I feel we run some risk by rushing out in an experiment as proposed without having
had due time to explain and to get support behind the experiment in Greenland.
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Supplement to Report of Proceedings

by

the Executive Secretary, ICNAF

1. On 17 January 1975 at the Sixth Speecial Commission Meeting, January 1975 (Summ.Doc., 75/6), a two-thirds
majority of the Commissioners representing Panels 2 and 3 agreed to recommend that the Commission transmit
to the Depositary Govermnment a proposal for international regulation of the fishery for capelin in Subareas
2 and 3. Also, the Commissioners representing Panel 4 unanimously agreed to present to the Commission for
adoption a resolution (2) requesting early implementation by 1 February 1975 of a November 1974 proposal for
haddock fishery regulation by closed area.

2. On 27 January 1975, the Executive Secretary forwarded the proposal and resolution to the Head of Dele-
gation of each of the Contracting Govermments, requesting that he register his vote on the proposal and
resolution as scon as possible by cable with the Executive Secretary, in accordance with Commission Rule of
Procedure 2.4, The covering letter further advised that, in accordance with Artiele II{7) of the Convention,
a decision of the Commission would be takem by a two-thirds majority (12) of the votes of the Heads of Dele-
gations of the seventeen Contracting Governments.

3. On 24 February 1975, the Commission by a two-thirds majority vote adopted the resolution and agreed to
transmit the proposal to the Depositary Govermment for joint action by the Contracting Governments. Iceland
registered a negative vote on the proposal.

4. On 25 February 1975, the Executive Secretary, on behalf of the Chalirman of the Commission, transmitted
to the Depositary Government the January 1975 propesal, in accordance with Article VIII(6) of the Couvention.

5. On 14 April 1975, the Depositary Govermment transmitted the proposal to the Contracting Government,

noting that the proposal would become effective 14 October 1975, except as otherwise provided in paragraph 7
of Article VIII of the Coaventiom. .
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JOINT TCNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Report of Joint Sessions of ICNAF and NEAFC Committees on International Enforcement

Tuesday, 4 March, 1015 hrs
Thursday, 6 March, 1000 hrs
Thursday, 6 March, 1745 hrs

Friday, 7 March, 0900 hrs

1. Opening. The Joint Meeting was called to order in Teachers House, Leningrad, USSR, by the Chairman
of ICNAF, Mr E. Gillett (UK). Participants were present from Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, the Federal
Republic of Germany, the German Democratic Republic, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republice, the United Kingdom, and the United States of
America. Lists of delegates from ICNAF and NEAFC are at Appendix II, Annex A, and Appendix III, Annex A,
respectively.

2, Chairman. Mr A. Volkov {USSR) was elected Chafrman of the Joint Sessions.
3. Rapporteur. Mr A.W. Beers (USA) was appointed Rapporteur,

4. Welcome. The Chairman introduced Dr S. Studenetsky, Deputy Minister of Fisheries for the USSR, who
addressed the Joint Sessions as follows:

"Mr Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen, Distinguished Guests, Comrades:

"I am very much pleased to welcome you, representatives of Member Countries of the Internmational
Commissions on Fisheries in the North Atlantic, NEA¥C and ICNAF, to the Soviet Union to participate
at the present meeting.

"You are all well aware of the fact that the main objective of both Commissions is to secure
conservation and management of fish stocks in the North Atlantic and adjacent waters to the interests
of all peoples. Fishermen of our countries pay great attention to the progress of the Commissions
and at the same time feel concern for the status of certain stocks of fish in the Convention Areas.
And, for good reason, since the welfare of the people from maritime areas is dependent primarily upon
achievements of fishermen and, in their turn, the latter are dependent upon the status of fish stocks.

"I am happy to note that the efforts and good will of Mewber Countries of ICNAF and NEAFC have
led to adoption of a number of important decisions, especially on fixing quotas to catches of the main
commercizal species of fish, which will make a great contribution to comservation and increase in the
fish stocks. The adoption of such decisions has supported the evidence In favour of internatiomnal
commissions for their high efficiency in solving fish management problems and conservation of living
resources from the World Ocean. It is important, however, not only to make declsions, but also to
realize unconditional and efficient observance of the decisions on the part of fishermen of all Con-
tracting States.

"In this respect, the role and significance of national and international control for observance
of accepted fishing regulations, have increased in recent years.

"The Soviet Union considers the international control as an important and efficient mechanism
used for solving problems of stock restoration and achievement of the maximum sustained yield. Thus,
great attention is paid to the schemes of national and international control enforcement.

"The aeccumulated experience of practical implementation of intermational control in the North
Atlantic justifies the decision taken by the Commission in designing the Scheme of Joint Internatiomal
Enforcement.

"at the same time, the accumulated experience of international control indicates that we, Member
Countries of ICNAF and NEAFC, are able to do much more to improve and unify the methods of control and
to increase their efficiency.
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"Methods of controlling the quota regulations, standardization of fishing logs, limitation of
research fishing in the Convention Areas and elaboration of systems for issuilug licences or registra-
tion of fishing vessels are not a comprehensive list of problems to be considered at the present
meeting, They will be extremely important for further development of international control. Of utmest
importance is the discussion of unification of metheds and documentation used in the implementation of
control in the Northwest and Northeast Atlantie.

"The conclusions of the meetings will be significant not only for the North Atlantic areas, but
also for the Convention Area of the Southeast Atlantic where the Intermational Control Scheme will be
in force on 1 July 1975.

"Allow me to wish all the participants success at the meeting and please enjoy yourselves in
Leningrad.

Y"Fhank you."
5. Agenda. The Chairman called for adoption of the provisiecmal agenda. A proposal by the delegate of
Portugal that a new item, '"Comparison of the NEAFC and ICNAF Schemes of Joint Fnforcement" be added was
Zortugal

agreed., The agenda as revised was adopted (Appendix I1).

6. Recess. Following a few administrative announcements, the meeting was recessed at 1045 hrs, Tuesday,
4 March 1975.

7. The second session of the Joint Meeting reconvened at 1000 hrs, Thursday, 6 March 1975. The Chairman
requested progress reports from the Chairmen of STACTIC and the NEAFC Enforcement Committee. At the
Chairman's suggestion it was agreed that a joint report be issued with the STACTIC and the NEAFC Enforcement
Committee Reports appended.

8. Consideration of Information Pertalning to Problems in Practical Accomplishment of Intermatiomal
Control. The delegate of USSR introduced a paper which contained examplee of poorly executed inspections
and stressed that the objective of the paper was to Improve the reporting of information to Governments by
inspection agencies which conduct inspections of Soviet vessels.

The delegate of USA requested that the Report of Imspection form be included in the ICNAF booklet on
Translations of the Questiomnmaire iIn each of the various languages, and suggested that all entries in the
Report of Inspection should be printed in capitalized block letters for better legibility., The delegate
of Spain said that Spanish vessels have been boarded for imspections with no Report of Inspection being
executed. The delegate of UK stated that inspectors should have the necessary training and expertise to
carry out efficlent inspections on board fishing vessels and to complete Inspection forms correctly. The
delegate of Norway, on being informed that reports of Norwegian inspections of USSR vessels had not reached
the USSR, could only provide the assurance that they were sent. The delegate of Canada repeated the regrets
expressed at the ICNAF Fifth Special Commission Meeting, November 1974, in Miami, Florida, for any embar-
rassment to the USSR arising from a premature press release of alleged violations.

9. Report of the ICMAF STACTIC Working Group on Permits for Fisheries Research in the Convention Area
{(Appendix II). At the Chairman's suggestion it was agreed that the Repart of the ICNAF STACTIC Working
Group could be considered by the Joint Meeting before STACTIC approval. The delegate of Portugal noted

that the applicability to ICHAF of the Report of the STACTIC Working Group on Permits for Fisheries Research
was entirely different from that to NEAFC, as the two Conventions were different. The NEAFC Convention
exempted fishery research vessels from adherence to that Commission's regulatioms, while mo such authority
was included in the ICNAF Convention. Following discussion in which it became apparent that the Convention
differences prevented close agreement to the STACTIC procedures or to any jeint action, and that the NEAFC
Enforcement Committee had already drafted irs owm procedure, it was asgreed that each Committee should pro-
ceed on its own to meet its needs.

10. The second session of the Joint Meeting recessed at 1300 hrs, Thursday, 6 March 1975.

11. The third session of the Joint Meeting reconvened at 1745 hrs, Thursday, 6 March 1975. The Chalrman
noted that the Report of the NEAFC Enforcement Commitiee (Appendiz III) was available and requested z summary
review by its Chairman, Capt J.C.E. Cardese (Portugal}., Following a review of the highlights, the Chairman
of the Joint Meeting thanked Capt Cardoso and proposed that note be taken of the Report.

12. The delepate of USA thanked the Soviet delegation, on behalf of the other delegations, for the excellent
evening at the Kirov Theatre ballet.
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13. The Joint Meeting recessed at 1815 hrs, € March 1975.

14. The fourth session of the Joint Meeting reconvened at 0900 hrs, Friday, 7 March 1975.

15. The Chairman of the Joint Meeting, Mr A. Volkov (USSR), requested consideration of the Report of
Meetings of the Joint ICNAF/NEAFC Working Group on Loghooks and Jeint Enforcememt (Appendix IV). Following
a review of the sections of the Report on Logbooks {Section 2), on the Inspection Questionnaire (Section 3},
and the Report of Inspection (Section 4) by the Chairmsn of the Joint Working Group, Mr J.S. Beckett
(Canada), the Joint Meeting

agreed to recommend

i) that the Report with recommendations {(Appendix IV} be drawn to the attention of the ICNAF
and NFAFC for consideration at their 1975 Annuzal Meetings;

11) that Member Countries of ICNAF and NEAFC take immedliate steps to translate into their language
the revised Inspection Questionnaire (Appendix IV, Attachment 3), and the revised form for
Report of Inspection (Appeandix IV, Attachment 4) and forward the translations to the Secre-
tariats of ICNAF and NEAFC before their 1975 Annual Meetings;

i1ii) that the reviesed Inspection Questionnaire and Report of Inspection be included in the different
languages of the Commission Member Countries in the ICNAF International Inspection Scheme
Translations handbook for wide distribution.

The Chairman of the Joint Working Group drew attention to the fact that there had been no time for the
Group to consider the mesh~size item assigned to it by the NEAFC Enforcement Committee. In this regard,
the delepate of Netherlands agreed to provide 6 copies each to the ICNAF and NEAFC Secretariats of two
reports on measuring of meshes,

16. The delepate of Portugal, noting that the Agenda Item, "Comparison of the ICNAF and NEAFC Schemes
of Joint International Enforecememt”, had not been dealt with by the Joint Meeting, offered to prepare a
paper comparing the two Schemes for consideration by ICNAF and NEAFC at their 1975 Annual Meetings. The
Joint Meeting accepted the offer of the delegate of Portugal with thanks.

17. The Chairman of STACTIC reviewed the Report of the Meetings of the ICHAF Standing Committee on
International Control (Appendix II) and drew attention to the discussion and action taken relating to
research vessel permits, an ICNAF observer program, safe boarding practices during inspections at sea, and
registration of fishing vessels and fishery support vessels. The Joint Meeting noted the Report and agreed
that it should be appended to the Report of the Joint Meeting.

18. The Joint Meeting adopted writtem reports of its proceedings on Tuesday, 4 March, and Thursday, 6
March, and instructed the Rapporteur, Mr A.W. Beers (USA), to prepare a report of the proceedings on
Friday, 7 March, for distribution and approval.

19. The Chairman of the Joint Meeting thanked the participants and the Secretariats for their good efforts
and commended the Chairmen for thelr leadership and success. The delegate of USA, on behalf of the US
delegation and the Joint Meeting participante, thanked the USSR delegation and Government for the excellent
meeting arrangements, facilities and entertainment, and noted particularly the warm and helpful response

from the citizens of Leningrad. The delegate of Canada thanked Mr Volkov for his chairmanship of the Joint
Meeting and the delegate of Portugal requested My Volkov to thank Dr Studenetsky, Deputy Minister of Fisheries.
for taking time to come from Moscow to welcome the participants and entertain them at a receptiom.

20, There being no other business, the Joint Meeting was adjourned at 1200 hrs, Friday, 7 March 1975.
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Appendix I

JOINT ICRAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERRATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Agenda

Opening of the Meeting

Election of Chairman

Appointment of the Rapporteur

Address of Weicome

Adoption of the Agenda

Report of the STACTIC Meeting, ICNAF

Report of the NEAFC Meeting

Report of Joint ICNAF/NEAFC Working Group on Fighing Logbooks and Joint Enforcement
Comparison of NEAFC and ICNAF Schemes of Joint Enforcement

Consideration of problems pertaining to practical accomplishment of control (information and proposals
of the Parties)

Procedure of research fishing in the Conventlon Areas

Unification of methods of measuring the mesh size in fishing gear used in the Convention Areas
Unification of the procedure of submitting inspection reports and annual reports on vioclations
Unification of fish log records

Other problems

Adoption of the solutions of the Meeting

Adjourning of the Meeting
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Appendix II

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MRETING ON JOINT INTERMATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)
of the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Monday, 3 March, 1500 hrs
Tuesday, 4 March, 1130 hrs
Tuesday, 4 March, 1500 hrs

Wednesday, 5 March, 1020 hrs
Wednesday, 5 March, 1725 hrs
Thursday, 6 March, 1555 hrs

1. Opening, The meeting of STACTIC was opened by the Chalrman, Mr W.G. Gordon (USA). Delegates of all
Member Countries, except Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Norway, and Romania, were present {(Annex

A). The Chairman thanked the delegation of the Soviet Union in advance for its hospitality and the excellent
facilities made available for the meeting.

2, Rapporteur. Mr T.R. McHugh (USA) was appeinted Rapporteur.
3. Agenda. The agenda (Annex B) was adopted after separating Item 5 of the agenda to read:
"5 (a) Review of all regulatory measures adopted by the Commission aimed at the conservation of stocks
(b) Review of current Scheme of Joint Internatiomal Enforcement and its obgervance,"

Items 4, 6, and 7 were considered to be of interest to both ICNAF and NEAFC, and were scheduled to be dis-
cussed in joint sessions.

4. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 5(b), Review of Status of Implementation of the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement, the Chairman invited comments from the delegates of each Member Country present concerning their
country's participation in the Scheme of Joint Internatlonal Enforcement., The delegate of Bulpgaria stated
that inspections of Bulgarian vessels had been conducted in the vessels' ports, but that, in January 1975,
inspectors had been designated and sent to the Convention Area. As vessels move from one area to another,
and the regulatory measures change often, they are not always able to instruct the captains in due time;

this will be accomplished by radio messages. To ersure that Bulgarian vessels have nc infringements, the
captains will be instructed about the regulations before they fish in the ICNAF Area and their compliance
will be checked when they return to port.

The delepate of Canada reported that three inspection vessels were employed full time on ICNAF duties
and that a total of 15 vessels imcluding 12 recemntly-designated vessels were available to conduct ICNAF
inspections. In 1974, Canadian inspectors conducted 251 international inspections under the Scheme. Cana-
dian inspectors also conducted 40 inspections of Canadian vessels at sea, 300 dockside inspections, and 500
herring size-limit Inspections. Inspection of Canadian vessels is not mandatory in Statistical Area 6.

The delegate of FRG reported that his country has participated in the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement since 1972 and the Scheme is expected to become mandatory in Statistical Area 6 for the FRG in
April. Though most of their national control is carried out when landings are made, the FRG attaches great
importance to control at sea, both mational and intermational, and has assigned this task to their fishery
protection vessels whose main occupation is assistance to the fishing fleet.

The delegate of GDR reported that they are fully ready to participate in the Joint Scheme of Enforcement
and that the Inspection offlcers and vessels have been named in a letter to the ICNAF Secretariat.

The delegate of Poland reported that Polend is using fishing veasels for inspecticns. During 1973
Polish inspectors conducted 15 inspections at sea and 9 in port, and during 1974 they conducted 24 inspections
at sea and 20 in port. Alse, 25 net inspections were made in 1973, and 73 in 1974, For 1975 two fishing
vessels were designated to carry out inspections in the ICNAF Area, and new administrative orders were issued
so that Polish fishing vessels would be aware of all the regulations including those developed at the Fifth
Speclal Commission Meeting in November 1974,

The delegate of Portugal reported that the implementation of the Scheme for Portugal was as it was a
year ago. Arrangements would be sought with Canada to have Portuguese inspectors conduct inspections in
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cooperation with Canadian inspectors in those areas where Portuguese vessels are fishing. Although some
administrative difficulties have occurred, it is hoped that mandatory application of the Scheme would be
in effect for Portuguese vessela for Statistical Area 6 within a short period, 2s long as this area would
be included with the Comvention Area.

The delegate of USSR noted that his country had been a participant in the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement gince 1970 and currently has six inspection vessels and 36 inspectors designated to carry out
inspection duties. Over 3,000 inspections were conducted in 1974, 1,295 of these were carried out at sea.
The number of violations has decreased since the inspections have increased. The Soviet Uniomn supports the
principle of reciprocity in terms of the mandatory application of the Scheme to vessels of other nationali-
ties.

The delegate of Spain offered to send an inspector to participate in cooperative enforcement with the
atates that maintain inspection vessels. Currently, Spain inaspects fishing vessels upon departure for and
return from the fishing areas; inspection of Spanish vessels is mandatory in Statistical Area 6.

The delegate of UK reported that his country had sent inspectors to take part in ecooperative inspec-
tions. The Commission's regulations have the force of law in the UK, but the complexity of the regulations
makes them difficult to observe as well as enforce, Educating the fishing skippers is important in this
regard.

The delegate of USA reported that his country had participated in the Joint Enforcement Scheme on a
mandatory basis since 1971, and that the regulations have the force of law for US vessels. In 1974 USA
inspected just less than 3,000 of its own vessels in port, and conducted over 300 international inspections
at sea. USA also formally invited inspectors from any Member Country to participate in cooperative inspec-
tion patrols upon 30 days' notice.

The Chairman noted that Member Governments were to designate authorities who are available to receive
notification of infringements. The Executive Secretary reported that Bulgaria, Camada, Italy, Norway, UK,
and USA had notified the Commission of the names of such persons, and requested that other countries wishing
to do so should be sure to include the individual's name, office, post office address, cable address, telex
address and radio call sign (if any). The delegates of Spain, GDR, and USSR saild they would provide the
information immediastely. The delegate of Portugal reported having made a special bilateral notification
arrangement with Camada. ¥For the purposes of notificationm within the Convention, the Portuguese authorities
were in the process of appointing a new officlal. The delegate of FRG will notify the Commission of arrange-
ments as soon as possible.

The delegate of Canada considered that his country and the USA carried too much of the load in enforcing
the Commission's regulations and invited inspectors from all the other Member Countries to participate in
cooperative enforcement patrols aboard Canadian vessels. As the Scheme is one that calls for international
enforcement, its purpose is not to have the members inspect their own vessels but assist the other countries
in ensuring that the vessels of all Member Countries are adhering to the regulations. The regulations are
not effective if they are not enforced. Participation in the enforcement should be the highest priority of
the participants.

The delegate of FRG responded by stating that the regulations were too complex and, in Bome cases, were
difficult to transiate, especially into legal language. It may be necessary to see how the regulations
could be simplified, by eliminating those that overlap, and making uniform mesh size and exemption regula-
tions throughout the Convention Area.

The Chairman, supported by the delegate of Portugal, proposed that the regulations be considered by a
working group for the purpose of simplifylng them, The delegate of UK offered to do a draft simplification
to be used in considering the problem. One legal problem, raised by the delegate of FRG, concerned whether
or not simplified regulations could have the same legal status as the regulations themselves. STACTIC
decided that it was not necessary that the guide to the regulations have the same force in law as the regu-
lations themselves but that the goal of the work should be to develop a simplified guide to the regulations
for use by the fishermen.

5. The first session of STACTIC recessed at 1635 hrs, 3 March.

6. The second session of STACTIC reconvened at 1130 hrs, 4 March. The Chalrman welcomed the delegation
from Norway.

7. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 4, Standardization of Records In Fishing Logs, the Chairman noted that five
sample logbook sheets had been submitted for comsideratiom.

The delegate of Portugal introduced his country's logbook sheet by noting that it was adaptable to all
the Convention Areas including ICNAF, NEAFC, and ICSEAF., Further, ilmportant features included entering the
date of arrival and departure from the fishing grounds, the coding of the type of gear in use and the species
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caught, and the inclusion of the registration number of the vessel on the logsheet. A columm recording
the disposition of the catch provided for five possible options, including salting, freezing, or making
fish meal out of the catch, or discarding the catch, or using the catch for crew consumption.

The delepate of Norway advised that he was prepared to submit a sample loghook for consideration.

The delegate of the USA proposed, and was supported by the delegate of Portugal, that a wo
of ICNAF and NEAFC delegates be formed that would consider the diffe%ences in theglo;hooks ihatr:iggbgzzup
submitted and prepare a draft of suggested standard logbook entries for consideration by the Joint ICNAF/
NEAFC Meetings. Canada, FRG, Portugal, Spain, USSR, UK, and USA agreed to provide members for the Joint
ICNAF/NEAFC Working Group on Logbooks and Joint Enforcement, with Mr J.S. Beckett (Canada) as Chairman.

8. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 6, Review of National Systems of Registration for Fishing in Certain ICNAF
Areas, the delepgate of USA reported that recent inspections had noted that, in some cases, the fishing
effort applied to a quota caused that quota to be reached very quickly, long before the regulatory authori-
ties from the Member Countries could be made aware of the fact that the quota had been met. The current
reporting systems were not effective In meeting this problem, It may be necessary for each State to
regulate the number of vessels it sends to an area to fish; a registration system will aid in the attempt
to evaluate the effort that will be involved in a fishery. By notification of the veysels so registered
to the Commission, these countries conducting international enforcement could obtain information about the
status of vessels when they are inspected in the Conventien Area.

The delegate of UK responded to this proposal with a number of comments on the principles involved.
The US proposal was that registration should be the responsibility of the ICNAF Secretariat. Registration
of fishing vessels must, however, be the obligation ¢f the Flag State and not of ICNAF. Secondly, vessels
have a right in international law to fish outside fishery limits, and cannot be required to give prior
notice to ICNAF. Thirdly, the Information an inspector needs to complete his report of inspection is
limited by the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement. Fourthly, it is the regponsibility of the Flag
State to decide whether or not to prescribe the methods of fishing which a vessel may use.

The delegates of Portugal, USSR and Spain agreed that the llcensing would be undertaken on a national
basis, and any authorization to fish should not rest with an international organizatlon such as ICNAF. The
delegate of Norway suggested that the licensing might be undertaken on a national basis, as is the case
today, but that Member Countries could supply information concerning the vessels intending to fish in the
ICNAF Area to the Secretariat, The delegate of USA emphasized that the US proposal intended that the licence
should be granted under a national system, and that the information concerning where the vessel intended to
fish should be sent to the ICNAF Secretariat so that both the Flag State of the vesgels concerned and the
inspectors would know the exact status of each vessel fishing in the Convention Area. This proposal was not
meant to suggest any other system than a natiopal registration system, but stressed the necessity to commu-
nicate the information to ICRAF so that inspection officers would have it available at sea.

The delegate of Canada supported the US positlon by stating that a licence should be issued by each
country to each of the vessels that would fish in the Convention Area, the Information on the licence form
would be uniform for al) Member Countries to facilitate enforcement, the licence would indicate that the
master of the fishing vessel was conversant with the ICNAF regulations, and that the Information shouid be

transmitted to the Secretariat.

The delegate of USSR noted, in a general comment on the issuance of licences, that the ICNAF Secretariat
could not be given the responsibility for the valldation of any reglstrations, and so the provisions in the
proposed licence form concerning the date of validation suggested that the Secretariat and the signature of
the official in the Secretariat making the validation should be removed from the proposal.

The delegate of UK suggested that (a) 1t was essential te ensure that Inspectors wmder the Joint
International Enforcement Scheme should have the authority to look at the licence issued by the Flag State;
{b) coding of entries was desirable to avoid the language barrier; and {c) 1t may alsc be proper to
provide a place for the issuing anthority to signify the Subarea(s) where the vessel may fish, based on
the master's degree of familiaricy of the regulations for that Subarea(s). Some deletions from the proposal
would include those previously mentioned by the USSR, and the apparently pre-emptive requirement for notify-
ing the Secretariat prior to any changes in fishing activity.

The delegate of FRG expressed the idea that vessels fishing in certain areas, for example, near Green—
land, where MEAFC and ICNAF are in close proximity to each other, may find it impossible under such a regis-
tration system to notify the Secretariat if they wished to move their fishery even a short distamce from
one Conventlon Area to the other. If this is a quota enforcement measure, it could not be implemented as
such in FRG as it is impossible for the Government to divide guotas by vessels, only by companies. At the
same time, the vessels would like to fish on all available quotas, based on the availabllity of fish and so
would not wish to be constrained by a specified fishery on a licence. Marking the type of fishery authorized
on the hull of the vessel may also conflict with shipping reguletions. The delegate of FRG agreed with the
other delegates who stated that the licence or registration should not, in any case, be endorsed by ICNAF.
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The delegate of Bulgaria polanted out that fishing vessels move in and out of the ICNAF Area as quotas
are available, and each country should determine for itself how the quotas are to be taken. Vessel marking
should alsc be determined by the Flag State. Transport ships are not involved with the actual taking of
the fish and so should not be included in the registration system. If quota management i& an objective of
the registration system, the Board in Bulgaria already determines how these quotas are to be allocated to
Bulgarian fishing vessels.

The delegate of USA noted that vessels had fished in "Others" guotas without notifying the Secretariat
as required either before or after fishing on such a quota, and it may be necessary in these cases for
countries to authorize their vessels to fish on an area-by-area basis. The delegate of UK did not feel
that registration would be a practicable solution to this problem as withdrawals and changes in registra-
tions could not be notified to other States in time to permit monitoring of gquotas by this means,

The delegate of Canada emphasized that the proposal could be for registration rather than licemsing
as gome control over the fishing activities by the vessel's Flag State is necessary. Vessel registration
would assist in providing this control.

The Chairman asked the US delegation to re-write the proposal to include the comments of the other
delegations. This would be prepared for consideration at a later meeting of STACTIC.

9, The meeting of STACTIC recessed at 1300 hrs, 4 March,

10. The meeting of STACTIC reconvened at 1500 hrs, 4 March to consider STACTIC Agenda Item 5(a), Review

of all Regulatory Measures Adopted by the Commigsion Aimed at the Conservation of Fish. The delegate of
Canada opened this discussion by mentioning two problems that related to the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement and the procedures for inspections. He stated that, while conducting over 250 boardings during
1974, Canadian inspectors had noted the unsafe condition of many of the boarding ladders, amd that, under
the sea conditions found year-round in Subareas 2 and 3, the fishing vessels should provide a lifeline for
the inspector to ensure his safety while ascending the boarding ladder. He also noted that boarding vessels
fishing on the largest single quota In ICNAF was nearly {mpossible during the winter months when the ice
prevented safe small-boat operations. One soclution te this would be to provide for boarding vessels from
helicoptere so that the boardings could be done safely and without Inconvenience to the fishing vessel.

The delegate of FREG pointed out that the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement called for the
fishing vessel master to follow all the "ordinary practices of good seamanship", a concept that should
include providing a safe boarding ladder and a safety line as necessary., The delegate of Portugal agreed
and reminded STACTIC that during deliberations at the last Annual Meeting, he had pointed out that a vessel
should stop to provide the best conditions for boarding. As socn as a vessel had completed the haulback of
his net, it could stop, and the master could provide the means necessary to facilitate boarding. To be
safe, the vessel must stop. The helicopter proposal is alsc a good idea, once the problem of how the
inspector gets from the helicopter to the vessel to be inspected after the helicopter lands on the ice is
solved.

The delegate of USA supported the view that safety was of utmost importance in boarding and supported
the Canadian delegate in his proposal concerning ladders and safety lines, He stated that there was no need
necessarlly to change the language of the Enforcement Scheme as long as both the inspector and the master
of the vessel to be inspected understood their responsibilities for safety during the inspection., His
delegation could support the helicopter proposal for ice conditions, but felt it was not the appropriate
time to consider it for general use in boarding on the open sea. Removal from and placement of persons
aboard vessels at sea from helicopters is inherently unsafe.

The delegate of USSR supported the delegate of Portugal in the idea that the safest time for an ins-
pector to board a fishing vessel was after the vessel had stopped, and that the idea of good seamanship
included providing safe ladders and a safety line if necessary. As it 1s more difficult te fish than to
inspect vessels, the delegate of USSR was opposed to the use of helicopters for inspections, as this would
mean one more thing for the fishing vessel master to worry about while fishing in the ice. Further time
would be needed to study the problem in any case.

Some discussion ensued as to whose responsibility it would be to ensure the safety of the imspection
party. The delegate of Portugal felt it was the responsibility of the inspectiom party, but called on the
delegations of USA and Canada to recommend a safe ladder for use in inspections. The delegate of USA
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reiterated his position that safety was the joint responsibility of both parties involved; otherwise, the
fishing vessel could circumvent being inspected by providing a ladder in bad repair each time an inspector
indicated a desire to come aboard.

The delegate of Canada suggested the addition of the words "in good repair and if necessary, a safety
line when conditions warrant” after "a boarding ladder" in paragraph 4(i) in the Revised Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement. The safety of the inspectors is jeopardized as these provisions are not currently
spelled out. With regard tc helicopters, Canadian inspectors have conducted two inspections of Soviet
vessels in ice conditions during which the boarding ladders iced up, and in one case, the fishing vessel
drifted into heavy pack-ice, making it extremely difficult te remove the inspection party. The delegate of
Canada agreed to prepare a recommendation to the Commission as long as it was agreed that this matter of
safety should be brought to the attention of the Commission as strongly as possaible,

The delegate of FRG was opposed to amending the language of the Enforcement Scheme unless it was
absolutely necessary and supported the idea of a recommendation or notatiom in the meeting record stating
the concern shared by all present at STACTIC over the matter of safety. The delegate of USSR agreed to study
the proposed changes in the language of the Enforcement Scheme but reiterated that the words "good seamanship
ineluded providing any safety equipment necessary to conduct a boarding.

n

11. The Chairman introduced STACTIC Agenda Item 8, Consideration of the Problems Pertaining to the Appoint-
ment of National Observers (Specialists on Fisheries) on Board Fishing Vessels, and asked the delegate of
USA te introduce his proposal for an ICNAF international observer program.

The delegate of USA noted that inspections conducted since the Enforcement Scheme entered into force
had revealed that there were discrepancies In the catch abeard vessels and what is reported in statistics,
that discards and by-catch often were not recorded or did not agree with reported statistics, and that the
quality of logbook entries varied so widely between varicus nationalities that some measure haa to be taken
to obtaln accurate data. The proposal called for observers or fisherles specfalists to aeccompany vessels
fishing in the Convention Area for periods of up to 30 days to ensure the proper functioning of the Com-
mission's complex regulatory function. ’

The Chairman pointed out that observers aboard vessels fishing in the ice would help alleviate the
boarding problem. The delegate of FRG pointed out the educational aspects of fishery specialists accompany-
ing trawlers and requested information concerning the success of other observer programs such as the one
conducted by the International Whaling Commission. The Chairman noted that US observers accompany tuna
veasels of other flags for periods of up to three months to make marine mammal observations and that US
observers embark on Japanese factory vessels in the Worth Pacific Ocean for the duration of those vessels'
trips to grounds off Alaska. Wo problems have been encountered in these programs.

The delegate of Portugal noted that fishing vessels may not have accommodations for observers for
periods as long as 30 days.

The delegate of FRG thanked the Chairman for this information and pointed out that, though the fishermen
may not like to have these observers aboard, they would have to accommodate them if it was necessary, But
the problem was whether the accommodation for an observer would be possible for a long period on most of the
vessels, since it was already difficult to accommodate scientists from the FRG on their vessels.

The delegate of USSR felt that the words "urge the Member Govermments" included in the preamble to the
proposal wetre not an accurate reflection of the proceedings at the Fifth Special Commission Meeting held in
Miami, and remembered that the Panels 4 and 5 requested that the Commissloners urge their respective Govern-—
ments to provide for the accommodation of observers. It would also be necessary that the observer be a
fisheries specialist, and that any arrangements for observers would result from bilateral consultations
between the Governments Iinvolved.

The delegate of Canada agreed in principle with the observer program, but stressed that the observer
should have a scientific function rather tham an enforcement function. The attitude of the fishermen toward
an enforcement officer might cause the fishermen to alter the normal course of their fishing operations, and
so defeat the purpose of the proposal. As this would involve scientific data gathering to an extent, STACRES
should be given the opportunity to comment.

The delegate of UK supported the delegate of Canada in his distinction between sclentific observers
and enforcement observers. He added that arrangements for observers would have to be made on a bilateral
basis and that observers could be placed on board only with the agreement of the owmers. The delegate of
Spain agreed.

The delegate of Bulgaria considered that the cbservers may tend to diminish the authority of other
inspectors. Further, since Bulgarlan vessels are at sea fishing for a long time, there may mot be enough
berths aboard a vessel to accommodate an observer. The delegate of GDR felt that the possibilities of accom
modating the observers were limited and their legal status aboard the vessels must be considered, but sup—
ported the idea of obeservers, in principle. The delegate of Poland supported the observer program, but felt
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that, as accommodations would be limited aboard the trawlers, that the observer would better be placed
abvard the mother ships.

The delegate of USA reminded the delegates present that the burdemn of proper enforcement is on all
Contracting Governments, yet this enforcement has been carried out only by a few. The Enforcement Scheme
and statistical reports have not worked to provide effective management of the fish stocks. Observers will
add a management tool to supplement current statistical data reporting. The enforcement aspects of observers
will supplement the current bearding programs. There are limitations on the program placed by costs of
training an observer, but no matter what the usual occupation of the individual, he should be an imspector
authorized to carry out dutles under the Scheme of Joint Intermational Enforcement.

12, The meeting of STACTIC recessed at 1730 hrs, 4 March.

13. The meeting of STACTIC reconvened at 1020 hrs, Wednesday, 5 March, and the Chairman invited further
comments concerning the proposed observer program.

The delegate of USA restated his position that observers would have both a supplementary management
function for gathering statistics and a supplementary enforcement function under the Enforcement Scheme.
In response to questions from the UK concerning whether the concept of observers ought to be reconsidered
and from Norway concerming whether there should be a special organization for observers, the delegate of
USA made the following comments. The numbexr of observers would initially be limited by the cost of training
a group to serve as observers; their ultimate numbers would rest on the initial success of the program. It
would, in any case, be difficult to have obaervers of any sort without preventative enforcement, and the
observer should be empowered to write a report about his observations. This report may necessarily contain
reports of infringements. The ICNAF observer program in its early stagea would not be as extensive as some
currently in existence, such as the Iaternational Whaling Commission obaserver program.

The delegate of UK pointed out that it would be difficult for him to make a commitment to ICNAF binding
UK vessels to support an cbserver program, and supported the view of the delegate of USSR who had stated
that arrangements for such & program would best be made at the bilateral level. A resoclution encouraging
ICNAF Member Countries to make a commitment to make such billateral arrangements would be appropriate. The
delegate of Canada agreed with this proposal, and recommended that STACRES be requested to consider the
matter at its meeting in April. The delegate of FRG felt that such a resolution should not necessarily be
consldered by STACRES as the observers would primarily serve an enforcement rather than a sclentific function.
Observers will advise the master concerning his observation of the Commission's regulations.

The Chairman called on the US delegation to prepare a resolution to the Commission from STACTIC recom-
mending that the Member Governments make efforts to Implement am observer program on a bilateral basis.

14, The Chairman reopened discussion of STACTIC Agenda Item 5(a) (see Section 10), to clarify the statement
"provide a boarding ladder and.....observe the practices of good seamanship" from the Joint Scheme of Inter-
national Enforcement. STACTIC considered a proposed resolution prepared by the Canadian delegation. The
delegate of FRG wondered whether it would be mecessary for the resolution to go to the Commission or if
STACTIC could simply recommend to the Member Governments that the masters of their vessels could be reminded
of the requirements of good seamanship. The delegate of UK suggested that the recommendation be contained
in a ecircular letter from the Executive Secretary to all the Contracting Governments. The delegates of
Norway, USSR and GDR agreed. The delegate of Canada consldered that a resolution would be much stronger
than a letter and hoped that the safety of the Inspectors would receive the strongest possible consideration,

At the Chairman's suggestion, STACTIC agreed that the matter of safety should be brought to the atten-
tion of the Contracting Governments immediately in the form of a circular letter f£rom the Executive Secretary,
and

agreed to recommend to the Commission

a Resolution Relating to Safe Boarding of Vessels at Sea by Imspectors under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement (Annex C).

The delepate of Poxtugal requested, in pursuing the matter of safety, that the USA or Canada propose a
ladder that would meet the safety requirements for boarding, as ladders differ and two inspectors may not
conslder the same ladder safe,

The delegate of USA reminded the delegates that it was not appropriate to recommend to a vessel's master
the type of equipment he should use for any specific purpose; and, as there are many types of ladders made
of many different materials avallable for use, it would be difficult to specify which one may be the safest
under any conditions. The delegate of FRG concurred and stated the safety requirements for equipment aboard
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vessels are usually well regulated by the national authorities in each State. There is very little room
for the inspector to tell the master of a vessel what type of equipment to use.

The delegate of OSSR called the delegates' attention to the fact that in the case of the Soviet Union,
the vessel flies the flag of the state, mot of the Government. The Chajrman noted that the appropriate
changes could be made in the final draft.

15, The Chairman called the delegates' attention to the draft simplification of the Coumission’s mesh and
by-catch reguiations (Anmex D) drawn up by the delegate of UK, and thanked him for his efforts. The delegate
of USA wondered whether the regulations could be codified aso that citationms could be made by enforcement
officers, reducing the present difficulties in describing an infraction. The delepate of UK suggested that
the regulations be numbered comsecutively, as today, they could only be referred to by date. The questien
of codification is different than the one of preparing a simplified guide for the fishermen.

The delegate of FRG considered that it would be valuable to have a code of regulations that would be
binding on the Contracting Govermments that specifically stated the duties of the vessels at sea spelled out
in legal terms. The Chairman agreed and pointed out that it would be a difficult task requiring perhaps the
efforts of a working group of experts in international law to produce a code that could be translated imme-
diately into domestic law. It may be possible for the Executive Secretary to contract for such services
on behalf of the Commission. The delegate of UK expressed the cpinion that it may be extremely difficult
to do this in a completely legally~binding sense, The working paper submitted was intended to be a sim-
plified guide for the fishermen in a non-legal sense.

The delegate of FRG felt that it was important, prior to the development of any code, for a document
similar to that titled "1975 ICNAF Fishery Regulations” (Comm.Doc. 75/6) to be distributed as soon as possible
after each ICNAF meeting during which regulations are changed., The delegate of Canada agreed, stating that
this document was the only common intermational source currently showing the exact status of all the regula-
tions. The delegate of UK pointed out that Comm.Doc. 75/6 had been produced immediately after the January
1975 Special Commission Meeting in Bergen, including the changes in the regulations developed at that session,
and felt that the Secretarlat deserved the appreciation of all the delegates for dolng a job that could not
have been done faster.

The Chairman thanked the delegate of UK again for his draft simplification which would be given further
consideration at the next STACTIC meeting.

16. The Chairman turned to comsideration of STACTIC Agenda Item 7, Review of Problems Comcerning the
Issuance of Permission or Registration for Research Vessels Operating in the JCNAF Area, and called on the
delegate of USSR to introduce his preposal.

The delegate of USSR reported that research fishing should be carried out in the Convention Area under
speclal permits which are given to each vessel by a competent organization in the Flag State, providing that
vessel operates on a program approved by a competent body and there is a competent speclalist aboard. The
permit would mean that any restrictions pertaining to the catches of fish in the Convention Area do not
extend to the vessel involved.

When an international inspector vislts a vessel In conformity with the recommendations of the Commission,
he shall 1limit himselif to checking the permit and the report of inspection compiled by the inspector shall
contain the information contained on the permit. Each contracting party shall inform the Commission of the
pame of the competent organization in its country which shall issuwe the permits. The information on the
permit shall contain the name of the owner of the vessel and his address, the type and name of vessel, the
port of registration and the registration number, the name of the master of the vessel, the period of the
validity of the permit, and the country and organization that issued the permit.

The delegate of FRG questioned whether the permit, allowing as it would unrestricted fishing in the
Convention Area, also allowed fishing within the 9-mile coasztal state exclusive fishing zones in the Conven-
tion Area. The delegate of USSR said it would not.

The delegate of Canada sald that he could not accept the procedures as he was concerned about the degree
of control exercised over research wessels. Canadian inspectors have encountered vessels which were operating
in contravention of the Commission's regulatione and which claimed to be research vessels, but may have been
acout or searching vessels. 1In some cases, research vessels have been found to be filled to capacity with
fish. In one case, a vessel had a permit to search for fish, but was authorized to conduct commercial fishing
operations when some fish were found. He suggested that, before a vessel came into the Convention Area to
conduct research, the name of the owner, his address, the type of vessel, the port of registry, and the
organization, purpose and area of research should be notified to the Commission.

The delegate of USA agreed with the USSR about the importance of research but recommended some changes
in the USSR proposal that would more adequately reflect the intent of registering research vessels. Two
types of research could be specified, joint research conducted under the auspices of ICNAF or unilateral
research directed by a competent authority of the Flag State of the research vessel. The data from both
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types of research would have to be made available to the Secretariat for use by the Commission, and the
primary mission of the vessel would have to be true research, not scouting. Having satisfied such limita-
tions, a research vessel could have the restrictions removed from its operations for the duration of the
research. It may also be necessary for a vessel to file a research plam, or have it available for any
inspector. This plan would include the areas of research, including the track lines or station pattern,
and the species of interest to the research. This research plan could be submitted to the Commission for
interested Governments.

The delegate of Bulgarils felt that it was always necessary that the true intent of the research must
not cause doubt about the vessel's true activities. The countries' needs for fish cannot be satisfied by
research vessels, nor will the research vessels make a significant impact on the stocks of fish. STACRES
makes conclusions about the stocks of fish based on the sclentific observations - if the research vessels
are regulated, they would not be able to provide the proper assessments.

The delegate of USSR pointed out that the function of the scouting vessels was to locate the concen-
trations of fish so that the trawlers can obtain the maximum cateches. Scout vessels use gear regulated by
the Commission and observe other fishing restrictions so that they can provide recommendations to the other
trawlers within the limitatione of the fishing conditions. Scout vessels have to use the correct fishing
gear and follow the restrictions, or their recommendations would not be of use to the other trawlers. True
research vessels, on the other hand, have no immediate results as thelr funection is to predict stocks for
the long-term period. Thelr research is organized over one year ahead of the scheduled expedition. It may
be poasible for a working group to consider the problem.

The delegate of USSR agreed to provide a chairman for a working group on the problem of research
vessels. Other participants were to be Bulgaria, Canada, GDR, Poland, and USA., The delegate of Portugal
expressed disappointment that he had another working group meeting scheduied for the same time and so would
be unable to attend.

The delegate of USSR, In response to a quegtion from the delegate from Portugal, said that 9-11 USSR
vessels are employed in research in the Convention Area amnually. These vessels fish during all seasons,
even after the quotas are filled. This is necessary to get accurate assessments of fish stocks. The
delegate of Norway noted that the distinction must be made between research and scouting vessels. The
delegate of Portugal observed that gcouting vessels seemed to conduct exploratory work for the rest of the
Soviet fleet. The Chairman recommended that five questions be answered to determine the status of a research
vessel:

1. Does the vessel have scientists aboard?

2. Does the vessel process, preserve or store fish?

3. Does the vessel use commercial scale fishing gear?

4. Does the fish caught count toward a quota?

5. Should exploratory or scout vessels be allowed in closed areas?

The delegate of USSR stated that exploratory or scout vessels have no privileges compared to commercial
fishing vessels in the Convention Area, althcugh a scientist may be present to sample the catch.

17. The meeting of STACTIC recessed at 1300 hrs, 5 March, to allow the STACTIC Working Group on Permits
for Fisheries Research to commence at 1430 hrs.

18. The meeting of STACTIC reconvened at 1725 hrs, 5 March. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 6, the Chailrman
called for consideration of a re~draft of the US proposal concerning the reglstration of fishing vesasels
and fishery support vessels In the Convention Area (for previous discussion, see Section 8).

The delegate of FRG questioned whether the term "fishery support vessels" should include cargo, pro-
tection or other vessels that may operate with a fishing fleet in the Convention Area., The delegate of USA
replied that as commonly used in the United States, it did. The delegate of FRG pointed out that exemptions
in paragraph 4(i) of the Scheme of Joint International Eanforcement referred to vessels engaged in the treat-
ment of sea fish, limiting the application of that Scheme to processing vessels and fishing vessels. The
delegate of USA agreed that the term "support vessels" in the US proposal should have the same meaning as
it has in the Enforcement Scheme. The delegate of USSR advised the delegates that it would be difficult
to forecee when other types of support vessels would be present in the Convention Area. The Chalrman
inquired whether inspectlon vessels should be included in this registration proposal to facilitate cooperative
internatiocnal enforcement. The delegate of Portugal pointed ocut that the names of the inspection vessels
already had to be notified to the Commission, and considered that regilstration would best be applied to those
vessels subject to the Enforcement Scheme. He inquired about the meaning of the term "Master of record of
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the vessel". The delegate of USA replied that the master of record is the master signed aboard the vessel
for the voyage, as it may be possible, due to a variety of circumstances, that he would not be aboard the
vessel when an inspection is conducted.

19. The delegate of USA, on behalf of his delegation, expressed appreciation to the host Government for
the excellent hospitality and meeting facilities. STACTIC then recessed at 1800 hrs, 5 March,

20. STACTIC reconvened at 1555 hrs, 6 March. The Chairmap requested further consideration of STACTIC
Agenda Item 7, Registration of Research Vessels Operating in the Convention Area (for previous discussion,
see Section 16).

The Chairman of the Working Group introduced the report with the remarks that the observations made by
the delegates at previous sessiona of STACTIC (see Section 16) had been taken inte consideration by the
Working Group and appropriate changes had been made. The delegate of USA asked that, when the working paper
was placed in the proper form of a recommendation, the record show that the USA considers the recommendation
to be a statement of principle, and that the USA would submit a proposal that would contain specific recom
mendations for the implementation of the registration. The Chairman poilnted out that there were two working
papers tabled for consideration and that nelither was in the proper format for submission as a recommendatfon.
The delegate of Canada suggested that the report of the Working Group might be submitted as a recommendation
to the Commission, and that the US proposal be considered by STACTIC at the next Annual Meeting of the Com—
mission. The Chairman of the Working Group felt that the report of the Working Group could be consldered by
STACTIC and any recommendations to the Commission should arise from STACTIC, He pointed out that the US
proposal was not a recommendation from the Working Group. The delegate of USA suggested that the report of
the Working Group might be considered by STACTIC as a proposal to the Commission, and that the US proposal
could be considered further by STACTIC at the nmext Annual Meeting. The delegate of Canada suggested that
the Executive Secretary of the Commission could re-write the report of the Working Group to make it conform
to the form necessary to be submitted as a recommendation to the Commission from STACTIC. STACTIC agreed
that the report of the Working Group om Permits for Fisheries Research be accepted and cast by the Executive
Secretary in the form of a recommendation to the Commission (Annex E}, and that a US proposal detailing
implementation of the research vessel reglstration scheme would be available for consideration at the next
meeting of STACTIC.

21. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 6, the Chairman opened discussion of the US proposal for the registration

of fishery and fishery support vessels in the Convention Area (Annex F). The delegate of USA pointed out
that the re-draft had taken into consideration the remarke of the delegates at earlier meetings (see Sections
8 and 18).

The delegate of FRG requested that the wording "fishery support vessel" be changed to reflect the
language in the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement so to read in all places "vessels engaged in
fishing for sea fish or in the treatment of sea fish". STACTIC agreed to the changes.

The delegate of .Portugal stated that, since the registration was already done in each country, and it
was the responsibility of the Contracting Govermments to ensure that thelr fishermen are aware of the regu-
lations in force for the Convention Area, there was no further need for the certification of accomplishing
these tasks. Further, he believed that it woeuld be extremely difficult to specify the target speciea of a
vessel as its fisheries may change,

The delepate of USA responded that it was the obligation of the Governments and the masters of their
vessels to know and understand the regulations. Procedures should be established so that the fishermen can
positively know and understand the regulations. TUS imspectors have discovered that fishermen found in
violation of the Commission's regulations have often claimed or displayed ignorance of the regulations.

If certification by the master that he had received the regulations was contained on a paper available to

the inspector, the master would be more likely to adhere to them. This knowledge will be alded by the
simplified guide prepared earlier by the delegate of UK (see Annex D). Also, in terms of the enforcement

of quotas, the delegate of USA reported that there is strong evidence that some countries have no idea where
their vessels are fishing, and some sort of notification to the Commission of the information on the licences
may serve to provide this knowledge. Vessels may fish for one specles or another, then change either the
area fished or the species sought. These changes will be eassier to follow if the registration is available
to provide the necessary Information.

The delegate of Portugal considered that this was really a licensing system and added to the workload
at the ICNAF Secretariat. The requirement that changes to the registration should be filed within ten days
of the change was not practicable. Ultimately, such a system would lead to vessels applying for and recelving
a licence without ever fishing in the ICNAF Area, reducing the value of the system for enforcement purposes.

The delegate of UK supported the position of the delegate of Portugal and felt that the objectives of
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the US proposal were (1) to assist in monitoring and controlling quotas, and (2) improve familiarity
with the regulations. The first could not be attained by vessel registration, but the second could. In
the first case, the vessel owners will circumvent the intention by applying for licences for all fisheries
in all areas. To work, registration would have to be linked to areas, something that is not currently
posaible for some countries. In the second case, registration could improve the master's familiarity with
the regulations if he were not given permission to fish without demonstrating such familiarity. The change
in the provision of the proposal referring to the certification of the master's familiarity with the regu-
lations to "provided with a copy of the regulations" may not serve the intention of the proposal. A state-
ment by the master that he understands the regulations signed by the master would be far stronger. The
delegate of Spain concurred with the delegates of Portugal and UK.

The delegate of USA pointed out that some countries do not license or register their vessels at all,
some do not have any idea where their vessels are fishing, and some do not know that quotas they have
agreed to have been filled, often many times over, until after the vessels return to port. He felt that
it is impossible to establish any control over fishing vessels without some kind of registration; checking
catches when they are landed is not sufficient, There must be a meaningful system for reglstratiom, and
therefore, this proposal must be taken up at the Annual Meeting when STACTIC meets again,

The delegate of GDR gave his support to the delepates of Portugal and UK, providing the purpose of the
registration is enforcement. All Contracting Governments have an obligation to ensure that their vessels
observe the Commission's regulatioms. It may be necessary that each Government provide a description of
its educatlon measures to the Commission. A certificate that the master of a vessel is aware of the regu-
lations should be kept aboard the vessel and provided to any inspector who wishes to see it.

The delegate of Canada shared the concern of the USA and indicated that many fishing captains are not
aware of the Commission's regulations., Vessels fishing in closed areas as recently as one week ago had not
received a communication from their Govermment since September 1974. Countries must maintailn better contrel
over their fleets. A system such as that proposed by the USA should be considered by all delegatioms during
the period prior to the next Annual Meeting, as the delay in the report of catches renders the quotas inef-
fective in some cases, and a repistration system is one way of addressing the problem.

The delegate of Norway reported that a domestic order of 24 November 1972 required that a registration
be carried aboard all vessels fishing in the ICNAF Area and shall be available to present to inspectors.
Norway would like to support the US propesal, in principle, but agreed with the UK concerning its effective-
ness as an enforcement tool.

Finally, STACTIC agreed that the US proposal for a scheme of registration for vessels engaged in the
fisheries or fishery support operations in the Convention Area (Annex F)} should be given further considera-—
tion by STACTIC at the 1975 Annual Meeting.

22. Under STACTIC Agenda Item B, National Observers on Board Fishing Vessels, the Chairman opened discussion
of the draft resoclution by STACTIC relating to enforcement of the Commission's fishery regulations (imple-
mentation of an intermational observer program).

The delegate of-USA reported that the resolution had taken into consideration the earlier discussions
concerning observers and noted that the resolution refers the subject of observers to the next Annual Meeting
of the Commission. The delegate of UK felt it may be possible to commence making bilateral arrangements
immediately to impilement observer schemes before the next Annual Meeting. The delegate of USA pointed out
that the resolutions on observers from the Fifth and 5ixth Special Commission Meetings had made such recom-
mendations, and, as these recommendations were referred to in the resolution under discussion, such bilateral
negotiations could begin immediately. The delegate of Portupgal suggested that, since the resolution would
be directed at STACRES, at the suggestion of Canada, some reference should be made to scientific measures
in the resolution. Finally, STACTIC

agreed to adapt

a Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of the Commission's Fishery Regulations (Implementation of
an International Observer Program (Amnex G)).

23. STACTIC, having no other business before it, adjourned at 1745 hrs, 6 March 1975, after the Chairman,
Mr W.G. Gordon (USA), had thanked the participants for their contributions to the success of the meeting.
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ANNEX B

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 Marech 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee on International Control (STAGTLC)
‘ of the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

Agenda

Opening of the Meeting

Appointment of the Rapporteur

Adoption of the Agenda

Standardization of recoxrds in fishing logs

(a) Review of all regulation measures adopted by the Commission aimed at comservation of stocks
(b) Review of current Scheme of Joint Enforcement and its observance

Review of national systems of issuing licences for fishing or registration in certain ICNAF areas

Review of problems pertaining to the issue of permission or registration for research vessels operating
in the ICNAF Area

Consideration of problems pertaining to the appointment of naticnal observers (specialist on fisherles)
on board fishing vessels

Elahoration of proposals to be submitted for discussion at the Annual Meeting of the Commission,
June 1975

Other problems
Adoption of the Chairman's Report
Appointment of Chairman

Adjourning of the Meeting
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIORAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4~7 March 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)
of the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

(1) Resolution Relating to Safe Boarding of Vessels at Sea by Inepectors under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint
international Enforcement

STACTIC recommends the following resolution for adoption by the Commission:

The Commission

Having Considered the Scheme of Joint Enforcement, and in particular, paragraph 4 dealing with the
boarding of vessels by ICNAF Inspectors;

Recognizing that the ordinary practices of good seamanship include inter alia placing a duty upon the
magter of a vessel to provide a safe boarding ladder and any other equipment, such as safety lines,
necessary to ensure the safety of a boarding inspector;

Requests that Governments

1. Draw the substance of this resolution to the attention of the masters of vessels flying the flag
of their State and fishing in the Convention Area; and

2, Take any other appropriate action to emsure these safety precautions are observed.
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL. ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee on Internaticonal Comtrol (STACTIC)

of the

International Commisaion for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheriles

Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

DRAFT

Fishing Vessels' Guide to ICNAF Regulations (except quotas)

MESH AND BY-CATCH REGULATIONS

Minimum mesh of

Maximum by-catch. in other fisheries

trawl or seine nets Specles using smaller mesh nets
(Netes 1 & 2) Subarea 1 Cod
Haddock
Redfish
Halibut
Witch '

Trawl net of hemp, poly-
amide or polyester........ 120 mm

Trawl net of other
material..ccscacasnnrasees 130 M

Seine net.vcasrsvsecnnssss 110 mm

American plaice
Greenland halibut

Subarea 2 Cod

Haddock

Redfish

Halibut

Witch

American plaice
Greenland halibut

+ Not specified

Subarea 3 Cod

Haddock

Redfish

Halibut

Witeh

Yellowtall flounder
American plaice
Greenland halibut
Pollock (eaithe}
White hake

Amounts specified in Note 3
Amounts specified In Note 3

For these species combined,
amounts specified in Note 3

Trawl net except codend:

(a) Cotton, hemp, poly-
amide, polyesteri....., 105 mm

(b} Other materfal........ 114 mm

Codend of trawl net:

{(a) Cotton, hemp, poly-
amide, polyester.....». 120 mm

(b} Other material........ 130 mm

Seine net.ssveescersrasses 110 mm

Subarea 4 Cod

Haddock {(4VW)
Haddock (4X)
Haddock (elsewhere)
Flounders -~ witch

Amounts specified in Note 3
See Note 4
See Note 5
Amounts specified In Note 3

- yellowtail For these species together,
- winter flounder amounts specified in Note 3
- American plaice
Subarea 5 Cod Amounts specified in Note 3
Haddock See Note 6
Yellowtail Amounts specified in Note 3

NOTES: (1) Net measured wet, with taper gauge under force of 5 kg, average of 20 meshes,

{2} No obstruetion of mesh permitted except:

(a) authorized topside chafers ~ gsee ICNAF Notification Series Nos. 1, 4 and 8;
(b) materlial to prevent damage attached to underside only of codend.

(3) Maximum by~catch of these species or groups permitted on boarg

(a) vessels more than 10 days since off-loading - 10% by weight;
(b} wvessels on 3rd to 9th day since off-loading - 207 by weight, or 5,000 kg, whichever greater;
(c)} vessels off-loading less than 10 days since

previously off-loading

{4) No directed fishery;

(5) For Canadian and US vessels, amounts specified in Wote 3 above;

exceeding 2,268 kg, or 10Z by weight, whichever greater,

(6) MNo directed fishery;

specified in Note 3 above;

whichever greater.

- 15% by weight, or 2,500 kg, whichever greater.
by-catch not to exceed 2,268 kg, or 10Z of catch, whichever greater.

for other vessels, an amount not

for Canadian, Spanish, and US vessels, by-catch not to exceed amounts

for other vessels, by-catch mot teo exceed 2,500 kg, or 10% by weight,
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RESTRICTED AREAS

Name of Area

Nature of Restriction

Period

Salmon closed area

No fishing for salmon in Convention Area outside
national fishing limits; not applicable to Danish,
Norweglan, and FRG vessels, but restrictions in
Propesal (1) of Jume 1972 apply to all Governments

All year

US coast (Map No. 1)

No fishing (except for crustacea) by vessels over
39.6 m, using bottom fishing pear (see Note 1)

All vear

Browns Bank (Map No. 2)

No fishing with bottom fishing gear {(see Note 1)

February, March, and April

Haddock closed area
{a) (Map No. 3)
{b) (Map No. 4)

No fishing with bottom fishing gear (see Note 1),
except hooke with gape not less than 3 cm.
No fishing with bottom fishing gear (see Note 1).

March, April, and May

March, April, and May

Capelin closed area
(Map No. 5)

No fishing for capelin

All year

NOTE: (1) Bottom fishing

SIZE LIMITS

gear meons gear other than pelagic gear; no device for demersal fishing permitted.

Species

Area

Minimum size

Sea scallops 52

Shell 95 mm, and meats with average weight of less than 11.3 gm.

Herring

4W south of 44°52"
4X south of 43°50"

22.7 cm (see Note 1)

ROTE: (1) Smaller hexring may be taken if not exceeding 10% by weight, or 25% by count, of all

herring on board per trip (i.e., not more than 90 days on grounds).
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL. ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee om International Control (STACTIC)

of the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

Recommendation Relating to the Adoption of Permits for Fisheries Research in the Convention Area

STACTIC

recommends

that the Commission, at its 1975 Annual Meeting, formulate proposals, for joint action by the
Contracting Governments, for the adoption of permits for fisheriles research in the Convention
Area, using the following guiding principles:

i)

1)

ii14)

iv)

v)

vi)

that the fisherles research activity in the Convention Area shall be implemented under
special permlts which are to be given for each cruise of the vessel according to the
form at Attachment 1;

that the permit shall be issued by a competent organization of the Flag State on condition
the vessel operates in accordance with the program approved by a competent research body
and the permit shall be carried on board the vessel;

that the ICNAF Secretariat shall be notified of the research crulse prior to its commencement
and shall be provided with all relevant information contained on the permit for distribution
to all Member Countries;

that, when the conditlons specified above are met and the permit has been issued, then any
restrictions pertaining to the taking of fish (mesh size, size limit, closed seascns and
areas, quotas, etc.) fixed in the Convention Area shall not extend to the vessel conducting
the research;

that no vessel, however, shall be granted exemption from ICNAF regulatioms on the basie of
a research program if such vessel is conducting scouting or commercial operations;

that, when an authorized ICNAF inspector visits a permanent research vessel, he shall limit
his inquiries to verification of its permit but, in the case of vessels normally engaged in
scouting or commercial fishing activity, he may conduct such inspection of the research
permit, and the vessel, as provided by the Scheme of Joint Enforcement as may be necessary
to ascertain that the veasel 18 not conducting a commercial fishing operation.

.+103



RESTRICTED

Appendix 11
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Attachment 1

JOINT ICHAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee on Internaticonal Control (STACTIC)
of the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

Permit for Fisheries Research in the ICNAF Convention Area

Permit No.
1. Name of vessel owner and his address
2. Type and name of the vessel
3. Port of registration and registrgation number
4, Name of master of the vessel
5. Name of chief fishing specialist on board
6. Period of validity of the permit
7. Counmtry and organization issuing the permit
8. Research organization approving researxrch program
9. Purpose and area of the research and plan of program
Date of issuing the permit Signature of issuing officer
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Speclal Meeting of the Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)
of the
Inteinational Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

US propesal for a scheme of repistration for vessels engaged In the fisheries or fishing support operations
in the Convention Area or Statistical Area 6

STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment the following proposal,
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the Convention as amended by the 1963 Protocol, the
following arrangements for reglstration of fishing and fishery support vessels for the purpose of
more effectively managing the fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean be made:

“1. All vessels conducting fishing or fishery support operations in the Convention Area and
Statistical Area 6 shall be registered on a form approved by the Commission. A copy of this
registration shall be filed with the ICRAF Secretariat prior to 1 January of each year, when
possible, or no later than 30 days after departure of the vessel from its home port, or by
message as soon as possible if the vessel changes the terms of its registration.

"2. Such registration shall include:

(a) Name of vessel, both native and Latin alphabet spelling,

(b} Official mumber of Flag State registry,

(c) Home port and nationality of vessel,

(d) Ouner of vessel,

(e} Master of vessel,

(f) Certification that master has been provided with the regulations in force for area
where fishery will be conducted,

{g) Principal tarpget species of the vessel while engaged in fishing In the Convention Area
or Statistical Area 6, or purpose of the fishery support vessel while im the Comvention
Area or Statistical Area 6,

(h) Date of registration.

"3. A copy of the registration shall be maintained aboard the vessel and shall be made available
to any authorized inspector conducting an inspection under the provisions of the Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement.

"4. If the activities or purposes of any properly registered vessel as stated on the registra-
tion form are changed, endorsements with the changes noted shall be submitted to the ICNAF Secre-
tarliat within ten days of the date of the change, and message endorsements may be appended to the
registration form aboard the vessel to reflect the Flag State's acknowledgement of such changes.

"5, The ICNAF Secretariat will provide to Member Countries requesting such information, monthly

listings of all vessels registered to fish in the Convention Area or Statistical Area 6, including
the activities the vessel is authorized to conduct."”
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee on Internmational Control (STACTIC)
of the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

(2) Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of the Commission's Fishery Regulations {Implementation of an

106

International Observer Program)

STACTIC

Having Examined the Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of the Commission's Fishery Regulations
adopted by Panels 4 and 5 in November 1974 (Fifth Special Commisslon Meeting Proceedings, page 37),
and the Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of the Commission's Fighery Regulations in Subareas 2
and 3 adopted by Panels 2 and 3, in joint session with Panel 4, in January 1975 (Sixth Special Com—
mission Meeting Proceedings, page 13);

Recognizing that the problems described in those resolutions are generally applicable to management
in the whole of the Conventilon Area;

Having Reviewed the US proposal for an observer program presented to STACTIC (see Attachment 1);

Refer the proposal to STACRES for consideration at its next meeting prior to the 1975 Annual Meeting
of the Commission;

Request the Commigsicners and Member Governments to consider implementation of the proposal at the
1975 Annual Meeting of the Commission.
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Attachment 1

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORGEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Special Meeting of the Standing Committee on Intérnatiomal Control (STACTIC)
of the
International Commission for the Northweat Atlantic Fisheries
Leningrad, 3-6 March 1975

US proposal for an ICNAF international observer program

At the Commission's Fifth Special Meeting held 11-15 November 1974, the United States noted that
evidence of widespread violations of ICNAF regulations forced the conclusion that the Commission's existing
regulatory system was not functioning. In Commissioners' Documents 74/41 and 74/42 the United States pre—
sented evidence of violations including serious overfishing of national quotas and the maintenance of
incomplete and incorrect catch records. The United States further noted that implementation of the Com-
mission's Scheme of Joint International Enforcement had not been complete due to the failure of Member
Govermments to maintain inspection vessels within the Convention Area, and that control by Member Govern-—
ments over their vessels fishing in Subareas 4, 5 and Statistical -Area 6 was inadequate. In view of this
the United States emphasized the need to establish procedures to assist Member Governments in their efforts
to regulate their fleets, and to provide generally for improved enforcement methodology to facilitate prompt
compliance with existing regulations,

Recognizing this need, Panels 4 and 5 urged that Member Governments provide for the accommodation of
designated observers from other Members of the Commission aboard vessels flying their national flags in
Subareas 4 and 5 and Statistical Area 6, and that the present meeting of STACTIC further conmsider the
implementation of an observer program in order to provide specific proposals for consideration by the full
Commission at its 1975 Arnual Meeting.

It is the view of the United States that final action must be taken on such a program at the 1975
Annual Meeting in order to help ensure the proper functioning of the Commission's complex regulatory system.
Such a program should involve observations by qualified observers for periods not to exceed 30 days on
board vessels fishing in the Convention Area and Statistical Area 6. The objectives of the program will be
to:

1) Provide a more effective means of determining adherence to mesh size regulations for the various
species, and the effect of mesh utilized in chafing gear;

2) To help ensure compliance with closed area regulations, and to provide better data on the capa-
bilities of various types of pelagic gear to take incidental catches of demersal speciles in
order to ensure improved compliance with demersal fishing gear restrictions;

3) Provide more adequate data on adherence to the first-tier overall and second-tier species quotas;

4) Monitor compliance with regulations prohibiting directed fisheries for haddock and yellowtail
flounder and ensure that the incidental catch of such species is maintained within agreed limits;

5) Provide more accurate information regarding percentages of by-catch or incidental fisheries;

6) Allow Member Govermments to ascertain the true magnitude of the discard problem, thereby providing
necessary information regarding fisheries waste, both International and otherwise,
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Meeting of the Enforcement Committee of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission
Leningrad, 4-5 March 1975

Agenda item 1l: Address of Welcome

The Chairman (Captain J.C.E. Cardoso, Portugal) welcomed delegates to the Joint Enforcement Meeting.
A 1list of delegates 1s at Annex A.

Agenda item 2: Appointment of Rapporteur

Mr P.J. Derham (United Kinpgdom) was appointed as rapporteur.

Agenda item 3: Adoption of Agenda

There were two alterations suggested for the provisional agenda. The Soviet delegation wished to
remove Agenda item 16 (Information on the USSR organisation for the enforcement of international and domestic
fisheries regulations) in view of the comprehensive display in the entrance lobby saying they were always
ready to answer any questions and suggested that two extra items should be included, namely:-

1. Communications regarding catch quotas, and
2. Annual Reports of Infractions.
These were adopted as items to follow provisional Agenda items 4 and 5, respectively. The United Kingdom

delegation wished to present a paper on industrial fishing and by-catch. It wag agreed that this be con-
sidered under Agenda item 13 (Control of mixed fisheries).

The Agenda was adopted as amended (Annex B).

The Committee was notified by the Chairman that a Joint ICNAF/NEAFC Working Group on loghooks and other
matters had been formed. He invited non-ICNAF members of the Committee to join this Group and the Nether-
lands delegation expressed their wish to do so.

Agenda item 4: Review of practical implementation of the Scheme of Joint Enforcement

The United Kingdom's paper EC/3 was discussed at length, with particular reference to the following
questions:-

1. Master's sipgnature on the report form

It was explained that the purpose of tabling this fssue was based on legal objections in the United
Kingdom where there was no legal provision to require that a Master must sign the report form. It was agreed
by all delegations that such a signature did not in any way show that the Master agreed with the remarks of
the inspector and that it was a basic understanding that no-one could be required to implicate himself.
However, there was a decided advantage in that the Master's signature confirmed his presence on board and
also that he should be able to make any remarks concerning the inspection 1f he so wished. In this case he
should eign them, After further consideration of this particular point and the fact that probably the signa-
ture contributed towards the authenticity of the report, it was agreed that the current procedure should
continue.

2. Code signal for boarding fishing vessels

The question of the stop signal was studied in depth and various points of view were offered on what
signa) should be used. All delegations were of the opinion that the signal should be kept as simple as
possible and 1t was finally agreed that probably the most suitable sipgnal contained in the International Code
of Signals, 5Q3, should be adopted as it had in ICNAF. Delegations would do their best to educate their
fishermen as to the full meaning of this signal and alzo of the NEAFC Pennant in the context of the Scheme
of Joint Enforcement in that skippers so signalled should provide all the necessary facilities for the
inspector to board the vessel and carry out his inspection; that he was not required to stop or manoeuvre
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while fishing, shooting or hauling and that he should communicate with the inspection ship by radio. It
was agreed that such difficulties as may arise could be left to the inspector's initiative in using the
full facilities of the International Code.

3. Reporting vessele which failed to stop or incidents of obstructing an ingpector

The United Kingdom delegation had tentatively proposed that such a report should be made on the ins—
pection form but it was pointed out that this was not entirely practicable and that it would be far better
to treat such incidents as separate entitles. The inspector's Flag State should communicate the fullest
possible facts to the Flag State of the fishing vessel concerned.

4. Logbooks

It was agreed that the format of loghooks should be left to the Joint Working Group but a point was
made by the Norweglan delegation that in view of the numbers of small boats involved in their fisheries it
would be impracticable to ask for logbooks to be kept by all vessels. They suggested that .this requirement
which wes a sensible one should be confined to boats over a certain size. The United Kingdom delegation
shared this view and the Chairman suggested that probably such a requirement might be confined to vessels
over 50 tons.

5. Harmonisation and adaptation of the report.of imspection

A suggested form for the Report of Inspection which would be suitable for both ICNAF and NEAFC purposes
and which would provide a facility for reporting any Infraction of the Recommendations currently in force
in both Commission areas was tabled by the United Kingdom delegation and was discussed In some detail. The
Committee, however, were divided In thelr views as to the need for changing to this new format, some dele-
gations feeling that the current form had presented no difficulties whilst others, although agreeing with
this latter view, foresaw that there would be further recommendations to enforce in the future, and that in
particular where countries had vessels fishing on both Convention areas it was far wmore convenient that
inspectors should have a common form. The maln point at issue In this discussion was whether there was a
real need or not to make provision on the form for noting under-sized fish and fish under quota. It was
agreed that a final discussion on this matter should be left to the Joint Meeting with ICNAF but that if
the form was adopted then it should be in some standardised international size and that it would be easier
to complete if the layout were in block form.

[ Barmonisation of ICNAF/NEAFC Questionnaire

This was referred to the Joint Workiag Party.

Agendz item 4a: Commmications regarding cateh quotas

The USSR Agenda item 4a/Paper 1 was considered. As the subject was really outside the scope of the
meeting it was decided not to discuss it.

Agenda item 5: Reports of Infractioms

The United Kingdom delepation presented Paper EC/4, pointing out that It was simply their intention to
put the record of infractions straight. The Frenmch delegation were not available to answer the paper but
the USSR undertook to check and inform the United Kingdom as soon as possible. The Belglan delegation
pointed out that some countries had not provided addresses to which reports of inspections should be sent.
The United Kingdom delegation endorsed this stressing the importance which was sttached to radio reports
of infractions from inspectors which ensbled vessels to be checked on arrival at their home port. The
Chairman agreed and asked that all delegations inform the Secretariat before the meeting adjourned of up-
to-date addresses, telegraphic addresses or telex numbers to which inspectors might radio or cable reports
of infractions. :

Agenda item 5a: Anuual Reports of Infractions

The USSR delegation proposed (Agenda item 5/Paper 1) the adoption of the ICHAF report forms saying
that in their view this was an improvement on those currently used by the Secretariat. The meeting agreed
to adopt this proposal.

Agenda item 6: Standardisation of log entries

Referred to the Joint Working Group.

Agenda item 7: Consideration of national sgystems of licensing or repistration for fishing in specified
area or areas

The Chairman gave an outline of the proposal made by the United States in an earlier ICNAF meeting
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that vessels should be licensed by the national authorities., The general feeling of the meeting was that
whereas there were no objections to licensing as such, it would be very difficult for either Commission to
lay down regulations because of the various legal systems employed by Flag States. However, they thought
the Commissioners could suggest sultable guidelines which should be followed in the compilation of the
licences and it was suggested by the Netheriands delegation that the form of the licence should be drawn
up in such a way that it would be recognised by all imspectors.

Agenda item 8: Form of licence to be 1ssued for scientific research vessels operating in the Convention Area

The USSR delegation presented their paper EC/1 Revise. The Irish delegation suggested an amendment in
line 3 of the memorandum in that the phrase "outside national fishing limits" should be added after the word
"yesgel" and this was agreed. It was pointed out by two delegations that the articles of the Conventien per-
mitted research work to be carried out without having to abide by the Recommendationsa. Therefore, it was
suggested that there was no need to have a permit. However, other delegations pointed out that there had
been cases where inspectors had been unsure of the status of some vessels engaged In research, particularly
those that were fishing vessels and not permanently engaged in this work. The delegation of the German
Democratic Republic suggested that there might be two types of licence issued:-

1. to cover those research vessels permanently engaged in research work, and

2. to cover theose vessels which, although normally fishing commercially, had been chartered for
research work.

The format of such licences was to be re-considered by the USSR delegation and copies of this would be cir-
culated to the Committee. It was agreed that ordinary fishing vessels used as temporary research vessels

be covered by a suitable permit and that if the Commission eventually decides that regular research vessels
should also be documented as to their activities, one format of Permit would be sufficient for both types

of vessels. Proposed form of amended format and original USSR proposal are at Annexes C and D, respectively.
It is understood that vessela holding such a Permit shall not be subject to inspectiocn.

Agenda item 9: Mesh measuring methods and problems

It was agreed that this matier should be left to the Jeint Working Group.

Agenda item 10: Identification of net or gear materialg

The Chairman explained that the USSR delegation would submit a paper on this subject to ICNAF and that
it might be better to awalt consideration of this matter until after that paper had been presented.

Agenda item 11: Comntrol of closed areas and periods

The Netherlands delegation explained that they had some misglvinge about how quota systems would
operate. They asked if any other delegation who might have more experience could put forward thelr views.
After some discussion it was agreed that the most efficlent way of enforcing quota arrangements was on
landing but that once a quota had been closed then of course this was a matter for enforcement at sea.
There was some discussion as to the procedures which should be followed when vessels landed quota species
at a foreign port and it was decided that the Committee should recommend that such landings should be
reported by the Flay State in which they were landed to the vessel's parent country so that it could deduct
such amounts from its national quota. Such reports should be copied te the Secretariat. The Netherlands
delegation suggested this subject be discussed at the next meeting of the Enforcement Committee. Finally,
they suggested that the Enforcement Committee be consulted by the Commlssion about any regulation needing
international control.

Agenda items 12 and 13: Control of by—catches and discards
Control of mixed fisheries

The United Kingdom delegation presented az paper on industrilal fishing and by-catch. The methods used
in ICNAF for control of by-catch were outlined and it was suggested that such measures might be adopted by
KEAFC. This was agreed and the Chairman suggested that the United Eingdom should put forward definite pro-
posals to the Commission.

Agenda item 14: Instruction of skippers of vessels engaged in international fisheries

The Chairman invited delegations to give their views on what instructions had been or could be lssued
to skippers in order to keep them informed of the current recommendations. Although some delegations
reported that some guldance and instructions were issued, in particular on the Joint Enforcement Schemes,
it was generally agreed that there was a possible need for a guidebook to be produced by the Commission.
The Chairman suggested that delegations should pass any coples of guides or imstructions they may have to
the Secretarilat for circulation sc that this matter could be considered with a view to the Commission pro-
ducing a general handbook. This proposal was agreed by the Committee. The Irish delegation pointed out that
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the information in any such guidebook would have to be carefully considered in order to avold confusion
with national legislation which in some cases may differ from the exact terms of the Recommendations.

Agenda item 15: Tmplementation of scheme for deployment of national obgervers on board fishing vessels

The Chairman explained that this item had been proposed In ICNAF and he was slmply asking for observa-—
tions in order that a general view could be obtained which could be put to the Joint Commlttee. He explained
that the idea was that observers would not be inspectors but would have a function of educating the fishermen
on such matters as quota operations, by-catch and discard recommendations., The Committee thought that the
most effective way of informing fishermen was to do this on shore and that in general, they did not support
this proposal.

Agenda irem 16: Drafting of proposals for consideration by the Commission at the next Annual Meeting

This was deferred until the closing of the meeting.

Agenda item 17: Any other businese

The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germeny informed the Commission that their Government would,
in the forthcoming year, be ratifying the Intermational Policing Convention, This Convention was of interest
to the Committee since 1t meant that the Convention would then enter inte force and contained recommendations
for the marking of fishing vessels.

0Office of the Commission
Leningrad
6 March 1975
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, &4-7 March 1975

Report of Meeting of the Enforcement Committee of the Nerth-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission
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Appendix III
ANNEX B

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Meeting of the Enforcement Committee of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission

Leningrad, 4-5 March 1975

Agenda

Address of Welcome
Appointment of Rapporteur
Adoption of Agenda

Review of practical implementation of the Scheme of Joint Enforcement (Memorandum by the United
Kingdom delegation - EC/3)

Communications regarding catch quotas

Reports of Infractions (Memorandum by the United Kingdom delegation - EC/4)

Annual Reports of Infractions

Standardisation of log entries

Consideration of national systems of licensing or registration for fishing in specified area or areas

Form of licence to be issued for sclentific research vessels ocperating in the Convention Area
(Memorandum by the USSR delegation - EC/1)

Mesh measuring methods and problems {(Memorandum by the USSR delegation -~ EC/2)
Identification of net or gear materials

Control of closed areas and periods

Control of by-catches and discards

Control of mixeq fisheries

Instruction of skippers of vessels engaged in international fisheries

Implementation of scheme for deployment of national observera on board fishing vessels
Drafting of proposals for consideration by the Commission at the next Annual Meeting

Any other business

Office of the Commlssion
Leningrad
4 March 1975
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ANNEX C

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAI ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Meeting of the Enforcement Committee of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission
Leningrad, 4-5 March 1975

PERMIT No.

For fisherles research in

the Convention Area

1. Name of vessel-owner and his address

2. Type and name of the vessel

3. Port of registration and registration number
4. Name of Master of the vessel

5. Perlod of validity of the Permit

6. Country and organization issued the Permit

7. Purpose of research crulse

Date of issuing the Permit Signature of the Officer

Seal of the organization
issued the Permit
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ANNEX D

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Meeting of the Enforcement Committee of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission
Leningrad, 4-5 March 1975

PROCEDURE

of research fishing in the Convention Area

Research fishing in the Convention Area shall be implemented under special Permits which are to be
given for each cruise of the vessel according to the form attached. The Permit shall be issued by a com
petent organization of the Flag State on condition the vessel operates in accordance with the programme
approved by a competent research bedy and there is an appropriate specialist om board.

The availability of a duly-authorized Permit on board a vessel means that any restrictions pertaining
to catches of fish (mesh size, size limit, closed seasons and areas, quotas, etec.) fixed in the Convention
Area do not extend to the vessel involved. When an international inspector visits the vessel in conformity
to the recommendation of the Commission, he shall limit himself with checking the Permit and the Report on
Inspection compiled by the Inspector in a fixed order shall contain the description of principal informa-
tion on the Permit.

Fach Contracting Party shall duly inform the Secretariat of the Commission of the name of a national
competent organization which shall be responsible for issuing Permits for research catches of fish in the
Convention Area.

Office of the Commission
Leningrad
4 March 1975
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Attachment 1

JOINT ICNAF/REAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

Report of Meeting of the Enforcement Committee of the North~East Atlantic Fisheries Commission
Leningrad, 4-5 March 1975

PERMIT No.

on the right of research fishing
in the Convention Avrea

1. WName of vessel-owner and his address

2. Type and name of the vessel

3., Port of registration and registration number
4, Name of Master of the vessel

5. Period of wvalidity of the Permit

6. Country and organization issued the Permit

Date of issuing the Permit Signature of the Officer

Seal of the organization
issued the Permit
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JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, &4-7 March 1975

Report of Meetings of the Joint ICNAF/NEAFC Working Group on Logbooks and Joint Enforcement

1. Introduction. The Joint Working Group on standardized logbooks and on modifications to the Joint
Enforcement Scheme's inspection questionnaire and report form met on five occasions under the chalrmanship
of Mr J.S. Beckett (Canada), with representatives from Canada, FRG, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, USSR, UK,
and USA present,

2. Logbooks. The Joint Working Group recognized that differences in the fisheries conducted by Member
Countries made it very unlikely that a common logbook would be suiltable for all fisheries. The Joint
Working Group, therefore,

Tecomends

that each country should be free to design its own logbook, but that each such logbook should contain
inter alia, certain common entries.

The headings for these common entriles should be identified by a code number which would enable the entries
to be readily identifiable, whatever the language used in the log. The entries to be included in all logs
were discussed at length, the discussion being based on suggestions submitted by the UK, and those recom—
mended as essential by the Joint Working Group are attached (Attachment 2)., It is emphasized that these
elements could be arranged within the national loghook as determined by the individual country, but that
they should be identified by code numbers. Particular discussion centred around:

(a) Time and area information, This should be compiled by 24~hour periods, although the Joint
Working Group recognized that accurate scientific assessments would be greatly facilitated by
more detailed time and area information, e.g. haul-by-haul data;

(b) Type of gear. This should be identified by FAO coding;

{(c) Specles of fish. These should be ldentified by the FAO species code, both when the species name
is printed in the log or when it 18 entered by the logkeeper;

(d) Cumulative catch data. This was not considered an essential aspect for intermational logs but
the Joint Working Group did recognize that an additional record of cumulative catch by subarea
or region, using a form such as at Attachment 1, would be of considerable assistance to national
authorities and fishing masters alike, in compiling the required monthly reports, and to inter-
national inspectors when carrying out Inspections.

The Joint Working Group felt that, while it is extremely desirable that fishing records be maintained
aboard all fishing vessels, it would only be feasible to require vessels over a certain size to maintain
logbooks. The Joint Working Group was not unanimous with regard to the need for a minimm size, but does
recommend that logbooks should only be mandatory aboard vessels of more than 25 m in length or 100 Gross
Registered Tons. Member Countries should obtain catch and effort data from smaller vessels in a manner
suitable to their individual situatdions,

The Joint Working Group, therefore,

recommends

1) the attached list of entries (Attachment 2) be requilred of all logbooks,

ii) that logbooks be required to be kept on all vessels over 25 m in length or 100 GRT,

1i1) the entry headings be fdentified by code numbers, such as those indicated in the attached list
{(Attachment 2),

iv) that species of fish and type of gear be identified by FAO codings,

v) that entries be summaries for 24-hour periods, but that national authorities give serious
attention to requiring haul-by-haul data,

vi) that national authorities consider utilization of forms showing the cumulative daily catch, by
utilization, by subarea {Attachment 1).
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3. Inspection Questionnaire. The Joint Working Group considered the ICNAF Questionnaire and suggested
Canadian and US modifications, and prepared the attached revised format (Attachment 3) which it recommends
should be adopted by both ICNAF and NEAFC. The revisions are intended to update the Questionnaire in terms
of recent changes In the ICNAF and NEAFC Schemes of Joint International Enforcement, and to enable the
Questionnaire to be used by inspectors operating under ICNAF, NEAFC, or ICSEAF.

4. Form for Report of Inspection. The Joint Working Group considered the question of up-dating the ICNAF
form for recording the results of an imspection under the International Scheme of Joint Enforcement, and to
wodify the form so that it becomes suitable for use under the NEAFC Scheme of Enforcement. The discussion
was based on jolnt Canadian and US proposals, and many of the supgestions were incorporated in the draft
Report of Inspection (Attachment 4). The Joint Working Group

recommends

that the draft Report of Inspection be adopted.
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RECORD OF ACCIMULATIVE CATCH

VESSEL NAME/NUMBER SUBAREA
DATE SPECIES NO.: SPECIES NO.: SPECIES RO.: SPECIES NO,: SPECIES NO.:
DAY | MO. | YR. ; TODAY | DIS. CUMULATIVE | TODAY | DIS. | CUMULATIVE | TODAY | DIS. | CUMULATIVE | 'TODAY | DIS. | CUMULATIVE | TODAY | DIS. | CUMULATIVE
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d
(%]
BOTE: Cumulative listings are not to subtract amy fish off-loaded while vessel is operating or will operate in ICNAF Areas,

Disposition (all 3 categories to be included in eumulative totals):

L.
z,
3.

Human consumption

Fishneal
Discards
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Appendix IV
Attachment 2

JOINT ICRAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 47 March 1975

ENTRIES REQUIRED IN ALL LOGBOOKS

Item of Information ICNAF/NEAPC Code
Vessel name 01
Vessel nationality 02
Vessel registration number 03
Registration’ port 04
Types of gear used (daily) 10
Type of gear FAO Code
Date — day 20
-~ month 21
- year 22
Situation - latitude k)
~ longitude 32
- statistical area (alternative to 31 and 32) 33
*No. of hauls during the 24-hour period 40
*No. of hours gear fished during the 24-hour perlod 41
Species names FAO Code
Daily catch of each species (metric tons live weight) 50
Daily catch of each species for human consumption in the form of fish 61
Daily catch of each specles for reduction 62
Daily discard of each apecies 63
Place(s) of landing or trans-shipment 70
Date(s) of landing or trans-shipment 7
Master's signature 80

* When-two or more types of gear used in same 24-hour period, records should be separate for two types.
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Appendix IV
Attachment 3

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING ON JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

INTERNATTONAL FISHERTES INSPECTION QUESTIONNAIRE

PART I

1. I am an inspector under ICWAF/NEAFC/ICSEAF. Here 18 my idemtity card. I would like to inSpeﬁt your
nets/other fishing geax/and catch.

2. I should like to see the master of this vessel.

3. Please give me your name.

4. Please cooperate with me In my examination of your catch, equipment, and documents in accordance with
the International regulations for this area,

3. Please check your position and time (in GMT) at the moment of our arrival on your vessel.

6, I am reporting Your positlon 45 c..uecssscscesss’ 1AL veeeevsnacssnsss” 1lONE 8E snvusesn.s GME, Do
you agree?

7. Would you like to check your position with my instruments on board the inspection ship?

8. Do you now agree?

9. Please show me the documents establishing the nationality of your vessel, and the bridge log, fishing
logs, or other pertinent documents.

10. Please write down the pame and address of the cwners of this vesasel in the space I am indicating on
the Report Form.

11. Vhat principal species are you fishing for?

12. Are you fishing for industrial purposes?

13, I agree (Yes).

14. I do not agree (No}.

15, Please take me to: (a) the working deck;

{b) vyour processing area;
{c) your £ish holds,

16. Do you use any net attachment? If so, what type? Please write it down in the space I am indicating.

17.. Please switeh on these lights.

18, I wish to examine that net and/or chafing gear.

19. Show me the other fishing gear you have on or near the fishing deck.

20. Show me your net gauge, if any.

21, Ask your men to hold that net so that I can measure it.

22, Please make that dry net wet for ten minutes under water.

23. I have inspected «v.is..00.. meshes In this net.

24, See that I have recorded accurately on the Form in the space I am indicating the width of the meshes
I have measured.

25, I wish to inspect your catch. Have you finighed sorting the fish?
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26. Will you please lay out those fish?

27. I wish to estimate the proportion of regulated species in your catch,

28. Please turn to the copy in your language of the official Inspection Form and supply me with the
necessary fnformation to complete this document. I will indicate what sections of the Form are of
interest.

PART II

29. If you do not gilve your collaboration as I have requested, 1 will report your refusal to your Flag
State.

30. I have found the average width of the meshes I have measured In that net 15 ...eeve... mm. This
appears to be below the minimum applicable mesh size, and will be reported to your Flag State.

31. I have found net attachments and/or other fishing gear which appears to be illegal. This will be
reported to your Flag State.

32. 1 shall now affix the identification mark to thie piece of fishing gear which is to be preserved with
the mark attached until viewed by a fisheries inspector of your Flag State at his demand. ’

33. I have found .........., undersized fish in the number I inspected. T shall report this to your Flag
State.

34, I find that you are apparently fishing in this area (a) during a closed season;

(b) with gear not permitted;
{¢) for species not permitted.
This will be reported to your Flag State.

35. I have found a by-catch of regulated specles which appears to be above the permitted amounts. I shall
report this to your Flag State,

36. I have made coples of the followlng entry (entries) in this document. Please sign them to certify
that they are true copiles of the above entry (entries).

37. T would like to communicate with a designated authority of your Flag State. Pleage arrange for this
message to be sent and for any answer to be received.

38. Do you wish to make any observations concerning this inspection including its conduct and that of the
inspector? If so, please do so in your own language in the space I am indicating om the Report Form
on which I have set out my findings. Please sign the observations. Do you have any witnesses who
wish to make obgervations? If so, they may do so in theilr own language in the space I am indicating
on the Report Form.

39. I am leaving. Thank ycu.
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Appendix IV
Attachment 4

JOINT ICNAF/NEAFC MEETING QN JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

Leningrad, 4-7 March 1975

INTERRATIONAL COMMISSION FOR THE NORTEWEST ATLANTIC FISHERIES/NORTH-EAST ATLANTIC FISHERIES COMMISSION!
SCHEME OF JOINT ENFORCEMENT

REPORT OF INSPECTION

(Inspector: Please use CAPITAL BLOCK LETTERS)
AUTHORIZED INSPECTOR

1., Name.uscsavesssonsnorsoansnsnsnssasssvansoasnsnnssacsnssansars NALIONBLILY . ovrvntnnnansvonarncanes
2. Name and identifying letters and/or mumber of ship carrying Mim....ccceeseensvoiacnnasssviannsonans

INFORMATION ON VESSEL INVOLVED

3. Natlonality & Port of Regiatry.cusue-savaroassrotosanssnaorrotarsssussnntosoansttastsainssastnsannan
4, Vegsel's name & Reglstration NUmbDer.....ieserssosssassnssasssacescsnssansssnasrsasncanssaasnanssesss
5. MasSter's HAME...ceeciesseasoresoaanasanssarasscsassoausasassssoissasoasiorrsevrseratbonssriosesnsnnens
6. Owner's Name and AdAre88.,..uveseneaccsrnsrartiacsaansostrnersacnonasssssaseannnsasassnsasssaasnsnrsesas
7A. Position as determined by inspector at ......s... GMT; latitude............ longitude..icsrveranaens
7B. Position as determined by fishing vessel's master at ......... GMT; latitude......longitude.......

DATE AND TIMES THE INSPECTION COMMENCED AND FINISHED

8. Dat€eisvacsesarencrssssass Time arrived on bo8Tdessesanssesasssnssss Time of departurescscciccianass

FACTS RESULTING FROM INSPECTION 1st 2nd 3rd
Het Net Net

9. Type of net (trawl net, seine net, etc.)
Material (chemical catepory, if possible)
Single or double twipe

Net measured wet or dry‘

On _or near trawl deck (ICNAF only)

Type of net attachments inspected

RemMATKB. cvuenresssscrsontnssurscacnassssnsans

P I L R N R N N R

Average mesh size of gCAT measured

NET INSPECTIONS - SAMPLES OF 20 MESHES OF THE NET MEASURED IN MILLIMETRES

10._ Codend
Width (mesh size) Average Width Legal Size

lat Net
2nd Net
3rd Net

Chafer

Width (mesh size) Average Width Legal Size

lst Net
2ud Net
3rd Net

Rest of Net P
Width (mesh size) Average Width Legal Size

lst Net
2nd Net
3rd Net

T hoiote At
Delete a8 necessary.
2 Nets measured under NEAFC regulations must be wet.
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11.

12,

13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

-2 -

CATCH INSPECTIONS - LENGTH OF FISH IN MILLIMETRES

No. of individuals | No. of individuals Average length
Species name | Code in gample undersized (where applicable) Legal Size

RESULT OF INSPECTION OF FISH OBSERVED IN LAST TOW (WHEN INSPECTED)

Total Percentage Percentage
Tons List of ALL SPECIES TAKEN IN LAST TOW of each discarded

Total catch

SUMMARY: RECORD OF CATCH

Date of entry How Processed
into Area or Fish Species Catch (include discards
Subdivision Subdivision with Code Ko, (metric tons) where known)

Weight of whole fish reduced..eeuiucivrieooanaussrennreinsunsstonassasseasssncasennsnsncassactsncnnsns
Weight of whole fish camned or otherwise processed......cveccenccicvincnsesassssnnnsasnsassssnannans
Date of departure from ICNAF Subarea (1f KnoWn).s.sesusesstveansenssassascensosnoasnctsasansrenssnsas

(For ICNAF only) Date and place of last landing OF ..ccassvesvenserronssssssssrrnnsssssnscssnannnras
trans-shipment or start of fishing in ICNAF Area.u.vcecussassnsuarivanesontssasananas

COMMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS

18.

19.

20.

2],

22.

23.

24,
25.
26,

27,

List of & comments on documents Iinspected during boardingsS......civisssnverecnssssansvasernansecnnss

R R LR L I I R R R A

Citation for apparent infringement id

Statements of photographs taken with description of subjectS.siieiurrrssrssnsnorrasasneseescncennnss

SErarTe eI ne AR E st bbb el it meo e n ki hh s o aset P AR R FARRENOCTAaRRsEr o r e inabbbbar U RtEERN AR

, Other comments and/or observations by INSPECLOT.ciessssscsssverasnastaunsansetantassenssrsenaansnans

R T R N R N N N N R N N RN

e T L L L L L T T
Sipnature Of INSPeCLOr .. uiersteninertstrecasnrronsttsssesntocsnsnsvinsasissstsattovanasssansrransns

Statement of Inspection WitneBB(EB) e isssserirarasanrrasatsaiteivsntrrararsosasoasasssrstarassassoanns

Signature of WitNeBS(B8) . uuauecesearsrssaoassonnstassuvarsssneacasriatossacnsatotvraasnessssasnuynsss

Statement of master’'s WitneBS(EB) e ceocnsersessirisssnasenossracaetisiononnatasstobssstonssnvissnee
,

Signature Of WitNESS(E8) . uesevnursnaersonasasasoesssensstssscasansesssnssssarsrsannssesitatosnvenras

Comments and/or observations by the master of the veBsSelisccecaracireonrisusrontoanacassssvnnsanrss

tertasssssssverunansersnssancsreanass Sipnature of the maater

COPY TO MASTER, ORIGINAL TO BE RETAINED BY INSPECTOR FOR SUBSEQUENT DISSEMINATION.
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Ceremonial Opening

Tuesday, 10 June, 1000 hrs

The Opening Session of the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting of the Commission was convened in the Assembly
Rooms in Edinburgh, Scotland at 1000 hrs on 10 June 1975.

The Chairman of the Commissiom, Mr Erie Gillett, Fisheries Secretary for Scotland, opened the Meeting.
He welcomed the Commissioners, Advisers, Observers and Guests. He relayed the regrets of the Right Honcura—
able Wm Ross, MP, Secretary of State for Scotland, who was unable to be present to address the Commission
because of parlismentary duties, The Chairman then read the Secretary's address to the Commission and its
CGuests as follows:

"On behalf of Her Majesty's Government I welcome all Delegates and Advisers to this Annual Meeting
of the Commission in Edinburgh.

"The number of fish stocks which you must aim to keep or to place under effective quota control,
the need to reduce the interaction of one type of fishery upon others, the desire to consider new
principles of allocation between countries, and the problems of fair but effective enforcement make
the tasks which you have set yourselves over the next 10 or 11 days a very heavy prospect indeed.

But your Commission, one of the foremost in the world for international fishery matters, has shown
itself capable of meeting challenges like this In the past and will, I am confident, continue to be
able to do so now and in the future. In this, I should like to assure you of the fullest support of
Her Majesty's Govermment, who recognizes the need for international agreement to gecure effective
control, coupled with full utilization, of fish stocks in the interests of world food supplies and
equitable arrangements between different fishing natioms,

"I do not need to remind you of the consideration which is being given at the United Nations Law
of the Sea Conference to changes in international law on fishing rights as well as other matters of
the greatest conmsequence concerning the resources of the oceans and the sea bed. It is the desire of
Her Majesty's Govermment to secure a solution of these problems by international agreement, and in the
field of fisheries a successful outcome of this Conference would do much to give all Member Countries
represented here confidence in the effectiveness and fairness of negotiation as a means of solving
international problems. I recognize the strength of the demands from fishermen from many countries
for their governments to take unilateral action to secure more control over fish stocks - they exist
in this country too - but action by individual governments would leave a legacy of bitterness which
would not be easily dissipated.

"Although the fishermen of Seotland do not fish in the Northwest Atlantlc, they are greatly con-~
cerned about the success of this Conference, not only as a test of the effectiveness of international
regulation, but also because decisions taken by this Commission will have a2 considerable effect on the
amount of fishing effort deployed in waters nearer our shores. The outcome of the Conference is,
therefore, a matter of great consequence for them and for the fishing iandustry of the United Kingdom
as a whole.

L]

"I am confident that the mutual understanding of each country's different problems and objectives
in fishing which has been the principal reason for the success of your Commission in the past will
continue to operate and ensure a guccessful outcome of the Conference,

"I regret that my Parliamentary duties prevent my being here in perseon, but I know that my
colleague, Mr Hugh Brown, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Scotland responsible for
fisheries, looks forward to meeting you in Edinburgh Castle on Friday evening,

"I wish you every success,'

The Chairman then declared the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting of the Commission recessed to prepare for
the beginning of the work of the Commission in the First Plenary Session.
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ANNUAL MEETING — JUNE 1975

Report of the First Plenary Session

Tuesday, 10 June, 1030 hrs

Item 1. Opening. The First Plenary Session of the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting of the Commlssion was
called to order by the Chairman, Mr E. Glllett (UK), after the Ceremonial Opening (Proc. 2},
The Chairman welcomed Delegates from all 17 Member Countries and Observers from the Govermment
of Cuba, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Bations (FAO), the Orgamization for
Economic Cooperation and Development {OECD), the European Economic Community (EEC), the Inter-
national Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), and the International Commission for the
Southeast Atlantic Fisheries (ICSEAF) (Appendix I).

Item 2. Agenda. The Chairman asked for comments on the Agenda for the Plenary sessions (Appendix IT)
and on the timetable for the Plepary, Panel and Committee sessions., The delegate of Canada drew
attention te the Canadian proposal for reduction in fishing effort on groundfish stocks im Sub-
areas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 (Comm.Doc. 75/8), and suggested that it be discussed in the meeting of
STACREM prior to any action taken in a Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 which should be pro-
vided for in the timetable of meetings. The Plenary agreed that the item should be added to the
Agenda of STACREM and that a Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4 would be arranged. The delegate
of Canada also drew attention te the Canadian proposal on the national allocation of TACs (Comm.
Doc. 75/11) and to the fact that it was already on the Agenda of STACREM. The members of the
Plenary agreed that Panels and Committees should complete their work as detailed on their Agendas
and, subject to essential changes, must finish their work in the time allotted.

Item 3. Publicity. The Plenary agreed that a Committee on Publicity should be set up composed of the
Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Commission, with the Chairman of STACFAD and the Executive
Secretary.

Item 4. Approval of Draft Reports of Proceedings of the Fifth and Sixth Special Commlgsion Meetings. Pro-
ceedings of the Fifth Special Commission Meeting, Miami, Florida, USA, 11-15 November 1974, and
Addendum (Summ.Doc. 75/1), and Proceedings of the Sixth Special Commission Meeting, Bergen, Norway,
13-18 Japuary 1975, and Addendum (Summ.Doc. 75/6) were approved.

Item 5. Panel Mewmberships. The Plenary noted that there had been no change in Panel membership since the
last Annual Meeting.

Items 6. Administrative Report. 7. Auditor's Report, 1973/74. 8. VFinancial Statement, 1974/75.
6-10 9. Budget Estimate, 1975/76. 10. Budget Forecast, 1976/77. The Plenary referred these items
to STACFAD.

Item 11. Status of Commission Proposals (Comm.Doc. 75/4). The Chairman referred to Comm,Doc. 75/4 and
noted that the status of proposals adopted by the Commission for changes in the Convention and
for the regulation of the fisheries were detailed there for information of the Commission parti-
cipants.

Item 12. Improvements to the Convention (Comm.Doc. 75/7). The Chairman drew attention to the US preposal
(Comm.Doc. 75/7) which suggested that it would be more appropriate to consider the matter of
pozsible amendments to the Coanvention after the detalls of the new legal regime currently being
discussed at the Law of the Sea Forum are known. The delepate of USA felt there was no need to
comment as the document was clearly self-explanatory.

Items The Plenary agreed that the remainder of the Agenda Items should be referred to the appropriate
13-56 Panel or Panels and Committees for consideration.

Item 47. Report of the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES). The Chairman of the Com-
mission invited the Chairman of STACRES, Dr A.W. May (Canada), to present a summary of the pro-
visional Report of STACRES. Dr May reviewed the results of the work of the Assessments, Biological
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Surveys, Environmental, and Statistics and Sampling Subcommittees and the various Working Groups.
The Chairman of the Commission thanked the sclentists, on behalf of the Plenary, for their excel-
lent contribution to the Commission’'s conservation program. The Plenary agreed to table the
provisional Report until the work of STACRES was completed and would be fully reported at the

Final Plenary Session.

The Plenary adjourmed at 1145 hrs.
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List of Participants

(Head of Delegation underlined)
Chairman: Mr E. Gillett, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, St. Andrews House, Edinburgh 1, Scotland

BULGARIA
Commigsioner:
Mr P. Kolarov, Research Institute of Fisheries and Oceanography, Boul. Chervenoarmeisky 4, Varna
Adviser:
Mr G.I. Karakadiev, SEB 'Ribno Stopanstvo', 3 Industrialma Str., Bourgas

CANADA

Commissioners:
Mr A.A. Etchegary, Fishery Products Ltd., P.0. Box 550, St. John's, Nfld., AlC 5L1

Mr K. Henriksen, H.B. Nickerson & Sons Ltd., P.0. Box 130, North Sydney, N.S. B2a 3M2
Dr A.W.H. Reedler, Huntsman Marine Laboratory, St. Andrews, N.B. EOG 2X0

Advisers:

Mr S.W. Bartlett, Conservation and Protection (Nfid) Branch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment
Canada, P.0. Box 5667, St. Johm's, Nfld, AlC 5%1

Mr J.S5. Beckett, International Fisheries Policy, Fisheries and Marine Service, Enviromment Canada, 580 Booth
Street, Ottawa, Ont.

Mr D.R. Bollivar, Intermational Activities Branch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, P.0O,
Box 550, Halifax, N.S. B3J 287

Mr J.W. Carroll, Resource Mapagement Bramch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Fontaine
Bidg., Hull, P.Q. KOH 1A3

Mr J.E. Creeper, Fisheries Management (Maritimes), Fisheries and Marine Service, Enviromment Canada, P.O.
Box 550, Halifax, N.S5. B3J 257

Hon J. Crosbie, Department of Fisheries for Newfoundland, 16 Circular Road, St. John's, Nfld.

Capt C. Denton, Atlantic Fishermen's Associlation, Little River, Digby Co., N.S.

Dr H.D. Fisher, Department of Zoology, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, B.C. V6T 1W5

Dr R.G. Halliday, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Blological Station, St. Andrews, N.B.
E0G 2X0 '

CDR R, Hitesman, Maritime Command, Attention: 8850 S0, FMO Halifax, Halifax, N.S.

Mr L. Hume, B.C. Packers Ltd., P.0. Box 764, Dartmouth, N.S.

Mr K. Karlsen, Karlsen Shipping Co., P.0. Box 1044, Halifax, N.S,

Mr A. LaChance, Province of Quebec, Maritime Fisheries Directorate, Department of Industry and Commerce,
Quebec, P.Q.

Mr R.W. Link, P.0. Box 201, Clarkes Harbour, Shelburne,Co., N.S.

Mr D.A. MaclLean, Fisheries Statistics Branch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Envircnment Canada, P.0. Box
550, Balifax, N.S. B3J 2§57

Dr A.W. Mansfield, Flsheries and Marine Service, Enviromment Canada, Arctic Biclogical Station, Ste. Anne
de Bellevue, P.Q. H9X 3L6

Mr J.M. Marshall, Conservation and Protection (Nfld) Branch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment
Canada, P.0. Box 5667, St. John's, Nfid, AlC 5X1

Dr A.W. May, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Biological Station, St. John's, Nfld. Alc 1al

Mr D.J. McEachran, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Camada, 580 Booth Street, Ottawa, Ont.

Mr D.A. McLean Jr, P.0. Box 166, Black's Harhour, N.B.

Mr C.A, Moulton, 195 Coronation Avenue, Halifax, N.S.

Mr J. Mullally, Nova Scotia Department of Fisheries, P.0. Box 2223, Halifax, N.S.

Mr M.B. Phillips, Legal Operations Division, Department of External Affairs (FLO), Ottawa, Ont.

Mr A.T. Pinhorn, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Biological Stationm, St. John's, Nfld.
AlC 1Al

Mr T.K. Pitt, Fisheries and Marine Service, Enviromment Canada, Biological Station, St. John's, Nfld. AlC 141

Mr H.D. Pyke, Nationmal Sea Products, P.0Q. Box 867, Lunenburg, N.S., BOJ 2C0O

Dr D.E. Sergeant, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Arctic Blological Station, Ste. Anne de

Bellevue, P.(}. H9X 3L6
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Dr M.P, Shepard, International Fisheries Policy, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Booth
Street, Ottawa, Ont.

Mr W. Short, N.F.F.A.W.U., P.0. Box 5158, 5t, John's, Nfld.

Mr ¢.C. Slade, Department of Fisheries, 4th Floor, Viking Bldg., St. John's, Nfld.

Dr W.T. Stobo, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Blological Station, St. Andrews, N.B.
EOG 2X0

Mr E. Thornhill, West Street, Grand Bank, Nfld.

Mr R.N. Wadden, Information Branch, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, Ottawa, Ont. KI1A 0OH3

Dr G.H. Winters, Fisheries and Marine Service, Enviromment Camada, Biological Station, St. John's, Nfld.
AlC 1Al

Mr E.B. Young, International Fisheries Poliey, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment Canada, 580 Eooth
Street, Ottawa, Ont.

DENMARK
Commissioners:
Mr E. Lemche, Ministry for Greenland, Rausergade 3, DK-1128 Copenhagen K

Mr K. Léfkkegaard, Ministry of Fisheries, 16 Borgergade, 1300 Copenhagen
Mr P. Reinert, Tinganes, 3800 Torshavn, Faroe Islands

Advisers:

Mr A.P. Dam, Government of the Faroe Islands, Tinganes, 3800 Torshavn, Faroe Islands

Mr J. Djurhuus, Govermment of the Faroe Islands, Tinganes, 3800 Torshavm, Farce Islands

Mr Sv.Aa, Horsted, Gr¢nlands Fiskeriundersdgelser, Jaegersborg A1lé 1B, 2920 Charlottenlund
Mr K. Hoydal, Fiskirannsoknarstovan, 3800 Torshavn, Faroe Islands

Mr 0. Jacobsen, Box 58, Torshavn, Faroe Islands

Mr J.M. Jensen, Grgnlands Fiskeriundersdgelser, Jaegersborg Allé 1B, 2520 Charlottenlund
Mr F.0. Kapel, Grégnlands Fiskeriundersdgelser, Jaegersborg A11& 1B, 2920 Charlottenlund

Mr M. Olsen, Fisheries Organizations of Greenland, P.0. Box 324, 3900 Godthaab, Greenland
Mr (. Skardhamar, 150 Market Street, Aberdeen, Scotland

Mr 5. Thulesen, Farces Ship Owners Association, Klaksvik, Faroe Islands

FRANCE
Commissioners:

Mr B. Labrousse, Secrétariat Général de la Marine Marchande, 3 Place de Fontenoy, 75007 Paris
Mr R.H. Letaconnoux, Institut Scientifique et Technique des Péches Maritimes, B.P. 1049, 44037 Nantes

Advisers:

Mr P.L. Bérard, Affalres Maritimes, B.P. 15, St., Pierre et Miquelon

Mr Y. LeGrand, 6 Blvd. de la République, Saint Malo 35

Mr A. Parres, French Ship Owners Association, UAPF, 50 rue des Mathurins, 75008 Paris
Mme R, Wuine, 34 rue Walth&re Dewé, 4000 Liege, Belgium

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Commissioners:

Dr D. Booss, Bundesministerium fiir Erndhrung, Landwirtaschaft und Firsten, 53 Bomnn
Dr A. Schumacher, Bundesforschungsanstalt fiir Fischerei, Institut fiir Seefischerel, Palmaille 9, 2 Hamburg 50

Advisers:

Dr J. Genschow, Association of German Trawler Owners, Preussenstr 3, 285 Bremerhaven
Dr J. Messtorff, Bundesforschungsamstalt fiir Fischerei, Institut fiir Seefischerei, Fischkai, 285 Bremerhavem

GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC

Commissioner:

Mr W. Lange, Ministerium fiir Bezirksgeleitete und Lebensmittelindustrie, Leipziger Stragse, 108 Berlin

Advisers:

Miss M. Fdrster, Ministerium fiir Bezirksgeleitete und Lebensmittelindustrie, Leipziger Strasse, 108 Berlin
Mr F. Hartung, VVB Fischkombinat Rostock, 251 Rostock-Marienehe

Mr W. Mahnke, Institut fUr Hochseefischerei, 251 Rostock~Marienehe

Dr W. Ranke, VVB Hochseefischered, 252 Rostock 22

134



ICELAND
Commissioner:
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ITALY
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Mr M.S5. Barada, Fishery Departmént, Ministry of Merchant Marine, Viale Asia, 00100-Rome
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Mr K. Raasok, Ministry of Fisheries, Oslo
Mr H. Rasmussen, Directorate of Fisheries, P.0. Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
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Mr E. Aas, Ministry of Fisheries, Oslo

Mr 5. Engesaeter, Economic Section, Directorate of Fisheries, 5000 Bergen

Mr T. Gislesen, Royal Ministry of Forelgn Affairs, Oslo
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Mr O.H. James-Olsen, Directorate of Fisheries, P.0., Box 185-186, 5001 Bergen
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Serial No. 3630 Proceedings No. 3
(B.b.25) Appendix II

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Plenary Sessions

Apgenda

PROCEDURES

1. Opening
2. Agenda
3. Publicity

ADMINISTRATION

4,  Approval of draft reports of Proceedings of Fifth and Sixth Special Commission Meetings (Summ.Doc.
75/1 and 75/6)

5. Panel memberships (Comm.Doc. 75/3)

6. Administrative Report (Comm.Doc. 75/2)

7. Auditor's Report, 1973/74 (Comm.Doc. 75/2)

8. Financial Statement, 1974/75 {Comm.Dac. 75/2)

9. Budget Estimate, 1975/76 (Appendix I to STACFAD Agenda)
10. Budget Forecast, 1976/77 (Appendix IT to STACFAD Agenda)

COMMISSION PROPOSBALS
11. Status of proposals adopted by the Commission (Comm.Doc, 75/4)

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

12. Improvements to the Conventiom (Comm.Doc. 75/7)

INTERNATIONAL CONTROL

13. Annual Returns of Infringements (Comm.Doc. 75/5)
14. Scheme of Joint Enforcement (Summ. Doc. 75/9)
15, Enforceability of present and proposed fishery regulations (Summ.Doc. 75/9)

CONSERVATION

16. Consideration of possible measures for regulation of fishing and the economic and administrative
problems in their application {Icelandic paper on minimum fish and mesh size as conservation
measure)

17. Consideration of reduction of fishing effort on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2,3 and 4 for 1976,
{Comm.Doc. 75/8)

18, Consideration of means of guaranteeing at least minimum biological sampling of commercial fish
catches in the Convention Area and Statistical Area 6 (Comm.Doc. 75/10)

19. Conservation of Atlantic salwon in the Northwest Atlantic

20. Conservation of cod stocks In the Convention Area

21. Conservation of haddock stocks in Subareas 4 and 5

22, Conservation of herring stocks In Subareas #, 5 and Statistical Area 6

23. Conservation of mackerel stocks in Subareas 3, 4 and 5

24. Conservation of sllver and red hake stocks in Subareas 4, 5 and Statistical Area 6

25. Conservation of redfish stocks in Subareas 2-5

26. Conservation of pollock stocks in Subareas 4 and 5

27. Comservation of American plaice stocks in Subareas 2 and 3

28. Comservation of yellowtail stocks in Subareas 3, 5 and Statistical Area 6

29. Conservation of witch stocks In Subareas 2 and 3

30, Conservation of vellowtall, witch and Americam plaice stock in Subarea 4

31. Conservation of Greenland halibut stocks in Subareas 2, 3 and Statistical Area 0
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32. Conservaticn of flounder (except yellowtail) stocks in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

33, Conservation of capelin stocks in Subareas 2 and 3

34, Conservation of roundnose grenadier stocks in Subareas 1, 2, 3 and Statistical Area 0

35. Conservation of argentine stock In Subarea 4

36. Conservation of squid (Fllex and Foligo) stocks in Subareas 3, 4, 5 and Statistical Area 6

37. Conservation of other finfish stocks in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

38. Conservation of all finfish and squids in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

39, Conservation of scallop stock in Subarea 5

40. Conservation of harp and hood seals in the Northwest Atlantic

41. Consideration of herring size limit regulations in Subarea 4 and 5

42. Consideration of exemption clauses in trawl regulations in Subareas 3, 4 and 5 (Comm.Doc. 75/15)

43, Consideration of uniform mesh size for trawl nets in the Convention Area

44, Conslderation of amendment to proposal for management of International Quota Regulations
{Comm.Doc. 75/6, p. 13; Comm. Doc. 75/16)

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

45. Report of joint TCNAF/NEAFC meeting on International Enforcement, Leningrad, March 1975
(Summ.Doc. 75/9)
46. Reports of Meetings of NEAFC, FAO0, I0OC, OECD AND ICES

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND PANELS

47. Report of Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES)
48, Report of Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD)
49. Report of Standing Committee on Regulatory Measures (STACREM)

50. Report of Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC)

51. Reports of Panels 1-5 and Panel A (Seals)

OTHEER MATTERS

52. Election of Chairman and Vice—Chairman for 1975/76 and 1976/77
53. Date and location of 1976, 1977 and 1978 Annual Meetings

54. Press Statement

55. 0Other Business

56. Adjournment
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International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No. 3631 . Proceedings No. 4
(B.u.753)

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Report of Meetings of the Standing Committee on International Comtrol (STACTIC)

Tuesday, 10 June, 1400 hrs
Wednesday, 18 June, 2115 hrs

Thursday, 19 June, 1815 hrs
1. Opening. The meeting of STACTIC was opened by the Chairman, Mr W.G. Gordom (USA).
2. Participants, Delegates of all Member Countries and Observers from Cuba and FAO were present.
3. Rapporteur, Mr J.S. Beckett (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.
4, Agenda, The Agenda, as circulated in advance by the Secretariat, was adopted,
5. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 5, Review of Annual Return of Inspections, Infringements and Disposition of
Infripgements for 1974, the Chairman reported that, to date, the Secretariat had not been able to prepare

a document summarizing the returns since, unfortunately, a significant number of countries had not yet
submitted the required reports (see Section 16 for review of Comm.Doc. 75/5).

6. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 6, Review of Joint ICNAF/NEAFC Meeting on International Enforcement, March
1975, Leningrad, USSR, the Chairman drew attention to the report of this meeting (Summ.Doc. 75/9) and sug-
gested that the various items arising should be taken in turn. He invited the delegate of the USA to
introduce the proposal (Comm.Doc, 75/22) relating to a Scheme of Registration for Vessels Engaged in Fish-
eries or Fishery Support Operations in the Convention Area or Statistical Area 6.

The delepate of the USA commented that the proposal was a rewording of that presented in Leningrad
(Summ. Doc, 75/9, Appendix II, Annex F) and that the modifications had been made to take into account the
views expressed by a number of delegations at that time.

The delegate of Canada supported the propesal and commented that, while in his view the proposal did
not go far enough, it represented a useful first step.

The delegate of Spain inquired as to whether the registration would be made by the Flag State of the
vessel or by the State which might be operating the vessel. The delepate of the USA replied that it was the
view of the USA that the Flag State would be the authority and that catches woula be against the Flag
State's quotas.

The delegate of Portugal suggested that the proposal was actually a licensing scheme rather than ome
of registration, and that "authorization" would be more appropriate than "endorsement" in describing the
radio acknowledgement of a change in the conditions of the licence. He wondered why a report of licensing
should be sent to the ICNAF Secretariat and postulated that the proposal was actually an inappropriate and
ineffective procedural attempt by coastal states to learn more about fishing activity by other nations off
their coasts. One difficulty about such a scheme would be the necessity, in many cases, of licensing
vessels for several areas during a trip, since they may fish on both sides of the Atlantic, and only deter—
mine the area of operation according to results obtained. The delegate of Portugal did, however, indicate
that his Govermnment was almost ready to introduce a scheme of licensing for Portuguese vessels.

The delegate of Denmark reported that his countty has licensing legislation because the ICNAF regula-—
tions have become so complicated and suggested that the present proposal was indeed one of authorization
and hence licensing. He indicated that Denmark would be willing to submlt a report of licensing action to
the ICNAF Secretariat but he wondered about the justification for such an additional administrative burden.

The delegate of the UK reported that the United Kingdom does already license vessels to fish in much
the manner required by the proposal, except as to the target specles. He felt that setting a fixed date
for reporting licensing action to the Secretariat was unrealistic, bearing in mind the flexible schedules
of fishing vessels. He, too, wondered about the rationale behind the proposal, and expressed uncertainty
as to what changes in auwthorization were envisaged.
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The delegate of Poland inquired about the apparent discrepancy between the inclusion of fighing support
vessels in one paragraph (2), and the absence of any mention of such vessels in another (1). The delegate
of the FRG suggested that, in any case, the terminology used should, as agreed in Leningrad, be that used
in the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement, namely "vessels engaged in fishing for sea fish or in the
treatment of sea fish".

The delepate of the USA agreed that the language suggested would be more appropriate and then commented
on the rationale behind the US proposal. He pointed out that the burden cof enforcement of ICNAF regulations,
under the Scheme of Joint Intermational Enforcement, was being borne almost entirely by the coastal states
in the area. He indicated that, in the view of his delegation, the propesal was indeed a means of improving
both the compliance with the regulations and the collection of data concerning the fisheries, and that the
United States would pursue any means to obtaln such improvement.

The delegate of Canada reiterated his concern that the present proposal did not go far emough and that,
if introduced, it would soon need further refinement. He was disturbed that the arguments used against the
proposal seemed to imply that certain countries had little control over, or knowledge of, the activities of
their fishing fleets. He suggested that countries without such contrel had no means of fulfilling the obli-
gations to provide the required data., The proposal was a means of helping both Flag States and enforcing
states to improve the Scheme of Joint Enforcement, which itself was basically a cooperative arrangement
whereby some states assisted states with less capabilities in enforcing the ICNAF regulations. The delegate
of Canada then noted that the Scheme of Joint Enforcement had generated a great amount of information about
the operations of the fishing fleets and had revealed a shocking number of violations, many of which implied
a lack of control by the Flag State. He stated that the Canadian Government was so concerned by the evidence
of quota overruns and other violatioms that he had been given instructions to warn persisteant offenders that
they might be denied access to Canadian ports, a provision for which already existed in domestic law.

The delegate of Norway noted that his country already had a licensing system and that a system such as
that proposed was necessary for better operation of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement.

The delegate of Spain reported that his Goverament had been studying the proposal and was ready to
accept 1it. He noted that Spain already had a form of licensing for vessels fishing squid in Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6, and would be extending this to cover all distant-water vessels.

The delegate of the USSR ncted that the subject had already been discussed at length in Leningrad, and
agreed that all vessels fishing within the ICNAF Area should be properly registered, with the form of regis-
tration to be available to an Inspector under the Scheme of Joint Enforcement, He noted that the USSR
already registers all fighing vessels but that there were a number of difficulties with the present proposal,
resulting particularly from the fact that these fishing vessels vary thelr fishing operations in compliance
with fishing conditions existing in different areas of the Atlantic Ocean. The delegate of the USSR felt
that intreduction of the licensing system would require changes in the present fleet management system which
seemed to be unjustified and thought that it was inadvisable to introduce the basically new form when a
standard national form was already in use, He also noted that at presemnt the contrel of the movement of
Soviet vessels with regard to quotas and other regulations was carried out by fleet commanders om the grounds.

The delegate of Canada, in response to a question from the delegate of Portugal concerning the modality
of any port closure, stated that the Government of Canada would expect to cease issuing permits to enter port
to all vessels of any Flag State whose nationals consistently wviclate the regulations.

The delegate of Denmark stated that he accepted the explanation by the delegate of the USA and could
support the proposal.

The delegate of the GDR sought clarification of the permits envisaged by Canada, to which the delegate
of Canada replied that Canada had no proposal, nor intention, to license the operations of foreign fishing
vessels but that the licence to which he had referred was required under domestic law in order to permit
such vessels to enter Canadian ports.

The delegate of Romania regretted that no representative of his country had been able to attend the
meeting in Leningrad, but said that he agreed with the proposal although he doubted whether it would be
fully effective, and that Romanian vessels would be licemsed. The delegate of the UK recognized that there
would be difficulties in any scheme but that he had no objections to the present proposal. The delegate of
France reported that there was no French system of licensing at present, but that the control of fishing
operations was being improved and that he would support the US proposal.

The Chailrman drew the attention of delegations to the fact that the reservation clause in the ICNAF
Protocol allowed nations to delay implementing a proposal of which they approved, but which caused difficul-
ties in application, until such difficulties were resolved.

The delegate of Denmark suggested that the US proposal should also apply to Statistical Area 0.

The delegate of Portugal noted that, since the proposal had not been introduced formally sixty days in
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advance, they could not guarantee to comply with it, if adopted, by 1 January 1976. He reiterated the
formal aspect in reply to the delegate of the USA and to the Chalrman, who both noted that the basic propo-
sal had been tabled in Leningrad and was reproduced in the report of that meeting (Summ.Doc. 75/9).

7. Further under STACTIC Agenda Item 6, the Chairman noted that the March Meeting of STACTIC (Summ.Doc.
75/9, Appendix IT) had referred to STACRES the ceomsideration of a Resolution Relating to the Enforcement of
the Commission's Fishery Regulations (Implementation of an International Observer Program) (Summ,Doc. /5/9,
Appendix II, Annex G}. The conclusions of STACRES, as contained in its Report (Proceedings No. 1) were at
variance with the US proposal tabled in March in Leningrad, in that inclusion of any enforecement aspects
would greatly reduce the value of the Scheme.

The delegate of the USA replied that his delegation had noted the conclusions of STACRES and planned
to redraft the US proposal for later consideration by STACTIC.

8. Further under STACTIC Apgenda Item 6, the Chairman referred to the Recommendation Relating to the
Adoption of Permits for Fisheries Research in the Convention Area (Summ.Doc, 75/9, Appendix II, Annex E}
which had been referred to the present meeting by the STACTIC Meeting im March.

The delegate of the FRG inguired about the status of a control vessel duly authorized under the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement and whether such vessels were subject to inspection by control vessels
of other npations.

The delegate of the USA noted that this was a case not covered by the proposal tabled at Leningrad,
and said that, although the US delegation had a new draft proposal in preparation, this comment and others
received from different delegations suggested that the matter should be given further attention by the
Working Group that had considered the matter inm Leningrad.

The delegate of Denmark indicated general agreement with the proposal but questioned the need for a
permit on an individual basis since this might impede the flexibility of research operations. The delegate
of the USA welcomed this suggestion and noted that it was covered in the new US draft.,

The Chaixman invited Mr L.N. Schowengerdt (USA) to reconvene the Working Group and invited the delegate
of Denmark to participate, but he declined, provided that his suggestion was given attention.

The delepate of Portugal, in referring to the status of control vessels, observed that vessels were
only such when there was a duly authorized Inspector aboard. In his view, a fishing vessel with an Inspector
aboard could be subject to Inspection but that deslgnated "special inspection vessels", particularly warships
and research vessels, should not be subject to the Scheme.

The delegate of the FRG suggested that it would be wise to distinguish between research vessels, research
vessels which might be control vessels, and fishing vessels that might be operating as control vessels on a
temporary basis.

The delegate of the UK suggested that there was a need to distinguish between permanent research vessels
and fishing vessels that might be carrying out research work, He thought that one might be issued a permit
on a long-term basis, but the latter only on a single voyage basis.

8.  Under STACTIC Agenda Item 7, Scheme of Joint Enforcement, the Chairman Invited comment on Items 7{(a),
(b}, (e), and (£}, from the Executive Secretary who reported

(a) Present status of implementation: all countries other than Demnmark, Iceland, Italy, Norway,
Portugal, and Romania are ready to inspect.

(b) Status of withdrawal of reservations to the Scheme: Romania has not yet formally withdrawn her
reservation.

{e) Plans for participation and nationally designated authorities: Denmark, Iceland, and Romania
have not notified the Secretariat of the national authority to receive and respond to notices of
infringements.

(f)} Reports of those ready for mandatory inspections in Statistical Area 6: Canada, Denmark, France,
FRG, Portugal, and UK are applying the June 1973 revision to the Scheme of Joint Internatiomal
Enforcement on a voluntary basis, pending domestic legislation to allow mandatory inspection.
The delegate of the FRG indicated that such domestic legislation was imminent.

Regarding Item 7{c), Report on Cooperatlve Enforcement, the delegate of Canada reported that inspectors
from the UK carried out cooperative enforcement aboard Canadian vessels in 1974, and that it was hoped to
accommodate Spanish inspectors in the near future.

The delegate of the USA reported cooperative inspection activities with the UK and Spain in 1974.
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The delegate of the UK expressed his appreciation of the cooperation received from Canada and USA in
accommodating three UK imspectors who had boarded six vessels, all of the USSR, and had reported no infringe-
ments.

Under STACTIC Agenda Item 7{(d}, Legal Value of Procedures, the delegate of rhe USA reported that a
reply had been prepared to the Secretariat's request on this topic. In summary, he noted that refusal to
allow boarding is a criminal offence under US domestic law and that the statement of the inspector would
be a factor in any proceedings, while an inspection report would also be legal evidence provided the inspector
was present.

The delegate of the GDR regretted that nmo copy of the request had been received but indicated that an
Inspection Report would be legal evidence provided that it was correctly completed and signed by the Captain.
He stated that a written reply to the request for comment would be prepared.

The delegate of the UK drew attention to the possibility that an inspector might be called as a witness
to proceedings in a different country.

10. TUnder STACTIC Agenda Item 8, Further Possible Improvements to the Joint Enforcement Scheme, the Chairman
drew attention to the Report of the STACTIC Meeting in Leningrad (Summ,Doc, 75/9, Appendix IV) and to the
jolat US/Canadian proposal for amendment of Proposal (14) from the June 1974 Commission Meeting (Comm.Doc.
75/6, pages 29-32) for management of international quota regulations to require maintenance on board of
cumulative catch records (Comm.Doc. 75/16).

The delegate of Canada stated that the proposal was a very important one for improving the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement.

The delegate of the UK inquired whether the proposal referred to the cumulative catch of a particular
vessel or of 8 country, since the latter was the basis of quota regulations. To this, the delegate of Canada
replied that the proposal referred to individual vessel catches since such cumulative records were of great
assistance in enforcement. For example, he reported that recent boardings of about one-third of the vessels
in one fleet indicated that they alone had caught nearly the whole of the quota for that area for that par-
ticular Flag State.

The delegate of the FRC considered that there were two parts to the proposal, the first, with which he
agreed, was that a copy of the log records should be retained aboard fishing vessels throughout a voyage.
He noted that FRG was intending to introduce a duplicating loghook for this purpase. On the other hand, he
could not apree that captains of fishing vessels should be required to maintain a cumulative record - par-
ticularly as the inspector was likely to be more capable of the arithmetic involved - should such an exer-
cise serve any purpose.

The delegate of the USA agreed that the inspector could sum individual entries in log records during
boardings, but he contended that this would take unnecessary time when officers of the vessel accustomed
to navigation procedures would be capable of maintaining the proposed records. He pointed out that it was
possible for small numbets of vessels to catch all of a large number of individual natiomal quotas in certain
areas, and that, since a considerable time lag could develop between reports from vessels and responses from
national authorities with regard to the status of quotas, the United States strongly endorsed maintenance of
on-board cumulative catch records.

The Chairman suggested that Canada and USA, the authors of the proposal, should produce some specific
suggestions for the establishment of a scheme involving cumulative catch records.

The delegate of Canada suggested that this topic, like that of certification of research vessels,
would be advanced further if referred to a Working Group. This suggestion met with the approval of the
meeting.

The delegate of Canada then announced that, as a follow-up to discussions on the use of helicopters in
facilitating boardings when carrying out inspections in ice-infested waters, his delegation would be sub-
mitting shortly a paper on the subject.

11, Under STACTIC Agenda Item 9, Enforcement Problems in Effort Limitation Scheme, the delegate of Canada
stated that the topic should be considered in conjunction with a Canadian propesal (Comm.Doc. 75/8) calling
for such a scheme which was scheduled for substantive discussion in STACREM the next day. The meeting agreed
with the suggestion that the item should be brought forward at the next session of STACTIC.

12, TUnder STACTIC Agenda Item 10, Technical Advice on Midwater Trawl Doors "incapable of being fished on
the bottom", the delegate of the FRG, on the invitation of the Chairman, introduced Comm.Doc. 75/17 which
gave his delegation's opinion of the technical specifications necessary to discriminate between bottom tend-
ing and midwater trawls,

13. The Chairman asked the indulgence of STACTIC if he adjourned the meeting early and exhorted participants
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to study the agenda items in order to facilitate discussion at the next meeting. However, before closing
he gave the floor to the Chairman of the Commission who introduced a draft Summary Table of ICNAF Regula-
tions prepared by him in Leningrad and amended (Appendix I, Annex 7). He invited comments from delegations
before fipalizing the Table, to which would be attached a map of the ICNAF Area and a summary of the regu-
lations concerning topside chafers,

14, The Chairman thanked Mr Gillett and recessed the STACTIC meeting at 1730 hrs, 10 June,

15. STACTIC reconvened at 2115 hrs, 18 June.

1l6. The Chairman requested reconsideration of STACTIC Agenda Item 5, Review of Annual Returns of Inspecticms,

Infringements, and Disposition of Infringements for 1974. The Secretariat had prepared and circulated a
sumary (Comm.Doc. 75/5) of the reports received to 10 June. The Chairman noted that only nine Contracting
Governments had supplied the reports as requested in Circular Letter 75/3, and urged early submission by the
remaining Govermments.

The delegate of the USA supported the Chairman's request and noted rhat, as one of the two countries
bearing the main brunt of enforcement, the USA needed a full report of the disposition of alleged infringe-
ments in order to advise US fishermen of the disciplinary action of Contracting Governments upon their fisher—
men for infringements.

The delegate of Canada emphasized not only the importance of full reporting of inspections performed
and of the disposition of infringements, but also the importance of all countries carrying out inspections
in order to avoid creating the Impression that the Scheme was run by the coastal states rather than on a
cooperative basis. He stated that Canada would shortly be circulating a tabulation of the results of all
ingpections carriled out.

The delegate of the GDR pointed out that no reply to the Circular Letter 75/3 was to be expected since
the GDR only joined the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement on 1 January 1975.

The delegate of France reported that the summary requested had recently been mailed to the Commission
Secretariat.

17, Under further discussion of STACTIC Agenda Item 6, Review of Joint ICNAF/NEAFC Meeting on Interpaticnal
Enforcement, Leningrad, March 1975, the Chairman noted that a Working Group on Logbooks and Joint Enforcement
had been enpanelled at that meeting, and invited the Chairman of the Working Group, Mr J. Beckett (Canada),
to report the results (Summ,Doc. 75/9, Appendix IV). The Working Group recognized that a common logbook
would be impractical for all nations and all fisheries, and recommended to STACTIC a list of data elements
that should be required in all logbooks, particularly respecting time, area, effort, and catch. The Group
considered that, whereas logbooks covering all vessels and their completion om a haul-by-haul basis was to

be strongly recommended, practicality necessitated exempting small vessels (under 25 m and 100 GRT) from
complying and also the establishment of the minimum data base as a summary by 24-hour periods, different
gears being summed separately. Since no standard format was being recommended, the Working Group recommended
that when new loghooks were printed, the specific data headings should be identified by code numbers in order
to facilitate examination during boardings by inspectors under the Enforcement Scheme. The Working Group
also considered the questionnaire and the report form used during inspections by intermational inspectors
and recommended a number of changes in both to update them and to facilitate the logical progression of
inspection.

The delegate of Portugal noted that implementation of any proposal often takes time, particularly in
view of the frequent changes being made in requirements.

The delegate of the UK commented on the Report of Inspection form, as proposed by the Leningrad Working
Group, and noted that there had been apreement te recommend blocking off the paragraphs, making provision
for recording measurement ¢f 20 meshes, and printing the form on internmatiomnally standard size paper.

The delegate of Romania noted that his country had not been represented at Leningrad, but that both
the proposed modifications to the Report of Inspection and Inspection Questionnaire amd the proposed list
of standard entries for loghbooks were acceptable to his delegation. He added that Romania intended to par-
ticipate in inspections under the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement.

The Chairman, after clarifying a question from the delegate of Denmark, proposed approval of the Report
of the Working Group on Logbooks and Joint Enforcement, with the exception of the provision for recording
catches on a cumulative basis which, while discussed at Leningrad, was scheduled for further consideration
at the present mweeting of STACTIC. The Report was approved with dissent. STACTIC therefore
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recommends
that the Commission adopt

1) the standard entries for inclusion iIn all logbooks (Appendix II),

i) the modified questionnaire for use by inspectors operating under the Scheme of Joint Interna-
tional Enforcement (Appendix III), and

111) the modified form for reporting inspections carried out under the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement (Appendix IV).

The Chairman noted that STACTIC had, in Leningrad, recommended that translations of the Ingpection
Report Form be provided to the Secretariat for inclusion with translations of the Questionmaire. He also
noted that translations of loghooks had been requested by the Secretariat in Circular Letter 75/25.

18. Further te STACTIC Agenda Item 6 (above), the Chairman noted that the STACTIC Workimg Croup established
at the previous STACTIC session to congider jtems arising from the Leningrad Meeting had submitted its
Report (Appendix 1), and asked the Chairman of this Working Group, Mr L.N. Schowengerdt (USA), to introduce
the Report. The latter paid tribute to the diligent work of the members of the Group. He outlined the
seven topics considered by the Group:

{(a) Notification of fisheries research vessels operating in the Convention Area. The Working Group
had prepared a proposal (Appendix I, Annex 1) that would distinguish between permanent and temporary research
vessels, with certain basic data filed with the Secretariat for permanent research vessels but filed on a
crulge basis, together with cruilse plans, for temporary research vessels. The proposal included provision
for an international inspector to wisit temporary research vessels and ascertain their status, but not a
specific provision for such visits to permanent research vessels. On this point, Canada and the USA had
suggested an alternative formulation which would make both classes open to visits, rather than inspections.
The delegate of Denmark endorsed the proposal. The delepate of Portugal regretted mot being able to parti-
cipate fully in the Working Group and gquestioned the limitations implied by the qualifying phrases 'which
involves the taking of fish" and “pertaining to the taking of fish". He also considered that it was imprac-
ticable to require temporary research vessels to carry a "copy" of the notification sent to the Secretariat.
He emphasized the need to distinguish between the two types of research vessel, particularly since the perma-
nent category fell largely under the provisions of the 1958 Convention on the High Seas.

The delegate of Canada stated that his delegation considered that it should also be required to notify
the Secretariat, for dissemination to other Coantracting Governments, general information on each fisheries
regearch cruise by permanent research vessels, particularly since such information would help remove any
possible misunderstanding.

The delegate of the USA noted that most Contracting Governments already provide notification in advance
of eruises by permanent research vessels. He also considered that the proposal including the Canadian/US
alternative did not conflict with the sovereign right of research vessels since no restriction on their
freedom was implied.

The delegate of Norway noted difficulty with both alternative formulatioms but said that he could
accept either,

After considerable discussion of the above points of substance and of suggestions for improvement in
the drafting, with a dissenting vote from the delegate of Portugal mot on the principle of the recommenda-
tion hut on some detalls with which he disagreed, STACTIC

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government for joint action by the Contracting Govern-
ments, proposal (1) to establish a scheme of notification of fisheries research vessels operating in
the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6 (Appendix V).

(b) National system of registration of fishing and fisheries support vessels. The Chairman of the
Working Group introduced the proposal (Appendix I, Annex 2) which would require Contracting Govermments to
register vessels operated by their nationals for operation in the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas
0 and 6, and to submit a report of such registration on a voluntary basis by 1 January 1976, but on a man-
datory basis by 1 January 1977. Changes would be reported on a timely basis. Canada had indicated insist-
ence on the measure being mandatory from the start, while the USSR preferred a formulation involving notifi-
cation of vessel operations in the year previcus. The delegate of the USSR explained that fishing vessel
activity was controlled on a fieet basis by a commander on the grounds, and monitored by independent ins-
pectors with the fleets. Since there was no contrel from Moscow, it would be very cumbersgome to relay any
changes of plan to Moscow and then to the Secretariat. Furthermore, the movements of the fleets were
determined in accordance with achieved results, and not as a result of long-term planning at the end of the
previous year. The delegate of the USSR had no objection to other Contracting Governments registering thelr
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vessels in advance, but since the mode of operation of the Soviet fleets made it impossible to do the same,
he stated that his Government would have to file a reservation or take similar action, if the proposal were
adopted on a mandatory basis. The delegate of Demmark drew attention to the fact that there was sufficient
scope in the wording of the proposal to allow blanket registration of all vessels for all Convention Subareas
and Statistical Areas. The delegate of the USSR noted that this might involve registering 1,000 vessels of
which only 200 would actually require it, and that this would defeat the purpose of the proposal. The dele-
gate of Canada stated that the propesal would be valueless if amended to allow registration after the fact,

a point with which both the delegate of Norway and the delegate of the USA concurred. The delegates of
Italy, Denmark, and the GDR all foresaw difficulty with the propesal and suggested further study,

The amendment proposed by the USSR in the Report of the Working Group {(Appendix I, Section 3) was put
to the vote and was not supported, the vote being four in favour and six against, with five abstentions and
Iceland absent.

The Chairman suggested that the matter should be considered futher and recessed the meeting at 2330 hrs,
18 June. :

19. STACTIC reconvened at 1815 hrs on Thursday, 19 June, and continued discussion of the Report of the
Working Group (Appendix I) established by STACTIC on 10 June. The Chairman reintroduced the matter of
national vepistration of fisheries and_fishing support vessgels and suggested that the matter should be left
to the next meeting of STACTIC, a proposal which was accepted without dissent.

20. Proposal for International Scientific Observer Scheme. The Chairman noted that the matter had been
referred to STACRES by the Leningrad Meeting of STACTIC, and that STACRES had emphasized very stromgly that
the Scheme should have no enforcement aspects but had also requested STACTIC to further consider the matter
and prepare guidelines on the type of arrangements that might be necessary, The Working Group had, there-
fore, prepared such a set of guidelines (Appendix I, Annex 3) that should enable Contracting Governments to
proceed with implementing the Scheme by bilateral arrangements.

The delegate of tCanada moved adoption of the proposal and the delegate of the USA seconded. The dele-
gate of Denmark wished to record that the provision prohibiting the observers' activities from interfering
with the working operations of the fishing vessel should not be taken too strictly but should be defined
in the bilateral discussions establishing any arrangement,

The delegate of the UK sought assurance that further development of the Scheme would lie with STACRES,
rather than STACTIC.

The Chairman then suggested that the propesal be recommendad to the Commission for endorsement to which
all delegates agreed. STACTIC therefore

agreed to recommend

that the Comnission adopt resclution (1) relating to the adoption of a Sciemntific Observer Scheme
(Appendix VI).

21. US Proposal to Amend Exemption Clause in International Mesh Size Regulations for Subarea 5 (Appendix I,
Annex 4). The Chairman drew attention to Comm.Docs. 75/14, 15, and 19, and noted that this matter was
pertinent in Subareas 3, 4, and 5 and had already resulted in proposals in June 1974 from the Joint Meeting
of Panels 3, 4, and 5.

The Chalrman of the Working Group drew attentiom to the US proposal and reported that the conclusion of
the majority of the Group was that it was premature to consider amending regulations that had only come into
force on 11 January 1975. He, therefore, proposed that the matter be deferred until the next meeting of
STACTIC, particularly since it and the Commissioners’ Documents already noted were matters of a technical
matter. The Chairman of STACTIC noted that a Working Group might be the best medium for further study and
that he would initiate this by mail as soon as practicable,

The delegate of Portugal asked that such a Working Group evaluate the tensile test for twines (Comm.
Doc, 75/14) and consider the feasibility of establishing a method by which manufacturers indicated the
nature of netting material. Be further stated that it would provide a document to the Chairman on the diff-
erences still extant between the NEAFC and the ICNAF International Control Schemes, especially on the method
of measuring mesh sizes and on their differentials. It was agreed that this should also be considered by
the Working Group.

The delegate of the UK noted that, since selection coefficients varied for the different fish species
and mesh size was always a compromise, the significance of different netting materials was very slight.
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The Meeting agreed with the Chairman's proposal to establish a Working Group well ahead of the next
meeting and to initiate work by mail.

22, Transfer of Inspectors by Helicopter. The Chairman invited the delegate of Canada to introduce his
proposal (Appendix I, Annex 5). The delegate of Canada stated that the proposal was the result of dis—
cussions at the Lenlngrad Meeting., He Invited the other delegations to study the proposal before the next
meeting, and indicated that Canada would present a more detailed paper by that time.

23, Proposal for Cumulative Catch Records. The Chairman of the Working Group noted that discussions in
Leningrad had been further developed In Commissioners' Document 75/16 in which all vessels over 100 GRT
would be required to maintain accumulative totals of daily catches. Further discussion within the Working
Group had produced a modified formulation (Appendix I, Anmex 6) to which the major reservation was with
regard to the time required to implement the Scheme. A number of delegates, particularly those from
Dermark, the FRG, and Portugal noted difficulties that might arise in completing the records such as the
conversion of product weight to round weight, and the fact that catches are only estimated aboard ship.
The Chairman noted that conversion factors could be printed on the record forms or supplied-to inspectors,
and the Rapporteur explained that the code numbers given on the suggested form were column indicators as
developed at the Leningrad Meeting (Summ,Doc. 75/9, p. 37) and shown in the proposal for logbook entries
(Appendix II),

The Chairman called for a vote on the proposal which showed seven delegations in favour, two against,
six abstaining, and two absent. Many delegates expressed the fact that their abstention or negative vote
resulted from the impracticability of implementing the proposal within the six-month period that adoption
would imply.

In commenting on this general reservation, the delegate of Canada suggested that the proposal should
be recast with a recommendation for implementation as soon as possible. He also noted that in committees
of the Commission, only a simple majority of all members of such committees is decisive,

Considerable discussion ensued as to the best means of recommending the proposal to the Commission
with provision to allow implementation as soon as practicable and an agreed alternative formulation.

The delegate of Deomark questioned the inclusion of discards In the required accumulation of catches,
and noted that discards were not and should not be included in nominal catches reported by Contracting
Governments. He agreed to examine the matter of discards and comment further during discussion of the
proposal in Plenary Sessilon.

The propesal as amended was considered and STACTIC

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment for joint action by the Contracting Govern-
ments, proposal (2) that paragraph 4 of the Management of Quota Regulations be amended by the addition
of a provision requiring the maintevance of cumulative catch records - such provision to be fmplemented
by Contracting Governments as soon as practicable (Appendix VII),

24, TUnder STACTIC Agenda Item 11, Consideration of Uniform Mesh Size, the Chairman noted that this had been
discussed by the Working Group and covered in its Report, as had been STACTIC Agenda Item 12, Guidelines
for Control and Enforcement of By—Catch. No discussion was forthcoming.

25. Under STACTIC Agenda Item 13, Actions to be Taken Regarding Quota Violations, there was mo discussion.

26. Under Other Business, the Chairman concluded that the next meeting would probably be called before a
Special Meeting of the Commission later in the year. The Report of STACTIC would be approved by Heads of
Delepations prior to presentation to Plemary.

27. There being no further business, STACTIC adjourned at 2000 hrs, 19 June.

148



RESTRICTED

Serial No. 3631 Proceedings No, 4
(B.g.42) Appendix I

ANNUAL MEETING — JUNE 1975

Report of the STACTIC Working Group

Thursday, 12 June, 0900-1800 hrs
Monday, 16 June, 1000-1800 hrs
Tuesday, 17 June, 1000-1800 hrs

Wednesday, 18 June, 1000-1345 hrs

1. The Working Group convened under the chairmanship of Mr L.N. Schowengerdt (USA). Lt T.R. McHugh was
appointed Rapporteur. Representatives from Canada, Demmark, the FRG, the GDR, Japan, Poland, Portugal,
Spain, the USSR, the UK, and the USA attended, with an Observer from the International Commission for the
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT).

2. Recommendation Relating to the Adoption of Notificatiom of Fisheries Research Veassels Operating in
the Convention Area., The Working Group, with the exception noted below, proposed for adoption by STACTIC
the recommendation in Annex 1 after discussion of issues relating to the granting of a "permit" to a
research vessel. Due coneideration of the 1958 Convention on the High Seas was given and the necessity
to distinguish between permanent research vessels and those vessels chartered to conduct research on a
temporary basis discussed. The delegates of the USA and Canada suggested that the wording of paragraph 6
of the proposal be:

"6. If an authorized ICNAF inspector visits a vessel engaged in research, he shall note the status

of the vessel and shall limit any inspection procedures permitted by the Scheme of Joint Internmational
Enforcement to those procedures necessary to ascertain that the vessel is not a commercial fishing
vessel."

3. Proposal for a National System of Registration of Vessels Engaged in Fishing or the Treatment of Sea
Fish in the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6. The Working Group recommended adoption of
the proposal contalned at Amnex 2 afrer lengthy discussion of principles of international law relating to
the responsibility of states for the conduct of vessels of thelr flag chartered by persons from amother
state to fish under regulations such as ICNAF's. The Working Group did wish that STACTIC note that,
because of jurisdictional considerations, the prosecution of violations by vessels chartered by a person
under the jurisdiction of one of the Contracting Governments may fall to a state not party to the Convention.
As charter arrangements are becoming more common, this problem will have to be faced shortly. The Working
Group also noted that paragraph 2{(e) of the proposal allows registration forms to be so broad as to include
fishing for all species and in all areas subject to the Commission’s regulations allowed to the registering
country. The delegate of Canada indicated that he could not accept this proposal unless it becomes effect-
ive on a mandatory basis upon entry into force of the regulation in 1976, Since the Working Group could
not accept the Canadian position, the delegate of Canada requested that this proposal be given further con-
sideration at the Special Meeting of the Commission later this year because the registration of fishing
vessels is considered to be essential to controlling any reduction of fishing effort. The delegate of the
USSR suggested that the wording of the second sentence of paragraph 1 be:

"A report listing the vessels shall be filed with the JICNAF Secretariat prior to 1 January 1976 on a
voluntary basis, or on a mandatory basis after 1 January of each previous year,"

4. US Proposal for Interpationmal Scientific Observer Scheme. The Working Group considered the outline

of the Scientific Observer Scheme contained in Annex 3 and concluded that it provided a valuable first

step in the development of procedures for implementing such a scheme by mutual agreements between Contract-—
ing Governments. It was noted that STACRES had informally requested STACTIC to develop the detailed proce-
dures, and that STACTIC had an interest in the program because of the information the observers could provide
on problems such as by-catch. The Working Group agreed that the Contracting Governments should be encouraged
to proceed as socon as possible following the general guidelines in Aonex 3, but noted a number of practiecal
problems which would need to be solved. Some of the specific problems include legal problems of foreign
persons on board trawlers, including insurance, procedures to follow if a trawler changes fishing grounds,
accommodation aboard trawlers, and the duties of observers.

5. US Proposal to Amend the Exemption Clause in International Mesh Size Regulations for Subarea 5. The
delegate of the USA introduced the proposal contained in Ammex 4, noting that the domestic implementation
of the current exemptions to the trawl regulations was difficult, and by-catch restrictions in certain
fisheries would be more easily enforced under the terms of the new proposal. The majority of the Working
Group was of the opinion that the proposal may be hasty, in light of the recent implementation of the regu-
lations which the proposal was designed to replace. The delegate of the USA noted that the matter might
better be left to further comsiderations in STACTIC.
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6. The Working Group considered a paper introduced by Canada concerning the Inspection by Helicopter
Hoist Procedures (Annex 5). The Working Group generally agreed that the safety of the inspectors, the
vessels to be imspected and the helicopter and crew had to be primary considerations. Certain technical
aspects of the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement also had to be weighed. The Working Group agreed
to review Canada's proposal in order to evaluate the procedures further. The delegate of Canada agreed to
provide additional informatiom.

7. US Proposal for Cumulative Catch Record., The Working Group recommended adoption of the proposal out-
lined in Annex 6, although several delegates reserved their position, taking inte account that the procedures
might take some time to be implemented domestically. The form enclosed with Annex 6 was suggested as an
appropriate form for logging the required informatiom.

8. The Working Group recommended to STACTIC that the Simplified Guide to the Commission's Regulations
(Annex 7) be translated into the national language of each Contracting Government and be included in the
booklet containing the Translations of the Inspection Questionmaire.

9. The STACTIC Working Group adjourned at 1345 hrs, Wednesday, 18 Jume.
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Draft proposal for implementation of STACTIC's "Recommendation relating to adoption of
notification of fisheries regearch vessels operating im the Convention Area"

Vessels engaged in research which involves the taking of fish in the Convention Area or Statistical
Areas 0 and 6 shall not be restricted in their operation by the Commission's regulations pertaining
to the taking of fish (mesh size, size limits, closed areas and seasons, etec.).

Vessels engaged in research shall be treated either as:

(a)
(b)

permanent research vessels; or
vessels normally engaged in commercial fishery enterprises which are chartered to conduct fishery
research activities.

The names of vessels which way be engaged in fishery research shall be notified to the Commission by
the Contracting Government sponsoring the research for dissemination to requesting Member Governments
as follows:

(a)
(b)

The

(a)
(b}
{c)
(D)
(e}
(£)

(g)

the names of vessels which are permanent research vessels shall be notified to the Commission,

for Inclusion in a permanent listing, including the information required in paragraph 4 below;

the name of any vessel which is normally engaged in commercial fishing or fishery support activity,
employed or chartered for the time being for fishery research, shall be notified to the ICNAF
Secretariat not less than seven days in advance of the commencement of the research period by the
most rapid means (telex, radioc, ete.) including the notification contained in paragraph 4 below;
the Secretariat shall also be notified immediately upon the conclusion of the research activities,

notification required to be submitted to the Secretariat shall include:

country providing notification to the Commission;

name of vessel owner and address;

type and name of vessel;

length, beam and draft of vessel;

port of registration, registration number, and radio call sign;

note whether vessel Is permanent research vessel, or, period for which vessel will be employed
as a research vessel; and

for vessels which are temporarily employed in research only, purpose and area of research and
plan of research program.

The information tramnsmitted to the Commission shall be carried aboard the vessel in the language of

the

Convention either included in the plan of research, or in the form of a copy similar to that of

the communication to the Secretariat, For vessels described in paragraph 2(b) above, in the event
that changes are made to such vessel's plan or period of research, revised information shall be noti-
fied to the Secretariat not less than seven days prior to the effective date of the changes. A record
of any such changes notified to the Secretariat shall also be retained aboard the vessel.

If an authorized ICNAF inspector visits a vessel described in 2(b) above, which is temporarily engaged
in research, he shall note the status of the vessel, and ghall limit any inspectilon procedures per-
mitted by the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement to those procedures necessary to ascertain that
the vessel is not conducting commercial fishing operations.
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Draft proposal for national systems of registration of vessels engaged in fishing or
in the treatment of sea fish in the Convention Area or in Statistical Areas 0 and 6

That pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the Convention as zmended by the 1963 Protocol, the
following arrangements for national registration of vessels engaged in fishing for sea fish or in the
treatment of sea fish be made for the purpose of more effectively managing the figheries of the North-
west Atlantic Ocean:

"1. Each Contracting CGovermment shall take appropriate action to register its vessels or vessels
chartered by persons under its jurisdiction over 50 gross tons engaged in fishing for sea fish
or in the treatment of sea fish in the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6 and
operating under their authority, for the purpose of more effective management of the fisheries

in the Northwest Atlantic including the taking of quotas. A report listing the vessels regis-
tered may, on a voluntary basis, be filed with the ICNAF Secretariat prior to 1 January 1976,

or on a mandatory basis prior to 1 January of each previous year thereaftexr. Changes to this
listing shall be transmitted in a timely manner following the registration of a vessel not
included in the annuval listing or, in the case of other changes, by message as soon as possible
after the Contracting Government changes the terms of the tegistration,

"2, The registration form shall include:

{a) name of vessel, both native and Latin alphabet spelling;

(b) official number of Flag State registry;

(c) home port and natiomality of vessel;

(d) owner of vessel or charterer, if applicable; and

{e) sapecies and Subarea(s) or Statistical Area{s} and Division(s) where vessel is autho-
rized to fish or will be engaged in the treatment or handling of sea fish while in the
Conventilon Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6,

"3. A copy of the registration form shall be maintained aboard the vessel and shall be made
available to any authorized inspector conducting an inspection under the provisions of the Scheme
of Joint International Enforcement.

"4, If the activities or purposes of any properly registered vessel as stated on the registration
form are changed, endorsements with the changes noted shall be submitted by Contracting Governments
to the ICNAF Secretariat as soon as possible after the date of the change, and message endorsements
may be appended to the registration form to reflect such changes,

"S5, The LCNAF Secretariat will provide to Contracting Governments requesting such informationm,
the monthly listings of all vessels registered to operate in the Convention Area and Statistical
Areas 0 and 6 Including the activities the vessels are authorized to conduct."
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Scientific Observer Scheme

Purpose and Objectives

{a) To improve Contracting Governments and ICNAF's scientific knowledge and mutual understanding of
fishing operations in the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0O and 6.

(k) The scientific observer program cannot be treated as an enforecement action or ever become allied
with the Joint Enforcement Scheme.

Participation and Implementation

By mutual understanding and prior arrangements of Contracting Govermments:

(a) Initiate the necessary steps internally, as soon as possible.

(b) Provide notification to the Commission's Secretariat of the Comrtracting Government's readiness
to cooperate in the scientific observer scheme and vessels which are available to participate.

Scientific Program

The Standing Committee on Research amd Statistics (STACRES) shall outline the scientific program to
be conducted and followed in order to ensure the gathering of complete and accurate fisheries informa-
tion, e.g. sampling procedures, etc.

Logistics

(a) Contracting Governments shall ensure that the sclentific cobservers shall have the cooperation of
the master of the participating Flag State vessel upon boarding, i.e,, including proper accommo-
dation, meals, berthing, and work space to prepare the necessary reports,

(b) Each scientific observer shall carry a document of identity provided by authorities of his Govern-
ment, stating that he has authority to act as a scientific observer under the approved arrangements
of this scheme.

(e¢) Scientific observers may remain aboard a fishing vessel for such time as reasonably necessary to
fulfill secientific requirements but for perlods not to exceed 30 days, unless otherwise agreed
by the Governments concerned.

(d) The observer's activities shall not interfere with the working operations of the fishing vessel.

(e) Designated inspectlon vessels under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint International Inspection or Flag
State fishing vessels may be employed for transporting scientific observers between fishing
vessels and/or assignments. This matter is the prime responsibility of the scientific observer's
Government, including the costs ($) iIncurred in carrying out the program.

Reporting

The sclentific observer shall report his findings to the Commission's Secretariat amd a copy of his
report shall be transmitted to the appropriate authorities of the Flag State.

The report shall be completed and distributed as scon as the scientific observer concludes his sea

assignment; 30 days would be considered as a reasonable time frame. If requested, the scientific
observer shall provide the master with a copy of his report.
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US proposal to amend International Mesh Size Regulations (exemption provisions) for Subarea 5

At the 1974 Annual Meeting of the Commission the USA proposed elimination of the annual exemption in
the trawl regulations in Subareas 3, 4, and 5. As the US proposal at that time posed difficulties for
some Member Countries, a compromise proposal was adopted which entered into force 11 January 1975. 1In
accepting the compromise proposal, the USA noted that it was on an interim basis. Since the time of the
Annual Meeting, the USA has reconsidered the entire matter of dealing with the by-cateh problem, particu-—
larly as it applies to yellowtail flounder and haddock. Further, it has been found that the regulations
adopted at the 24th Annual Meeting are extremely difficult to deal with under domestic regulation. Accord-
ingly, the USA proposes that paragraph 2 of the present regulation as applied to Subarea 5 be replaced by

the following:

"2, (1) 1In order to avoid impairment of fisheries conducted primarily for other species and which
take small quantities of cod, haddock, and yellowtail flounder incidentally, the Contracting
Govermments permit persons under their jurisdiction to take cod, haddock, and yvellowtail
flounders with nets having a mesh size less than that specified in the preceding paragraph,
s0 long as such persons do not have in possession (either at sea or at the time of off-
loading) on board a vessel fishing primarily for other species cod, haddock, or yellowtail
flounder in amounts in excess of 2,500 kg for each, or 15 percent by weight for each, of
all other fish on board caught in Subarea 5, whichever is greater, provided however that a
maximum of 10,000 kg for each shall not be exceeded.

(ii) Should it be observed during an inspection under the Joint Enforcement Scheme that a vessel
is taking protected species in excesslve amounts during the first 48 hours fishing in Subarea
5 or in Statistical Area 6 since leaving port or previously ecff-loading, the inspector shall
note this fact on the inspection report and bring it to the attention of the master. Such
an observation in itself shall not be considered an infringement.”

The USA suggests that the above regulation, amended as appropriate, be adopted for Subareas 3 and 4.
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Capadian proposal to conduct inspections by helicopter hoist procedure

During the Joint ICNAF/NEAFC Meeting on Internatiomal Enforcement held in Leningrad, USSR, from 4 to
7 March 1975, the Canadian representatives raised the question of the development of internationally agreed
procedures for helicopter hoist operations involving personnel (and perhaps equipment} to and from vessels
at sea.

Canada intends to implement such a procedure with respect to larper Canadian Flag vessels fishing in
the Convention Area during the forthcoming year and conduct an evaluation of the various classes of foreign
fishing vessels to determine 1f they can safely recelve inspectors under such a procedure. - Canada believes
that these procedures will provide a marked improvement in enforcement capabilities based on previous wide
experience in the area of helicopter hoisting operations to and from vessels at sea, Such operations have
been carried out in the past for a variety of purposes, such as transfers in emergency medical situations,
and to provide urgent mechanical repairs. It is considered that helicopter hoist operations at sea are
feasible providing that crews of vessels are fully informed of the basic procedures to be followed to ensure
the safety of all concerned.

In essence, these procedures Involve communications, the manoeuvring of the vessel to achieve the
desired wind conditions relative to the onboard hoisting position, and mutual understanding of basic safety
procedures. The essence of these matters are set out below.

Communications between Ship and Helicopter

Signal lamp, using groups from the International Code of Signals should serve as an adequate means of
communication between helicopter and ship. Some new signals pertinent to ship-helicopter operations may
be required, as well as the helicopter having an ICNAF pennant printed on it to identify it as participating
in the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement. In addition, voice communication on VHF might be possible
in some cases.

Manoceuvring

Manoeuvring requirements would depend on sea and wind conditions at the time as well as the type of
vessel, i.e., is the "elear space" or "hoisting area' near the bow or stern? Generally speaking, the
vessel could only be boarded when it had retrieved 1ts fishing gear and could dedicate her manoeuvring to
the helicopter transfer. It would be necessary to develop and promulgate standard manoceuvring instructions
predicated on the location of the landing area in the vessel. In general, if the hoisting area is near the
bow, the wind must be placed on the starboard quarter; if the area is near the stern, the wind must be
placed on the port bow.

Safety Factors

The safety of the vessel, the helicopter and the perscnnel involved must be considered as overriding
factors at all times. One of the most important safety factors is adequate clearance between the helicopter
and significant ship obstructions such as masts, antennae, king posts, and guy wires, ete. It would be
highly desirable to have a hoisting area of approximately 15 feet in diameter, with a further area clear
of obstructions extending another 20 feet outward from the perimeter of this hoisting area. (It is recog-
nized that this may preclude the use of this procedure on some of the smaller classes of fishing vessels
now operating in the Northwest Atlantic. In the case of most of the larger classes of vessels, this require-
ment can normally be met without any difficulty. As mentioned earlier, Canada is presently conducting an
evaluation of the various classes of foreign trawlers to see if this and other requirements can be met.)
Areas should be suitably marked to an agreed pattern and colour. Agread-to procedures for conducting heli-
copter hoist transfers should also contain imstructions for the handling of the holst messenger and prudent
safety requirements such as immediate availability of fire-fighting equipment, securing of all loose gear
in the hoist area, simple READY or NOT READY hand signals, etc,

As previously indicated, it is the intentlon of the Canadian Government to employ the helicopter hoist
method of landing inspection officers on Canadian Flag vessels during the forthcoming year. It is requested
that other participating TCNAF nations review these concepts with respect to theilr own Flag vessels with
a view to the overall improvement of the ICNAF enforcement situation. Canada intends at the forthcoming
Special Meeting of the Commission to submit a more detailed paper on the procedures which must be followed
in boardings as well as the results of the evaluatlion presently being carried out,
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US/Canadian proposal for cumulative catch record

It 18 recommended that paragraph 4 of the Regulation conecerning Management of Quota Regulations
(Comm.Doc. 75/6, p. 14) be amended by adding the following sentences:

"Such vessels shall also record on a daily basis the cumylative catch, including discards, by indi-
vidual species, of all fish taken subject to Commission regulations. The record shall correspond to
the smallest geographical area for which a quota has been allocated. The recorxd shall include the
disposition of the catch, while not subtracting any fish off-loaded while the vessel is operating in
the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6, and shall be retalmed aboard the vessel for the
duration of the quota period."

NOTE: The attached form (Attachment 1) was considered by the Working Group as an appropriate guide
for maintaining the records required by this proposal.
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Record of Cumulative Catch

Subarea or Statistical Area (33)

(in metric tons round weight)

Vessel Name/Number (01}

Date Quotra Specles (Name & No.) Quota Specles (Name & No.)
Quota Region (33) Quota Region (33)
Day Month | Year | Daily Total | Dispesition Cumulative | Daily Total | Disposition Cumulative
(20} (21) (22) (50) (61) (62) (63) Wedght (50) {61)(62) (63) Weight

NOTE; Cumulative listings are not to subtract any fish off-loaded while vessel is operating in regulated
species. Disposition (all categories to be ipncluded in cumulative total).
(61) = human consumption; (62) = fishmeal; (63) = discards.
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Fishing Vessels' Guide to ICNAF Regulations (except quotas)

MESH AND BY-CATCH REGULATIONS

Minimum mesh of
trawl or seine nets
(Notes 1 & 2)

Species for which minimmm Maximum by-catch in other fisheries
mesh is specified using smaller mesh nets

Subarea 1 Cod
Haddoclk
Redfish
Halibut
Witch
American plaice
Greenland halibut

Subarea 2 Cod r Not specified

Trawl net of hemp, poly-

Haddock
amide or polyester........ 120 mm Redfish

Halibut
Trawl net of other Witeh

material......evcevecunees 130 mm American plaiee

Greenland halibut
Subarea 3 Ced

Haddock

Halibut

Witch

Yellowtail flounder

American plaice

Greenland halibut

Pollock (saithe)

Seine net...veecervavesnss 110 mm

Not specified, except in the
redfish fishery in Divs. 3NOP,
where the by-catch of each of
these species must not exceed
the amounts specified in Note 3

White hake
Redfish (except inm Divs.3NOP)
Trawl net except codend: Subarea 4 Cod Amounts specified in Note 3
(a) Cotton, hemp, poly- Haddock (Divs. 4VW) See Note g
amide, polyester,..,... 105 mm Haddock (Div. 4X) See Note
? Haddoek (elsewhere) Amounts specified in Note 3
(b) Other material........ 114 mm Flounders - witch
. - yellowtail For these species together,
Codend of trawl net: - winter flounder amounts specified in Note 3
(a) Cotton, hemp, poly- - American plaice
amide, polyester...... 120 mm | Subarea 5 Cod Amounts specified in Note 3
Haddock See Note 6
(b) Other material........ 130 mm Yellowtail Amounts specified in Note 3

Sedine Bef..eeerrvarsnanass 110 mm

NOTES: (1) Net measured wet, with taper gauge under force of 5 kg, average of 20 meshes.
{2) No obstruction of mesh permitted except:

(a) authorized topside chafers — see ICNAF Notification Series Nos. 1, 4, and 8 (Attachments 1-3)
(b) material to prevent damage attached to underside only of codend.

(3) Maximum by-catch of these species or groups permitted on board:

{a) wvessels more than 10 days since off-loading -.10% by welght}
(b) vesselg on 3rd to 9th day since off-loading - 20% by weight, or 5,000 kg, whichever greater;
{¢) vessels off-loading less than 10 days since

previously off-loading - 15% by weight, or 2,500 kg, whichever greater.

(4) No directed fishery; by-catch not to exceed 2,268 kg, or 10% of catch, whichever greater.

(5) For Canadian and US vessels, amounts apecified In Note 3 above; for other vessels, an amount not
exceeding 2,268 kg, or 10% by weight, whichever greater.

{(6) No directed fishery; for Canadian, Spanish, and US vessels, by-catch not to exceed amounts specified
in Note 3 above; for other vessels, by-catch not to exceed 2,500 kg, or 1% by weight, whichever
greater.
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RESTRICTED AREAS

Name of Area Nature of Restriction Period

Salmon closed area No fishing for salmon im Convention Area outgide All year
national fishing limits; mnot applicable to Danish,
Norwegian, and FRG veasels, but restrictions in

Proposal (1) of June 1972 apply to all Governments

US coast (Map No. 1) No fishing (except for crustacea) by vessels over A1l year
39.6 m, using bottom fishing gear (see Note 1)

Browns Bank (Map No. 2) No fishing with bottom fishing gear (see Note 1) February, March, April

and May

Demersal closed area in

Subarea 5

(a) {(Map No. 3) No fishing with bottom fishing gear (see Note 1), March, April and May
except hooks with gape not less than 3 cm.

(b} (Map No. 4} No fishing with bottom fishing gear (see Note 1). March, April and May

Capelin closed area No fishing for capelin All year

(Map No. 5)

NOTE: (1) Bottom fishing gear means gear other than pelagic gear; no device for demersal fishing

permitted.
SIZE LIMITS
Species Area Minimum Size
Sea scallops 5Z Shell 95 mm, and meats with average weight of less than 11.3 gm
Herring 4W south of 44°52' 22.7 em (see Note 1)
4X south of 43°50'

NOTE: (1) Smalier herring may be taken 1f not exceeding 10% by weight, or 25% by count, of all herring on
board per trip (i.e., not more than 90 days on grounds).
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(1) Recommendation to Establish Standard Entries for Inclusion in all Logbooks

STACTIC
recommends

that the Commission require, inter aiiz, the attached list of items (Annex 1), to be completed in all

logbooks placed aboard fishing vessels, and to be Incorporated in all new logbooks as soon as practi-
cable,
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Appendix II
Annex 1

Annex 1 - Integral part of Recommendation (1) to Establish Standard Entries for Inclusion in all logbooks

Item of Information

Vessel name

Vessel nationality

Vessel registration number
Registration port

Types of gear used (daily)

Type of gear
Date - day
~ month
- year

Situation - latitude
= longitude
~ statistical area (alternative to 31 and 32)

*#No. of hauls during the 24=hour peried

*No. of hours gear fished during the 24-hour period

Species names

Daily catch of each species (metric toms live weight)

Daily catch of each species for human consumption in the form of fish

baily catch of each species for reduction

baily discard of each specles

Place(s) of landing or trans-shipment

Date(s) of landing or trans-shipment

Master's signature

ICNAF/NEAFC Code

01
02
03
04
10
FAO Code
20
21
22
k11
32
33
40
41
FAO Code
50
61
62
63
70
71
80

* When two or more types of gear used in same 24-hour period, records should be separate for two types.
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Recommendation Relating to a Modified Questionmaire for Inapectors Operating under the Scheme of Joint

International Enforcement

STACTIC

recommends

that the Commlssion, in order to facilitate communication between inspector and master of a fishing
vesgel during inspections carried out under the Scheme of Joint Enforcement, adopt the attached
questionnaire (Anmex 1) for use by all Contracting Governments.
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Annex 1 - Integral part of Recommendation (2) Relating to a Modified Questionnaire for Inspectors Operating
under the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement

INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION FOR THE NORTHWEST ATLANTIC FISHERIES

SCHEME OF JOINT INTERNATIONAL ENFORCEMENT

INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES INSPECTION QUESTIONNAIRE

PART I

1. I am an inspector under ICNAF/NEAFC/ICSEAF, Here 1s my identity card. I would like to inspect your
nets/other fishing gear/and catch,

2. I should like to see the master of this wvessel.
3. Please glve me your name.

4. Please cooperate with me in my examination of your catch, equipment, and documents in accordance with
the international regulations for this area.

5. Please check your position and time (in GMT) at the moment of our arrival on your vessel.

6. I am reporting your positionm a8 ....nvsvwssnsaea” lat o ooveererinsace.® long 88 Luianu.... GMT. Do
you agree?

7. Would you like to check your position with my instruments on board the inspection ship?
8. Do you now agree?

9. Please show me the documents establishing che nationality of your vessel, and the bridpe log, fishing
logs, or other pertinent documents,

10. Please write down the name and address of the owners of this vessel in the space 1 am indicating on
the Report Form,

11. What principal species axe you fishing for?
12, Are you fishing for industrial purposes?
13. 1 agree (Yes).
14. I do not agree {No).
15. Please take me to: (a) the working deck;
(b} your processing area;
(¢) your fish holds.
16. Do you use any net attachment? If so, what type? Please write it dowm in the space I am indicating.
17. Please switch on these lights.
18. I wish to examine that net and/or chafing gear.
19, Show me the other fishing gear you have on or near the fishing deck.
20. Show me your net gaupge, if any.
2], Ask your men to hold that net so that I can measure it.
22. Plesse make that dry net wet for ten minutes under water,
23. I have inspected .......... meshes in this net.

24. See that I have recorded accurately on the Form in the space I am indicating the width of the meshes
I have measured.

25, I wish to inspect your catch. Have you finished sorting the fish?
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26.

27.

28.

Will you please lay out those fish?
I wish to estimate the proportion of regulated species im your catch,

Please turn to the copy in your language of the official Inspection Form and supply me with the
necessary information to complete this document. I will indicate what sections of the Form are of
interest.

I1

PART

29,

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

164

If you do mot give your collaboration as I have requested, I will report your refusal to your Flag
State.

I have found the average width of the meshes I have measured in that net is ....,..... mm, This
appears to be below the minimum applicable mesh size, and will be reported to your Flag State.

I have found net attachments and/or other fishing gear which appears teo be illegal. This will be
reported to your Flag State.

1 ghall now affix the identification mark to thia piece of fishing gear which is to be preserved with
the mark attached until viewed by a fisheries inspector of your Flag State at his demand.

I have found .+...+.... undersized fish in the number I inspected. I shall report this to your Flag
State.

I find that you are apparently fishing in this area (a} during a closed season;
(b) with gear not permitted;
(c¢) for species not permitted.

This will be reported to your Flag State.

I have found a by-catch of regulated species which appears to be above the permitted amounts. I shall
report this to your Flag State.

I have made copies of the following entry (entries) in this document. Please sign them to certify
that they are true coples of the above entry (entries).

I would like to communicate with a designated authority of your Flag State. Please arrange for this
message to be sent and for any answer to be receilved.

Do you wish to make any observations concerning this inspection ineluding its conduct and that of the
inspector? If so, please do so in your own language in the space I am indicating on the Report Form
on which I have set out my findings. Please sign the observations. Do you have any witmesses who
wish to make observations? If so, they may do so in their own language in the space I am indicating
on the Report Form.

I am leaving. Thank you.
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(3) Recommendation Relating to a Modified Form for Reporting Inspections Carried out under the Scheme of
Joint Internatiomal Enforcement

STACTIC
recommends

that the Commission, pursuant to the provision of paragraph 5(i) of the Scheme of Joint Internmatiomal
Enforcement, adopt the attached form (Annex 1) for use by all Contracting Governments for reporting
inspections carried out under the Scheme of Joint International Enforcement.
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Annex 1 - Integral part of Recommendation (3) Relating to a Modified Form for Reporting Inspections Carried
Qut under the Scheme of Joint Internatiocnal Enforcement

INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION FOR THE NORTHWEST ATLANTIC FISHERIES

SCHEME OF JOINT INTERNATIONAI, ENFORCEMENT

REPORT OF INSPECTION

{Inspector: Please use CAPITAL BLOCK LETTERS)
AUTHORIZED INSPECTOR

1. Name€....eus-- ceaecrraretuusbansssananbuannnaerernassssenrrare Natfonality.csueuinnirniirsiennnannse
2. Name and identifying letters and/or number of ship carryIng hiMiceiiveecsasvossrrasssa-nnossrnsnsens

INFORMATION ON VESSEL INVOLVED

3. Nationality & Port of Registry..sve-ceece.ns B e s e i ieamssataressinacnsnaratesnEr et an s e
4, Vessel's name & Registration NUMDET..eeeiveeonsorsrionesusrarssoaressansanarnssanssrencnsnnssssnsrns
5. MasSteT"s Name....ueuseceueesssetoinnerosstasiossnssssancaatnsesnsisnssneetosnsanssassasrsosnsraonstns
6., Ouwner’'s Name and AddreSS. . .uuseestosarasasatssatsnaraansssossssnransnesressaasntoatnarnnnnosasnsnsse
7JA. Position as determined by inspector at ....-..... GMT; latitude.......e.... longitude.c.oioona... ..

7B. Position as determined by fishing vessel's master at ....e..... GMT; latitude......longitude.......
DATE AND TIMES THE INSPECTION COMMENCED AND FINISHED

8. Dateesensrnrrensrencnsaess Time arrived on board....cocsveesencsera.. Time of departurescecescvecusns

FACTS RESULTING FROM INSPECTION 1lst 2nd 3rd
Ret Net Net

9. Type of net (trawl net, seine net, etc.)
Material (chemical category, if possible)
Single or double twine

Net measured wet or dry

On or near trawl deck

Type of net attachments inspected

ReMATKS, cvsnesrrvesoccsrasnsnorasssacnssannnns

P R R N R N R R R I I S I R A S

Average mesh size of gear measured

NET INSPECTIONS - SAMPLES OF 20 MESHES OF THE NET MEASURED IN MILLIMETRES

10. Codend

Width {(mesh size) Average Width Legal Size

1st Ret
2nd Net
3rd Net

Chafer

Width (mesh size) Average Width Legal Size

lst Net
2nd Net
3rd Net ‘-ﬂ

Rest of Net

Width (mesh size) Average Width Legal Size

1st Net
2nd Net
3rd Net
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11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
i6.

17.

-2 -

CATCH INSPECTIONS - LENGTH OF FISH IN MILLIMETRES

No. of individuals | No. of individuals Average length
Species name | Code in sample undersized (where applicable} Lepal Size

RESULT OF INSPECTION OF FISH OBSERVED IN LAST TOW (WHEN INSPECTED)

Total Percentage Percentage
Tons | List of ALL SPECIES TAKEN IN LAST TOW of each discarded

Total catch

SUMMARY RECORD OF CATCH

Date of entry How Processed
into Area or Fish Species Catch {include discards
Subdivision Subdivision with Code No. {metric tons) where known)

Weight of whele fish reduced.i.iiviirvsnerivaecinansonesnansvinnsonnnnns henrneserstscanasarsensuannnns
Weight of whole fish canned or otherwise processed.......corevarnvrtiveiinvessanernanaes erreeseennan
Date of departure from TCHAF Subarea (If KnoWn).essesesiiosmcusansasunsannnrsassnrsstrrssnasinrnnnns .

(For ICNAF only)} Date and place of last 1anding OF ..uecesnsaerceansannnenasnssrmnsrassorotstsnanas
trans-shipment or start of fishing in ICHAF ATea8..ciceveensssnosnssnnananas terreran

COMMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS

18.

19.

20,

21.

22,

23,

24,

25.

26,

27.

List of & comments on documents inspected during boardings....... T T .
N e e a e et st EE A e d b w e snanna et e e aeaanan e s es R athd e ara e s T ae e a e s AN
T T R TR T T T T T

savnsannan L I R R L L L R I A S I A S A R s

Citation for apparent infringement

Statements of photographs taken with description of subjectS.ieeucsscrunsensnesnsssssssasessrssnnraas

R R R R R R R R N R R A ) L R R T N I A )

Other comments and/or Observations bY IMBPECLOY . .uu.ienretcasrssnsrsansnarsnsnsnssrossstosstetisenes
em et s N s a e E e B e s e e e E AR e e e e P A SR MA A AR e et e A n R E R NN R e e E o R Es

e nmrmImmmmImImmIImmIInnononmmnmnonomIoonnonTm
Signature of IngspectOrsiciinsna. e ms s e B Essstacetunastsuesa N st auNdd e oA naRo RN B ie e b0 encsRebans

Statement of inspection WitnesSs(es) v i veiveansrrsscsronsarrrsasosscsisssvrosstasiasasstratsinbanstesns

I NI, IO
Signature of WALDNESE(E5) et vus s v s tisrnrasenasesasassssnessnserannonsasesnrrsorssnsssnssernnsssnnssss
Statement of maBteT's Witness (B8] .uursaiierurarsrrssnssnursssesansarrsrrrsrsnsssnersassarnsossnenns
Signature Of WitHESS(BE) . uvaus tsenusasnanasaransntnsanainsstnsroaarsnasrsresestasnstaaossnsstrarnins
Comments and/or observations by the master of the veS8€l.cesassarittssrnnnnsnrnnsrassscssnnsassssans

R R L R I R R N N R R R N N ] ResnbRrreseraT RO KEEEENLE B

cessasassrsncsannst it isriarinnnnnsassyignature of the master

COPY TO MASTER, ORIGINAL TO BE RETAINED BY INSPECTOR FOR SUBSEQUENT DISSEMINATION.
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(1} Proposal Relating to Wotification of Fisheries Research Vessels Operating in the Convention Area and
in Statistical Areas 0 and 6

STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article VIII of the Comvention, the following arrangements be established
to provide notification of fisheries research vessels operating in the Convention Area and In Statistical
Areas 0 and 6:

"l. Vessels engaged in research which involves the taking of fish in the Convention Area or
Statistical Areas 0 and 6 shall not be restricted in their operation by the Commission's regulations
pertaining to the taking of fish (mesh size, size limits, closed areas and seasons, etec.).

"2. Vessels engaged in research shall be treated either as:
(a) permanent research vessels; or

{(b) wvessels normally engaged in commercial fishery enterprises which are chartered to con-
duct fishery research activities.

"3. The names of vessels which may be engaged in fishery research shall be notified to the
Commission by the Contracting Government sponsoring the research for dissemination to requesting
Member Governments as follows:

(a) the names of vessels which are permanent research vessels shall be notified to the
Commission, for inclusion in a permanent listing, including the information required
in paragraph 4, below;

(b) the name of any vessel which is normally engaged in commercial fishing or fishery
support activity employed or chartered for the time being for fishery research shall
be notified to the ICNAF Secretariat not less than seven days in advance of the
commencement of the research period by the most rapid means (telex, radiae, etec.)
including the notification contained in paragraph 4, below; the Secretariat shall
also be notified immediately upon the conclusion of the research activities.

"4. The notiflication required to be submitted to the Secretariat shall include:
(a) country providing notification to the Commission;
() name of vessel owner and address;
(e) type and name of vessel;
(d) 1length, beam and draft of vessel;
{e) port of registration, registration number, and radio call sign;

(£} note whether vessel is permanent research vessel, or, perlod for which vessel will be
employed as a research wessel;

(g} for vessels which are temporarily emploved in research only, purpose and area of
research and plan of research program.

"5. The information transmitted to the Commission shall be carried aboard the vessel in the
language of the Convention either included in the plan of research, or in the form similar to
that of a copy of the communication to the Secretariat. For vessels described in paragraph
2(b), above, in the event that changes are made to such vessel's plan or period of research,
revised information shall be notified to the Secretariat not less than seven days prior to the
effective date of the changes. A record of any such changes notified to the Secretariat shall
algo be retained aboard the vessel.

"6, If an authorized ICNAF inspector visits a vessel engaged in research, he shall note the
status of the vessel, and shall limit any inaspection procedures permitted by the Scheme of Joint
International Enforcement to those procedures necespatry to ascertain that the vessel 1is not
conducting commercial fishing operations.”
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(1) Resolution Relating to the Adoption of a Scientifie Observer Scheme

STACTIC recommends the following Resolution for adoption by the Commission:
The Commission

Having Been Informed that STACRES had requested STACTIC to draft guildelines for a scientific ohserver
scheme based on its experlence with the Scheme of Joint Internmational Enforcement;

Recognizing that the scientific observer scheme involves resclution of management problems such as
by-catch and discards;

Noting that some specific problems must be considered bilaterally in order to implement the scientific
observer scheme including: legal problems of foreign persons on board trawlers, Insurance, procedures
to follow if a trawler changes fishing grounds, accommodations aboard trawlers, and the duties of
observers;

Resolves that Contracting Governments initiate the necessary steps both internally and with other
Contracting Goveroments to implement the sclentific observer scheme as outlined below:

I. Purpose and Objectives

(a) To improve Contracting Governments and ICNAF's sclentific knowledge and mutual understanding
of fishing operations imn the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0O and 6.

(b) The sclentific observer program camnot be treated as an enforcement action or ever become
allied with the Joint Enforcement Scheme.

II. Participation and Implementatiom
By mutual understanding and prior arrangements of Contracting Govermments:
(a) 1Initlate the necessary steps internally, as soon as possible.
(b) Provide notification to the Commission's Secretariat of the Contracting Govermment's
readiness to cooperate in the sclentific observer scheme and vessels which are available

to participate.

ITI. Scientific Program

The Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) shall ocutline the ascientific program
to be conducted and followed in order to ensure the gathering of complete and accurate fisheries
information, e.g. sampling procedures, etc.

IV. Logistics

{a) Contracting Governments shall ensure that the scientific observers shall have the cooperation
of the master of the participating Flag State vessel upon boarding, i.e., including proper
accommodation, meals, berthing, and work space to prepare the necessary reports.

(b} Each scientific observer shall carry a document of identity provided by authorities of his
Government, atating that he has authority to act as a sclentific observer under the approved
arrangenents of this acheme.

{¢) Scilentific observers may remain aboard a fishing vessel for such time as reasonably necegsary
to fulfill scientific requirements but for periods not to exceed 30 days, unless otherwise
agreed by the Governments councerned.

(@) The observer's activities shall not interfere with the working operations of the fishing
vessel.

(e) Designated inspection vessels under the ICNAF Scheme of Joint International Inspection or
Flag State fishing vessels may be employed for tramsporting scientific observers between
fighing vesgels and/or assignments. This matter is the prime responsibility of the
scientific observer's Govermment, including the costs (§) incurred in carrying out the
program.
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v. Reporting

The scientific observer shall report his findings to the Commission's Secretariat and a copy of
his report shall be tranemitted to the appropriate authorities of the Flag State.

The report shall be completed and distributed as soon as the scientifiec observer concludes his

gea assignment; 30 days would be considered as a reasonable time frame. If requested, the
sclentific observer shall provide the master with & copy af his report.
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(2) Froposal for Cumulative Catch Reporting

STACTIC recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following propesal
for joint action by the Comtracting Governments:

That paragraph 4 of Proposal (14) for Management of Intermational Quota Regulations, adopted at the
Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting of the Commission (Annual Report Vol. 24, 1973/74, pages 105-106) and
entered into force om 11 January 1975, be amended by the addition of the following for implementation
by Contracting Governments as socn as practicable:

"Such vessels shall also record on a daily basis the estimated cumulative catch, including
discards, by individual species, of all fish taken subject to Commisaion regulations. The
record shall correspond to the smallest geographical area for which a quota has been allocated.
The record shall include the disposition of the catch, while not subtracting any fish off-loaded
while the vessel is operating in the Convention Area or in Statistical Areas 6 and 0, and shall
be retained gboard the vessel for the duration of the quota period.”

NOTE: Attached 1g a form (Annex 1) considered by STACTIC as an appropriate guide for maintaining the
records required by this proposal.
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Annex 1 - Integral part of Proposal (2) for Cumulative Catch Reporting

Vessel Name/Number (O1)

hecord of Cumulative Catch

Subarea or Statistical Area (33)

(in metric tons round weight)

Date Quota Species (Name & No.) Quota Specles (Name & No.) Quota Specles (Name & No.)
Quota Region (33) Quota Region (33) Quota Region (33)
Day Month Year | Daily Total | Disposition | Cumulative | Daily Total | Dispesition | Cumulative | Daily Total | Disposition | Cumulative
(20) (21) (22) (50} (61}(62)(63) Weight (50) (611 (62) (63) Weight (50) (61)(62)(63) Welght
NOTE: Cumulative listings are not to subtract any fish off-loaded while vessel is operating in regulated species.

Dispogition (all categories to be included in cumulative total):

(61) = human consumption;

(62) = fishmeal;

(63) = digcards.

Numbers in brackets in column headings are ICNAF/NEAFC code numbers for standard entries in all ICNAF loghooks, as adopted by the 1975
Annual Meeting (June 1975 Meeting Proceedings No. 4, Appendix II),
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Report of Meeting of the Standing Committee on Regulatory Measures (STACREM)

Wednesday, 11 June, 0930 hrs

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Mr J. Graham {UK).
2. Rapporteur. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The provisional Agenda, as circulated, was adopted with the addition of Plenary Item 17,
"Consideration of reduction of fishing effort on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 for 1976",

4, Consideration of Minimum Fish and Mesh Size as Conservation Measures., At the request of the Chairman,
the delegate of Iceland reviewed his paper, "Minimum fish and mesh size regulation in Iceland" (Comm.Doc.
75/19), He explained that Iceland had indeed enforced other and more drastic conservation measures and
mentioned closures of certain areas for certain types of fishing gear or for all fishing and also the
extension of the fisheries jurisdiction which had, to some extent, enabled Iceland to control the fishing
of the most important species of fish. Iceland did, however, also make a peint of using minimum mesh and
fish sizes as conservation tools, which were especially important from an economic point of view. He said
that the Icelandic Govermnment believes international minimum gizes for fish and meshes of nets are too low
and the scientific and practical basis for having different mesh size regulations for different types of
material are not sufficlently well based to justify the different regulations now in force. The Icelandic
Government had taken action on both these points and would certainly support any proposal for amendment,
to this effect, of the ICNAT regulations.

The Chalrman, on behalf of STACREM, thanked the Icelandic delegate for his paper and presentation
which would be carefully noted and suggested that STACRES take the main points raised in the paper into
consideration.

5. Technical Studies of Practicabllity of Effort Limitation. The Chairman referred to studies carried
out by the STACRES ad hoec Working Group on Fishing Effort Studies (Proc. 1, Appendix IV) and asked its
Chairman, Mr R.C. Hennemuth (USA), to review the report. He sald that catch and effort data for the

Div. 5Z pilot study was becoming available slowly and would form the data base for studies to clarify the
effects of various factors of catchability. Estimates of fishing efficiency based on the fitting of pro-
duction curves indicated z long-term increase In efficiency of between 2% and 11% per year ip Subareas 2,
3, and 4. A simulation study implied that,because of increased fishing efficlency, instead of a 257 reduc-
tion, a 15% increase in fishing effort would probably have occurred if a previously proposed overall reduc-
tion of fishing effort of 25% based on days fished from the 1971 level had been put into effect in 1973.

The Chairman thanked the Working Group and noted that future studies of fishing effort would be carried
out to monitor technological changes in gear and operating factors of various vessel types.

6. Further Consideration of Effort Limitation and Principles of Quota Allocation. The Chairman invited

the delegate of Canada to Intreoduce the Canadian proposals for reduction in fishing effort on groundfish
stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 (Comm.Doc. 75/8). The delegate of Canada referred to the reduction
proposal and to the Canadian proposal on the allocatlon of catch quotas (Cotm.Doc. 75/11) and outlined the
rationale for these proposals. He said the future of the fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic was of critical
importance for all. Canadian policy was that a coastal state should allow full exploitation and that others
need have no fear of a shut-door situation. He reviewed the Commission's management program from 1949 when
the Convention was first formulated. At that time the great increase in fishing effort which has since taken
place was not anticipated and only limited measures (size limits, minimum mesh size, etc.) were introduced.
Then 10 to 15 years ago, following the large increase in fishing effort, the Commission started considering
more restrictive quantitative measures, e.g. catch or effort limitation and the principles of guota alloca-
tion. Despite the introduction of catch quotas for the first time in a multi-nation fishery in January 1972
and the development of a Joint International Enforcement Scheme, these arrangements have now been in effect
long enough for certain problems to have become clear:

1) the abumdance of groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 had declined with clear evidence of
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overfighing, e.g. diminishing TACs and a decline in catch per unit effort,

1i) some countries have failed to provide adequate data on catch, effort, by-catch, discards, and
blological data for good assessments by the scientists, and

1ii) the failure of ICNAF to recognize the measures required to reach the real MSY levels.

As a consequence of these developments, and the poor state of the Canadian non-mobile fisheries,
Canada was proposing 3 reduction in fishing effort of 40% from the 1973 level on all groundfish stocks in
Subareas 2, 3, and 4. This reduction should be achleved by limiting fishing days by vessels of every
category and in every Division orx Subdivision (Comm.Doc. 75/8). Canada has not worked cut the details of
the scheme but hoped that the Commission would accept the proposal in principle at this meeting and that
means of application could be worked out at a later meeting.

He said that the Canadian proposal on national allocatiom of catch quotas (Comm.Doc. 75/11) was a
regsponse to the effect of the decline in the stocks available to coastal fishing communities. The proposal
was that the coastal states needs are catered to first and the remainder of the TAC shared by others on
gsome historical basis,

The delegate of Canada explained that the two measures were separate and not related. He expected
that each stock would be examined on the basis of adequate data and TACe would be set at, or In some cases
below, the STACRES recommended level. Some flexibility in the placing of reductions would remain. There
was an analogy in the Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 second-tier system. Since it was difficult to com-
pare the effort by differemt vessels, gears and techniques, he suggested that each category of vessel of
each country reduce its fishing days by a fixed percentage. He recognized the enforcement problem but
felt it was no more difficult than quota enforcement. Each country would have an obligation to carry out
such a regulation.

The Chairman suggested that it might be better to concentrate on the concept of overall reduction of
fishing effort because it is a proposition on which collective decision has to be reached, whereas alloca-
tion of TACe has to be dealt with as single specific cases and there are no formal rules.

The delegate of the USSR stated that, iIn his belief, effort limitation was an effective measure for
conservation of fish stocks, and, therefore, had always heen supported by the USSR. However, there was no
sound geientific basis for the use of days on grounds or days fishing as a measure of fishing effort. He
pointed out that the USSR had developed and is applying a measure of fishinpg effort based on the swept
volume which has been discussed at a number of other Commission meetings and working groups, and had resulted
in recommendations that countries undertake studies to evaluate its suitability. USSR fishing vessels had
logbooks and were already collecting data for fishing power, effort, and other related studies. Enforcement
based on the swept volume measure was apparently practical and possible. The USSR has prepared a manual on
the application of the swept volume measure which would be distributed soon.

The delegate of the USA pointed out that the Commission was discussing the most critical matter which
could possibly face it. He announced support for the Canadian proposal and noted that the US proposal for
reduction of fishing effort in 1973 had had little, or no, suppert. A counter proposal resulted in the
two-tler agreement later in the year. He hoped that history would not repeat itself and that the present
problem would be locked at with extreme care.

During discussion of methods for establishing a unit of fishing effort, it was noted that paragraph 1
of Article VIII of the Convention required that the Commission take account of technical and economic consi-
derations which the Canadian propogal did not, and that utilization had not been taken Into account. Other
views were that the Canadian approach could lead to coastal state management; that effort limitation should
be related to quotas; effort limitation or inclusiom of the by-catch in the quota in solving the by-catch
problem, and that passive pear could be exempted from any regulation. On the proposal contained in Comm.
Doc. 75/11, there was some discussion between delegates of Member Countries who accepted coastal state
preference as a principle, and those who do not.

Summing up, the Chairman pointed out that stress had been put on the difficulty of getting an accurate
measure of fishing effort, but, if it was not possible to achieve a satisfactory exact definition of effort,
it did not fellow that nothing could be done along the lines of reduction of fishing effort. He wondered
if there was not a ground where agreement could be reached between a rough measure and an exact measure.

It would be regrettable if the Commission reached an impasse where, because it could not reach 100% accuracy,
noc action were taken at all,

There was a consensus that TACs had been too high in the past and there seemed no opposition teo lowering
them to provide improvements to the stocks. Many states would accept measures additionmal to catch quotas to
meet the by-catch and reporting problems, but it had been suggested that these problems could be tackled
directly by other means, e.g. by lncluding by-catch in quotas, lmproved reporting, etc. MNonetheless, the
meeting seemed to support the Canadian proposal to reduce catches to a2 level which would help restore the
stocks, that the coastal state should have a high degree of preference, but there was no ready acceptance
as a principle that the coastal state should take as much as it can. There was difficulty in dealing with
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by-catches as high as 30% and the failure to report them and there should he consideration of possibilities
other than effort limitation to deal with these problems. Any solution should be a failr one, and some
delegates felt that there was a need for consideration of those cases where contributioms to the problems
had not been great. The delegate of Canada expressed his appreciation of the productive discussion and
proposed that further discussions take place in a Joint Meeting of Pamels 2, 3, and 4, which might take
place after the meetings of the individual Panels.

7. The meeting of STACREM adjourned at 1300 hrs.
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1675

Report of Meeting of the Standing Committee on Fipnance and Adwinistration (STACFAD)

Thursday, 19 June, 1500 hrs

i. The Meeting of STACFAD was called to order by the Chairman, Mr E.B. Young (Canada).

2. Membership. Nominees were present from Canada (Mr J.S. Beckett), the FRG (Dr J. Messtorff and Dr D.
Boos), the USSR (Mr A.A. Volkov), the UK (Mr R. Lowson}), and the USA (Mr Wm.L. Sullivan Jr}.

3. The Executive Secretary was appointed Rapporteur.

4. The provisional Agenda was adopted,

5. Panel Memberships were reviewed., STACFAD recommended that Bulgaria's application for tramsfer of
membership in Panel 2 to Panel 4 be approved.

6. Auditor's Report. The Auditor's Report covering the Commission's accounts to 30 June 1974 were dis—
tributed late in 1974, 5STACFAD, noting that no comments were received from the Contracting Governments,

recommends
that the Auditor's Report for 1973/74 be adopted.

7. Administrative Report and Financial Statements (Comm.Doc. 75/2). The Report was reviewed by the Execu-
tive Secretary who commented on the excellent new accommodation provided by the Canadian Govermment for the
staff of the Secretariat. Staff had almost doubled in numbers under the authority granted at the 1974 Annual

Meeting,

STACFAD examined the Financial Statements 1, 2, and 3 as well as Appendix I of Comm,Dec, 75/2, noting
that the estimated total obligations for the 1974/75 fiscal year were 5$6,004.00 more than appropriated at
the 1974 Annual Meeting. The over-expenditure was due to the added expense of two Special Meetings and the
increasing cost of goods and services which were mot anticipated in the 1974/75 budget appropriations.
STACFAD noted that the Working Capital Fund 1s estimated at $31,081.00 and the Miscellaneous Fund at
$31,135.00 as at 30 June 1975, STACFAD

recommends
that the Administrative Report with the Financial Statements for 1974/75 be adopted.
8. Working Capital Fund (WCF). STACFAD reviewed the amount of the WCF ($31,135.00) and agreed that it

should be held, if possible, at or near the June 1974 level of about $27,000.00, making about $4,000.00
available for appropriations for other possible needs.

9. Basic Anpual Fee Structure. The Executive Secretary reported that the June 1973 Protocol relating
to a basic payment of 15% rather than $500.00 by Contracting Govermments was recently circulated by Deposi-
tary Government to Contracting Govermments for consideration.

10. Staff and Accommodation. The Executive Secretary reported on additional benefits proposed by the
International Fisheries Commissions Pension Soclety, STACFAD noted

1) that the annual pension increase was now tied to the consumers price index instead of 2% per year,

ii) that a reciprocal pension plan agreement was being drawn up,

iii) that Commissions were being asked to pay the pension contributions of a contributor while disabled,

iv) that an orphan's benefit plan was being instituted costing about $120,00 per year for the
Secretariat members, and

v) that an early retirement scheme {retirement at age 55 after 30 years service) was being offered,
the cost of which to ICNAF had not yet been determined.
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STAGCFAD
recommends

that the Commission approve entry into and meet the expenses of the long-term diesability amendment,
the crphan's benefit plan, and that the Secretariat obtain more and detailed informatiom on costs to
the Comnission of the early retirement plam.

With regard to the staff of the Secretariat, the delegate of the FRG questioned the necessity for the
new data processing clerk, since the Secretariat had already got six new staff members last year so that
arrangements in the distribution of work between the staff could be made. Referring to the position des-
criptions as contained in Comm.Doc. 75/21, the Executive Secretary pgave a detailed explanation of the need
for an additional clerical member of the Secretariat as proposed in the 1975/76 budget.

11. Budget, 1975/76. STACFAD examined the 1975/76 budget estimates (Appendix I to STACFAD Agenda), In
view of the 1974/75 estimated deficit of $6,004.00 and the likelihood of a further $2,000.00 in meeting
expenses, STACFAD, having explored several means of reducing a possible $8,000.00 deficit, agreed to cover
the deficit by appropriating $4,000.00 from the WCF to be applied to the 1974/75 budget and adding $4,000.00
to the ordinary expenditures for 1975/76. STACFAD, therefore,

recommends

i) that $4,000.00 be transferred immediately from the WCF to cover extraordinary expenditures in
1974/75,

ii) that the ordinary expenditures of the Commission for the fiscal year 1975/76 be Increased by
$4,000.00 to $310,000.00 (Appendix I}, and

iil) that, after an estimated amount of $31,135.00 from the Miscellaneous Fund is applied against the
amount in (ii) above, approximately $278,865.00 be appropriated from Member Countries in 1975/76
(Appendix II).

STACFAD noted that the UN Salary Schedule for the D-1 grade occupied by the Executive Secretary had
been revised effective 1 January 1975. STACFAD

recommends

i) that, effective 1 January 1975, the salary of the Executive Secretary be approved at $38,420.00
(US) in the new UN D-1 range of $35,000.00-541,840.00 (US),

ii) that retroactive amount of $1,320.00 (US) be approved for the Executive Secretary, and

11i) that a data processing clerk be employed at the CR2-3 level by the Secretariat after 1 July 1975.

12. Budget Forecast, 1976/77. STACFAD considered the Budget Forecast for 1976/77, presented in Appendix
II to the STACFAD Agenda and noted that $354,000.00 would be required to cover the estimated ordinary
expenditures (Appendix III}, and

recommends

that the Commission give consideration at the 1976 Annual Meeting to authorizing an appropriation of
$354,000.00 for the ordinary expenditures of the Commission in 1976/77.

13. Publications. The Executive Secretary reported that the ICES publication of Guelph Seal Symposium
was to be distributed in September or October, the Bergen Acoustic Symposium was in advanced editorial state,
and that the gratis preparation of a History of ICNAF was being investigated.

14. Date of 1975/76 Billing, The billing date was set at 15 August 1975,

15. Time and Place of 1976, 1977, and 1978 Annual Meetings. STACFAD

recommends
i) that, unless an invitation was extended, the Commission hold its 1976 Annual Meeting in Halifax,
Nova Scotia, between 8 and 23 June 1976, being an additional three days' duration, and
i1) that the 1977 and 1978 Amnunal Meetings be held at Commission Headquarters beginning Tuesday of
the first full week in June, if no other invitations are extended.
16. Other Business. Discussions resulted in STACFAD agreement to

recomsend

that the Financial Regulations and the Rules of Procedure for the Commission and Panels be reviewed
and brought up to date.

17, Adjournment. The Meeting of STACFAD adjournmed at 1730 hra.
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Appendix I

Serial No. 3633
(8.c.25)
ANNUAL MEETING — JUNE 1975
1975/76 Expenditures to be Covered by Appropriations
from Contracting Covernments and from Other Sources
Proposed estimates
1975/76

1. Perscnal Services

(a) Salaries $ 179,100

(b) Superapnuation 6,000

(¢) Additional help 2,000

(d) Group medical and insurance plans 2,500

(e) Retroactlve salary estimates -

(f} Forecast salary estimates -

(g) Contingencies 10,000
2. Travel 5,000
3. Transportation 1,000
I'N Communicatlons 12,000
5. Publications 24,000
6. Other Contractual Services 19,000
7. Materials and Supplies 9,000
8. Equipment 5,000
9. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings 15,000
10. Contingencies 20,000

Total ordinary expenditures $ 310,000
1974/75 Extraordinary Expenditures to be covered by

Appropriation from WCF ] 4,000
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Serial No. 3633 Proceedings No. 6
(B.c.25) Appendix II

ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Preliminary Calculation of Billing for Member Countries against
Proposed Estimates of $310,000 for 1975/76 Fiscal Year

Budget:  1975/76 $ 310,000.00
Deduct: Estimated advance from Miscellaneous Fund 31,135.00
Funds required to meet 1975/76 administrative budget $ 278,865.00
Tatal Total billing
No. of billing Basic charge 17 Countries

Countries Panels 1974/ 75 {17 Governments} 62 Panels
Bulgaria 3 $ 10,252.79 $ 500.00 $ 13,582.19
Canada 5 16,764.16 500.00 22,303.65
Denmark 4 13,508.48 500.00 17,942.92
France 5 16,764,16 500.00 22,303.65
FRG 4 13,508.48 500.00 17,942.92
GDR 3 10,252.79 500.00 13,582.19
Iceland 2 6,997.11 500,00 9,221.46
Italy 1 3,741.43 500,00 4,860.73
Japan 3 10,252.79 500,00 13,582.19
Norway 4 13,508.48 500.00 17,942.92
Poland 5 16.764.16 500.00 22,303.65
Portugal 4 13,508.48 500.00 17,942.92
Romania 3 10,252.79 500.00 13,582.19
Spain 5 16,764,.16 500.00 22,303.65
USSR 5 16,764.16 500.00 22,303.65
UK 3 10,252.79 500.00 13,582.19
USA 3 10,252.79 500.00 13,582.19
62 $ 211,110.00 $ 8,500,00 $ 278,865.26
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

1976/77 Estimated Expenditures to be Covered by Appropriations
from Contracting Governments and from Other Sources

Forecast estimates

1976/77
1. Personal Services
(a) Salaries $ 186,300
(b) Superannuation 6,000
(c} Additional help 2,000
(d) Group medical and iusurance plans 2,500
(e) Retroactive salary estimates T
(f) Forecast salary estimates -
(g) Contingencies 25,000
2, Travel 5,500
3. Transportation 1,500
4. Communi cations 13,000
3. Publications 22,000
6. Other Contractual Services 20,000
7. Materiale and Supplies 5,000
8. Equipment 5,000
9, Annual and Mid-Year Meetings 20,000
10. Coantingencies 35,000
Total Ordinary Expenditures $ 354,000
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Report of Meeting of Panel 1

Wednesday, 11 June, 1430 hrs

1. Opening. The Chairman, Mr K. Raasock (Norway), opened the meeting.
2.  Rapporteur. Mr A.J.C. Taylor (UK) was appeinted Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. Provisional Agenda Item 6{(d), Uniform Mesh Size, was referred to the Joint Meeting of Panels
1-5 to be held later. The remainder of the Agenda was adopted.

4, Panel Membership. Representatives of all Panel members, and Observers from Canada, Cuba, the GDR,
Italy, Romania, and the European Economic Community (EEC) were present. No changes in Panel membership
were proposed.

5. Report of Scientific Advisers. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers, Mr @i. Ulltang (Norway),
presented the Report of the Meeting of Scilentific Advisers (Appendix I) and drew attention to the Status

of Fisheries and Research in the Panel area (Summ.Doc. 75/38 Revised). Cod catches in the area were
declining but were balanced by rising catches of other stocks such as Greenland halibut and roundnose gre-
nadier. Research activity had continued durimg 1974 at the same level as In previous years. He summarized
the Assessments Subcommittee's findings on the state of stocks exploited in the Subarea, and the advice
given by STACRES of the conservation requirements.

The delegate of Demmark recalled that, in the previous year, the Panel had recommended that a possible
relationship between cod stocks to the east and west of Greenland be brought to the attention of NEAFC, with
a view to a study being undertaken by ICES. Since nothing had arisen from the inclusion of his recommenda-
tion In the Proceedings, the Panel agreed that the Executive Secretary of ICNAF be asked to write to the
Secretary of NEAFC.

6. Conservation Requirements

{a) Subarea 1 cod. The TAC recommended by STACRES and the Panel's Scilentific Advisers for 1976 was
45,000 tons, compared with 60,000 tons for 1975, The Panel accepted this figure and agreed that national
quota allocations should be made within it. The TAC would include an estimated catch of 9,000 tons to be
taken by Denmark outside the Convention Area,

There was considerable discussion about the best means of reducing the 1975 quotas to fit the diminished
1976 TAC. The main points at issue were what method of calculation should be used to determine the coastal
state share due to Demmark; whether the other Member Countries' quotas should be scaled down pro rata or
calculated afresh on the basis of historical performance, using the 40:40 guideline; and whether catches
taken by passive gear should count towards the quota. Specific quota suggestions were put forward by the
delegates of Denmark, the FRG, Spain, and the UK. The delegate of the UK thought that some of these quotas
were so low that voyages by these countries would not be economically viable. He suggested that countries,
with quotas for a species totalling less than, say, 15,000 tons in the whole Convention Area, should be
allowed the possibility te fish up to, say, 3,000 tons in any one area, provided their summed quotas were
not exceeded. The Panel agreed to keep the quota for Demmark at the same level as for 1975 and to determine
the shares of the other Member Countries on the basis of a pro-raia reduction. The delegate of Portugal
stated that, although he believed strongly that the agreed formula 40:40:10:10 should be applied every year,
in this case, the results of the pro-raia reduction were not significantly differeant from those obtained
by the application of the stated formula. With Iceland and Poland abstaining, the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 45,000 metric tons for the cod fishery in Subaree 1 for 1976, with
national quota allocations as given in Table 1.
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(b) Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0 roundnose grenadier. The Chairman said the TAC recommended by
STACRES and the Scientific Advisers was, at 12,000 tomns, 2,000 tons higher than that for 1975. Since
realistic quotas for the coastal state, Denmark, and the major participants in the fishery, the GDR and
the USSR, would only leave 500 tons for Others, the Panel agreed to raise the TAC to 13,500 tons in order
to allow for developing fisheries. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 13,500 metric tons for the roundnose grenadier fishery in Subarea
1 and Statistical Area 0 combined for 1976, with national quota allocations as given In Tahle 1.

{c) Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0 Greenland halibut. The Chairman said that this was a stock not
previously subjected to quota measures, but that the Scientific Advisers had recommended that a precautionary
TAC be set for 1976 at 20,000 tons. The delegate of Denmark said that the Greenland fishermen were estimated
to catch 4,000 tons of this stock outside the Convention Area., After a short discussion, the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 20,000 metric tons for the Greenland halibut fishery in Subarea 1
and Statistical Area 0 combined for 1976, with national quota allocations as given in Tahle 1,

7. Future Research Requirements

The Chairman drew the attention of the Panel to this item in the Scientific Advisers' Report. The
Panel agreed to try and fulfill the scientists’ requirements.

8. Date and Place of Next Meeting. The Panel agreed to hold its next meeting at the time and place of
the next Annual Meeting of the Commission.

9. Approval of Panel Report. The Panel agreed that a draft Report would be circulated for comment and
approval.

10. Election of Chairman for 1875/76 and 1976/77. The Panel elected Mr V.M. Kamentsev (USSR) as Chairman
for 1975/76 and 1976/77.

11. Other Business

(a) The delegate of Demmark noted that, while some countries had fished very little of thelr 1975 cod
quota in Subarea 1, the Danes would reach their ceiling before the end of the year. He asked whether,
without any future prejudice, these countries could tranefer to Demmark part of the "wnwanted” quotas. The
Panel agreed that discussion of this matter would be best deferred until a Special Meeting of the Commission
later in the year, or 1f no occasion for one arose, to a reconvened session of the Panel during this Meeting.

12, Adjournment. There being no other business, the Panel adjourned at 1600 hrs.
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Table 1., Summary of TACs and allocations for Subarea 1 + Statistical Area 0 for 1976,

Coed Roundnose grenadier Greenland halibut
SA 1 SAO0+1 SAO0+1
Sclentitie Advisers 45,000 12,000 20,000
Bulgaria - - -
Canada - - -
Denmark 19,600 2,500 3,200
France 1,400 - -
FRG 6,300 - -
GDR 400 2,000 -
Iceland - - -
Italy - - -
Japan - - -
Norway 2,500 - -
Poland - - -
Portugal 2,600 - -
Romania - - -
Spain 2,100 - -
USSR - 7,000 10,000
K 800 - -
usa - - -
Others 400 2,000 2,800
Total allocated catches 36,100 13,500 16,000
Estimated catch outside 9,000 (DEN G) 4,000 (DEN C)

Convention Area
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel 1

Friday, 6 June, 1400 hra

1. The Chairman, Mr @, Ulltang {(Norway), opemed the meeting with Scientific Advisers from all Member
Countries, except Iceland, and Observers from Canada, the USA, Cuba, and ICES present.

2. Dr G.H, Winters (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. The Apenda, as circulated, was adopted.

4, Report of Chairman of Scientific Advisers. The Chalrman presented his Report on the Status of Fishe-
ries and Research Carried Out in Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0, and off East Greenland, in 1974 (Sunm.

Doc. 75/38). Some minor amendments suggested were incorporated in a revised report for presentation to
the Panel.

5. Conservation Requirements

(a)} Cod in Subarea 1. The Sclentific Advigers reviewed the Report of the Assessments Subcommittee
(Summ.Doc. 75/18) which Indicated that, with present poor recrultment prospects, the spawning stock of cod
will gradually decrease in the near future, the rate and level of such a decline being dependent on the
degree of exploitation. The Scientific Advisers, therefore, endorsed the Subcommittee's recommendatiom that
the 1976 TAC be not more than 45,000 tons Including catches outside the Convention Area, and noted that
reduction below this level would further improve the chances of stock recovery.

(b) Greenland halibut in Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0. The lack of adequate data on stock compo-
sition and stock relationships of Greenland hslibut in Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0 do not allow analy-
tical assessment of potentlal yield for this stock. The Scientific Advisers, therefore, endorsed the Sub-
committee's advice that 20,000 tons might be an appropriate level of catch for the area, if the Commission
should wish to implement a precautionary quota for 1976.

{(c) Roundnose grenadier in Subarea 1 and Statistical Area 0. The Scientific Advisers endorsed the
recommendation by the Assessments Subcommittee of a precautiomary TAC of 12,000 tons for 1976, again noting
the lack of adequate data necessary for analytical stock assessment,

6. Future Research Requirements. Circulated research programs for 1975 indicated that, in addition to
statistics collection and catch sampling, several countries would be continuing environmental research and
biological research of direct relevance for resource measurements and stock assessment problems.

The attention of the Panel was drawn to the need for more intensive sampling activities and investiga-
tion on stock relationships of Greenland halibut and roundnose grenadier in Subarea 1 and Statistical Area
0, if more accurate and relevant advice on potential yields of these stocks is to be forthcoming. The
Scientific Advisers also stressed the need for stratified random groundfish surveys in Subarea 1 and Statis-
tical Area 0.

The Scientific Advisers stressed the need for timely and complete reporting of fisheries statistics
in accordance with the requirements specified by the Commission. Sufficiently detailed data on catch and
effort, and adequate collecting and reporting of sampling data, are easentlal for assessment of the various
atocks in the area. Special attention was drawn to a sampling and survey program on shrimps (Pandalus
borealis) initiated by Denmark in 1974. This program will hopefully permit a stock by stock assessment of
this species in the West Creenland area. The provision of detailed catch/effort data by Member Countries
fishing for shrimps in the West Greenland area would greatly enhance the objectives of the Danish program
of research.

7. Election of Chairman. Mr $. Ulltang was unanimously re-elected Chairman of Scientific Advisers for
the ensuing year.

8. Time and Place of Next Meeting. It was agreed that the next meeting of Panei 1 Scientific Advisers
would take place prior to the Meeting of Panel 1 at the next Annual Meeting,
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ANNUAL MEETING -~ JUNE 1975

Report of Meeting of Panel 2

Wednesday, 11 June, 1730 hrs

1. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Mr K. Henriksen (Canada).

2. Rapporteur. Mr T.K. Pitt (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The provisional Agenda was adopted after approving the suggestion by the delegate of Canada
that Item 6(b), Stocks Overlapping in Subareas 2 and 3, be deferred for consideration by a Joint Meeting
of Panels 2 and 3 for the determination of TACs and national allocatioms.

4. Review of Panel Membership. The following Panel members were present: Bulgaria, Canada, France, the
FRG, the GDR, Iceland, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, the USSR, and the UK. Bulgaria requested
a change in Panel membership from Panel 2 to Panel 4 which was approved.

5. Report by Chairman of Scientific Advisers. Mr A.T. Pinhorn (Canada) presented the Report of the
Meeting of Scientific Advisers to Panel 2 (Appendix I) which was adopted by the Panel.

6. Conservation Requirements

(a} Div. 2GH cod. The Panel sgreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 20,000 metric tomns,
this being the level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

(b} National allocations. The delegate of Canada indicated that Canada would catch 1,000 metric tons
of cod in Div. 2GH in 1976 and that this would be practically all taken outside the Convention Area, thus
leaving 19,000 tons to be allocated. The delegate of the USSR supported the TAC and suggested that national
allocations for 1976 be the same as for 1975. The Panel

apreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAC and allocations be established at the levels shown in Table 1.

7. Future Research Requirements., The Chairman called attention to the research recommendations contained
in the Report by the Sclentific Advisers (Appendixz I). There were no additional recommendations.

8. Date and Place of Next Meetinp. The Panel agreed that the next meeting of Panel 2 and its Scientific
Advisers should be held in conjunction with the mext Anmual Meeting of the Commission.

9. Approval of Panel Report., The Panel agreed that the Panel Report would be approved by circulatiom of
a draft to a representative of each Member Country.

10. Election of Chalrman for 1975/76 and 1976/77., Mr W. Kalinowskl (Poland) was unanimously elected
Chairman.

11. Other Business. There was no other business.

12. Adjournment. The Panel adjourned at 1800 hrs,
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Table 1. Summary of TACs and allocations for
Subarea 2 for 1976,

Cod

2GH
Setenific Advisers 20,000
Bulgaria -
Canada -
Denmark -
France 500
FRG 4,000
GDR 1,000
Iceland -
Italy -
Japan -
Norway 900
Poland 4,500
Portugal 3,200
Romania 400
Spain 500
USSR 2,600
UK 800
Usa -
Others 600
Total allocated catches 19,000
Estimated catch outside
Convention Area 1,000 (CAN)
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(B.£.5) Appendix I

ANRUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel 2

Saturday, 7 June, 1345 hrs

1. The Chairman, Mr A.T. Pinhorn (Canada), opened the meeting.
2. Rapporteur. Mr T.K. Pitt (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Agenda for Panel 2, as appropriate, was adopted, with the inclusion of the following
items: 1) the Canadian proposal for overall effort reduction in Subareas 2, 3, and 4; 11) the quota
boundaries of Subarea 2-Div. 3KL cod; 1ii) general sampling inadequacies; and iv) the overall by-catch
problems.

4. Scientific Advisers were present from the following Member Countries of the Panel: Canada, France,
the FRG, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spainm, the USSR, and the UK. An Observer from Denmark was also present.

5. Report of Chairman of Scientific Advisers. The Chairman's Report on the Status of Fisherles and
Regsearch Carried Out in Subarea 2 in 1974 (Summ.Doc. 75/40 Revised) was adopted with minor revisions.

6. Conservation Requirements

(a) for stocks in Subarea 2

i) Div. 26H cod stock. The Sclentific Advisers to Panel 2 agreed to endorse the TACs recommended
by the Assessments Subcommittee of STACRES as indicated in Table 1 of this Report.

(b) for stocks overlapping in Subareas 2 and 3

1) Div. 2J-3KL cod
ii) Div, 2J-3KL witch
iii} Subarea 2-Div. 3K redfish
iv) Subarea 2-Div. 3K Americen plaice
v) Subarea 2-3 roundnose grenadier
vi) Subarea 2-Div. 3KI. Greenland halibut
vii) Subarea 2-Div. 3K capelin

As with the Subarea 2 cod stock, the Sclentific Advisers agreed with the TACs recommended by
the Assessments Subcommittee of STACRES as indicated in Table 1 of this Report.

Table 1. Summary of provisional 1974 catches, 1975 TACs and recommended TACs for
1976 for Subarea 2 and overlapping Subarea 2 and 3 stocks (recommended
TAC in brackets).

Nominal catch

Stock (000 tomns) TACs (000 tons)
Species area 19741 1975 1976
Cod 2GH 4 20.0 (20} (20)

27 + 3KL 373 554,0 (550) (300)
Redfish 2 + 3K 30 30.0 (30) (30)
American plaice 2 + 3K 5 8.0 (8) (8)
Witch 2J + 3KL 16 17.0 (17) (an
Greenland halibut 2 + 3KL 27 40,0 (40) (30)
Roundnose grenadier 2+ 3 33 32.0 (32) (32)
Capelin 2+ 3K 127 160. 02 (300) (300)

! provisional figures only.

2 countries without specific allocations may each take up to 10,000 tons.
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No additional advice was given by the Sclentific Advisers, other than that in the Assessments Sub-
committee Report.

(c) Uniform mesh size, regardless of material, in the Convention Area. Since no new Inforamtion on
this subject was available to the Scientific Advisers, they drew the attention of the Panel to what was
reported last year on this topic (Appendix IV of STACRES Report, Redbook 1974, p. 139),

(d) Canadian proposal for reduction in fishing effort on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4
in 1976 (Comm.Doc. 75/8). The Panel was referred to the Report of the Asseasments Subcommittee (Summ.Doc.
75/18, p. 36-42), which provides estimates of long-term effects of specified reductions in fishing mortality
on the catch and stock size of various stocks in Subareas 2-4. The conclusion by the Assessments Subcom—
mittee that fishing effort on groundfish has doubled and stock size declined by ome-half in the 1961-73
period and that fishing effort has been above MSY levels since the late 1960's was reinforced by further
analyses incorporating increases in fishing efficiency during the period.

Advice on appropriate levels of reduction in fishing effort in Subarea 2 has not been given by STACRES
since only estimates of the effects of specified reductions in fishing mortalities are requested in Comm.
Doc. 75/8. However, the Assessments Subcommittee has pointed cut {Summ,Doc. 75/18, p. 42} that the margin
between fishing mortality at the MSY level (F__ ) and that cauvsing rapid collapse of a fishery may be very
narxrow. The Scientific Advisers, therefore, 2% terate previous advice of STACRES that regulating fighing
at the optimum fishing mwortality rate (Fg, ;) rather than F provides for a greater stock size and more
stable stock abundance and provides greater safeguards for™* future recruitment. Of particular relevance
in Subarea 2 is the large Div. 2J-3KL cod stock.

(e) Comsideration of changes in quota boundarles for Div. 2J-3KL cod (Comm.Doc. 75/9). The Assess-
ments Subcommittee concluded that for the present the TAC should be applied te Div. 2J-3KL cod as a whole,
but that if the Panel wished to prevent possible local effects on the stock such as a diversion of fishing
effort to the southern portion of the stock caused by severe ice conditions in the north, then it would be
prudent to subdivide the TAC to limit the amoumt of catch in each Division. The Scientific Advisers agreed
with this advice and pointed out that such damaging effects would not be quickly remedied by migratfon from
other parts of the stock. It was noted that such a ghift Iin effort happemed in 1973 but distribution of
effort returned to more normal conditions in 1974,

(f) Sampling deficiencies (Comm.Doc. 75/10). The Scientific Advisers took note of the present inade-
quate sampling of the major stocks analyzed in Comm.Doc. 75/10 and Summ.Doc. 75/11, which makes precise
analytical assessments very difficult or impossible. They agreed with the advice given by the Assessments
Subcommittee that scientists of the various countries fishing in the Conmvention Area provide adequate gamp-
ling data from the various species caupht in a form useful for assessment purposes. In this connection,
it was pointed out that sexed length measurements are not being provided in some cases for species for which
it is necessary to do so. The Scientific Advisers wish to draw to the attention of the Panel that the
minimum level discussed in Comm.Doc. 75/10 and Summ.Doc. 75/11 as the level agreed to by STACRES as a mini-
wum 1s not adequate In a statistical gense but is merely a level at which to aim for improvement of sampling.

(g) The by-catch problem (Comm.Doc. 75/13). The Scientific Advisers drew the attention of the Panel
to the importance of having all fish caught, whether kept or discarded, reported to the Secretariat since
without full information on catches the accuracy of stock assessments 18 considerably reduced and if unre-
ported by-catch is large, unexpected events may occur In the stocks which cannot be accounted for by the
reported catches.

7. Future Research Requirements. The Scientific Advisers drew the attention of the Panel to the need for
biological aurveys of the more northerly divisions of the Subarea. The delegate of the FRG indicated that
stratification of the Baffin Island Area was completed in 1975. The Scientific Advisers also stressed the
Importance of improved sampling in the northern divisions and the adoption of standard hydrographic sections
for these localities. Res.Doc. 75/101 was reviewed and indicated high abundance of cod eggs in 1970, 1972,
and 1974 and lower abundamce in 1971 and 1973. The importance of egg and larval abundance surveys will be
more fully evaluated when a sufficient time series ig conducted. The delegate of the USSR indicated that
USSR intended to continue such surveys.

g. Other Business. No further items were proposed for discussion.

9. The Scientific Advisers agreed that the time and place of the mext meeting should be prior to the
next Annual Meeting.

10. The Scientific Advieers agreed that the Report be prepared and circulated to a representative of each
country for approval before final reproduction.

11. Election of Cheirman. Mr A.T. Pinhorn (Canada) was re-elected Chairman of Sclentific Advisers to

Panel 2 for the following year. On 18 June, at a epecial meeting convened by Mt Pinhorn, Mr D.J. Garrod (UK)
was elected Chairman of Scientific Advisers to Panel 2 to replace Mr Pinhorn who had been elected Chairman
of the Assessments Subcommittee for the coming year.
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Report of Meetings of Panel 3

Thursday, 12 June, 0900 hrs
Monday, 16 June, 1430 hrs
Wednesdey, 18 June, 2100 hrs
Thuraday, 19 June, 1700 hrs

1. The Chairman, Mr V. Bermejo (Spain), opened the Meeting.

2., Rapporteur. Dr G,H, Winters (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Panel agreed that the discussions would refer specifically to those stocks in Subarea 3
alone, and that overlapping stocke would be dealt with in the appropriate joint panels.

4. Panel Membership. All Panel Members were present with Observers from the FRG and from Cuba.

5. Eeport by Chairman of Scientific Advisers, Mr B,.B. Parrish (UK) presented the Report of Scientific
Advisers to Panel 3 (Appendix.I). The Report was adopted without revision.

6. Conservation Requirements (Setting of TACs, Table 1)

(a) Div. 3M redfish. The delegate of Canada proposed a laower TAC (13,000 tons) than that recommended
by the Assessments Subcommittee (16,000 tons), pointing out that regulation of catches at the fishing morta-
lity rate commensurate with maximum yileld (F ) does not allow for rebuilding of depressed stocks and also
places future recruitment in jeopardy. Themﬁgleggte of the USSR, supported by the delegates of Portugal
and the GDR, recommended adoption of the TAC recommended by the scientists, noting that the reduction in
TAC from 40,000 tons in 1974 to 16,000 tons in 1975 should provide adequate protection of the stock. The
delegate of the USA pointed out that the MSY level for this stock has been estimated by the Assessments
Subcommittee to range from 13,000-17,000 tons, and if the Commission cannot consider a TAC at the lower end
of the range recommended by the scientists, then it will not be very effective in accomplishing its purpose,
The delegate of Canada concurred with the statement of the delegate of the USA and emphasized that scientists
have recommended TACs at Fma because they have been instructed to do so by the guidelines laid down by the
Commission. The Commissiol Should rephrase its terms of reference so as to instruct sclentists to give
advice as to fishing levels which would restore stocks to levels of abundance providing the long-term MSY,
The delegate of the UK requested scientific explanation of the recommended TAC from the Chairman of Scientific
Advisers, Mr B.B. Parrish (UK), who pointed out that fishing at Fmax will maximize fishery production from
the stock, assuming that the fishery has no effect on recruiltment levels. Furthermore, Mr Parrish noted
that Div. 3M redfish was not considered to be depressed by the Assessments Subcommittee, nor were there signs
of recruitment failure.

The Obsexver from Cuba read a statement from the Goverrment of Cuba in which Cuba's needs and capability
to fish in the ICNAF Area were stressed. He requested assurance that Cuba's needs would be considered and
provided for by ICNAF in return for which Cuba would assure ICNA¥ of strict adherence to ICNAF regulations.
He then requested a 3,000-ton allocation be set aside for Cuba in this stock. The Chairman weicomed the
Observer from Cuba to the Pamel and assured him of the Commission's consideration.

After some further discussion, the Panel, with the delegate of Canada agreeing reluctantly, agreed that
the TAC for 1976 should be set at 16,000 toms, the level recommended by the Sclentifie Advisers.

(b) Div. 3LN redfish. The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 20,000 tons, the
level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

(c) Div. 30 redfish. The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 16,000 tons, the
level recommended by the Scilentific Advisers.

(d) Div. 3P redfish. The delegate of Canada referred to the Assessments Subcommittee Report which
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warned that, if recruitment prospects are poorer than assumed, substantial reductions in future TACs would
be necessary. On this basis, the delegate of Canada proposed a TAC of 16,000 tons. The delegate of the
USSR recommended acceptance of the TAC of 20,000 tons recommended by the Scientific Advisers, and reiterated
the difficulties to be expected in other stocks if such reductions were consistently applied. The delegate
of Demmark, noting the experience of NEAFC, requested the advice of the Chairman of Scientific Advisers

(Mr B.B. Parrish) as to the effect on stock restoration of the reduction in TAC from 20,000 toms to 16,000
tons. Mr Parxrish explained that such a reduction in TAC would further reduce the risk that future recruit-
ment would be Impaired and would provide a more rapid rebuilding of the spawning stocks.

After considerable further discussion, a compromise TAC of 18,000 toms proposed by the delegate of
Canada was approved by Panel members.

(e) Div. 3M cod, The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 40,000 toms, the level
recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

(£) Div. 3NO cod. The delegate of Canada pointed out that the 1975 TAC for this stock was above the
level of 85,000 tons recommended by STACRES as the catch associated with & fishing mortality of F . He
also pointed ocut that this was a depressed stock very dependent on recruiting year-classes and DA% ell
below its lomg-term MSY, as indlcated by the failure of recent catches to achieve TAC levels. In additionm,
the substantial by-catch of flounders in this fishery has caused the declime in the abundance of flounders
to the detriment of Canadian fishermen who are heavily dependent on such species. Furthermore, the dele-
gate of Canada noted that, because of data difficulties, no new asseasment of this stock has been provided
by STACRES and thelr recommended TAC level of 85,000 tons for 1976 would continue over—exploitation and
allow large by-catches of the depressed flounder stocks. The delegate of Canada could not acecept such
advice and proposed a TAC of 60,000 tons, accompanied by action on full utilization of by-catch of valued
flounders., The delegate of the USSR, supported by the delegates of Portugal, Spain, and the UK, felt that
since no new assessment was available for thls stock the Commission should accept the recommendation of the
Scientific Advisers that the 1976 TAC be maintained at the 1975 level of 85,000 tonas. The delegate of
Canada reiterated the opinion of the delegate of the USA that the lack of support by Panel members for the
Canadian proposal suggested a real failure In the mechanisms of ICNAF to effect recuperative action on
depressed stocks and stated that this was due to the fallure of the Commigsion to provide the scilentists
with appropriate terms of reference to which scientific advice on TAC levels should be associated. The
delegate of Canada, therefore, proposed that consideration of Div. 3NO cod be deferred to a special meeting
of the Commission to be held in the autumn of 1975, and that the Commisgion should provide the scientists
with terms of reference relating to appropriate action necesgary to restore this stock. The delegate of
the UK felt that such a deferral would create difficulties in allocating other stocks in Subarea 3 and
pointed out that recent catches and TACS have been well below the MSY of this stock and undoubtedly provide
a safety margin for the rebullding of this stock. The Chairman of Sclentific Advisers to Panel 3 referred
the Panel to the Assessments Subcommittee Report (Summ.Doe. 75/18, p. 39) in which the effects on stock
size and catch of Div, INO cod of particular reductions in fishing wortality from the 1973 level were
specified. Mr Parrish pointed cut that the fishing mortality rate predicted for 1976 implies a probable
recovery of the stock perhaps to the MSY level. The delegate of the USA also referred the Panel to the
Assessments Subcommittee Report, pointing out that the lag time between the year on which the data projec-
tions are based (1973) and for which appropriate regulations are requested {1976) implied that recuperative
action will, in many. cases, be too late to prevent further stock declines. The delegate of Portugal, sup-
ported by the delegate of Denmark, stressed that the Commission should abide by the advice on TAC given by
STACRES.

After considerable discussion, the Panel agreed to defer consideration of Div. 3NO cod to a special
meeting of the Commission to be held in the autumn of 1975 at which time STACRES would consider further
its advice on this stock, based on appropriate terms of reference to be specified by the Commission.

(g) Div. 3M American plaice. The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 2,000 toms,
the level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

(h) Div. 3LNO American plaice. The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 47,000
tong, the level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

(1) Subdiv. 3Ps American plaice. The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 8,000
tons, the level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

{j) Subdiv. 3Ps cod. The delegate of Canada pointed out that this stock was very important to Canadian
fighermen and proposed that recommendation of the TAC be deferred to the special meeting to be held in the
auturm of 1975, The proposal was agreed by the Panel.

(k) Div. 3NO witch. The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 10,000 tons, the
level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

(1) Subdiv. 3Ps witch. The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 3,000 tons, the
level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.
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(m) Div. 3LNO vellowtail, The Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC for 1976 be set at 9,000 toms,
the level recommended by the Scientific Advisers.

(n) Div. 3JLNOPs capelin. Fellowing a Canadian propesal, the Panel agreed unanimously that the TAC
for this stock be set at 200,000 tons, mo more than 50,000 tons of which may be taken in Div. 3L, and no
more than 10,000 tons of which may be taken in Subdiv. 3Ps.

7. National Allocations

(a) Div. 3M redfish., The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(b) Div. 3LN redfish. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

{¢) Div. 30 redfish. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations he established at the levels given in Table 1.

(d) Div. 3P redfish. The delegate of Canada propogsed that this stock be reviewed and information
presented at the Special Meeting of the Commission, Autumn 1975, and that allocation also be deferred to
that time. This was agreed by the Panel.

(e) Div. 3M cod. The Observer from Cuba requested am allocation of 3,000 tons on the basis that Cuba
is developing its fishery and has been a traditional consumer of cod. The delegate of the UK, supported by
the delegate of Denmark, considered that, while it was necessary to consider the needs of new entrants, the
needs and historical performance of countries already in the fishery should take priority in allocation.
The delegate of Portugal noted that his country was fishing for food rather than profit and, since Portugal
was fully utilizing its allocation, some consideration should be given Portugal relative to those members
which had failed to catch their full allocation., The delegate of the USSR proposed that the 1975 alloca-
tions be used as a basis with some adjustment to incorporate the needs of Cuba in the "Others" category.
The Panel then unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(£) Diy, 3NO cod. The TAC and national allocation of this stock was deferred for consideration at a
special meeting of the Commission to be held in the autumn of 1975.

{g) Subdiv. 3Ps cod. The TAC and natiomal allocation of this stock was deferred for consideration
at a special meeting of the Commission to be held in the autumn of 1975,

(h) Div. 3M American plaice. The Panel unanimocusly

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(1) Div. 3LNO American plaice. The delegate of Canada stressed the vital importance of this stock to
Canadian fighermen and attributed its decline In abundance to by-catch in the cod fishery. He, therefore,
requested an allocation of 45,000 tons for Canada. The delegate of the USSR noted the difficulties of Cana-
dian fishermen but felt such a large allocation to the coastal state would virtually eliminate the Soviet
fishery. The Panel agreed with the proposal of the delegate of Canada to defer the allocation of this stock
to the Special Meeting of the Commission, Autumm 1975,

(j) Subdiv. 3Ps American plaice. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table I.
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(k) Div. 3NO witch. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

(1) Subdiv. 3Ps witch. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be eatablished at the levels given in Table 1.

(n) Div., 3LNO yvellowtail. The Panel unanimously

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

{n) Div. 3INOPs capelin. The Panel, with Iceland dissenting,

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 allocations be established at the levels given in Table 1.

8. Future Regsearch Reguirements. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to the Panel drew the attention
of the Panel to what was sald in his report regarding the importance of supplying adequate sampling and
statlstical data, both on actual catches and on discards. He also called the attention of the Panel to the
Ageing Workshop to be held in the autumn of 1975 to look especially at ageing of cod in Subarea 3.

9. Date and Place of Next Meeting. The Panel agreed that the Panel would meet next in conjunction with
the next meeting of the Commission.

10. Election of Chalrman for 1975/76 and 1976/77. Mr R.H. Letaconnoux (France) was elected Chairman of
the Panel.

11. Other Buginess. There was no other businessa.

12, Adjournment, The Panel adjourned at 1700 hrs.
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ANNUAL MEETING -~ JUNE 1975

Report of Scilentific Advisers to Panel 3

Friday, 6 June, 0800 hrs

1. The meeting was called to order by the Chailrman, Mr B.B. Parrish (UK). Scientific Advisers were
present from Canada, Denmark, France, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the USSR, the UK, and the USA.
Observers were present from the FRG, Cuba, and ICES.

2. Rapporteur. Dr G.H. Winters (Canada} was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Agenda. The draft Agenda for Panel 3 was used as a basis for the meeting.
4. Report of Chairman of Scientific Advisers. The Chairman reviewed his Report on the Status of the

Fisheries and Research Carried Out in 1974 (Summ.Doc. 75/42). This was approved with some amendments for
presentation to the Panel.

5. Conservation Requirements

(a) Quota repulations. The meeting agreed that its consideration of stocks subject to quota regula-
tions should be confined to those stocks listed in the Panel Agenda under Subarea 3 alone. Those stocks
overlapping in Subareas 2 and 3 (cod, Greenland halibut, and witch in Subarea 2 and Div. 3KL; redfish,
American plaice, and capelin in Subarea 2 and Div. 3K, and roundnose gremadier in Subareas 2 and 1) would
be considered at the meeting of Seientific Advisers for Panel 2 (Proc. 8, Appendix I), and those overlapping
between Subareas 3 and 4 (squid and mackerel} at the meeting of Scientific Advisers for Pamel 4 (Proc. 10,
Appendix I).

The Scientific Advisers examined the Assessments Subcommittee's latest assessments of the various fish
stocks currently subject to quota regulation in the Subarea (Summ.Doc. 75/18, p. 9-13). They endorsed all
of the Subcommittee's recommended TACs for 1976, which are set out below,

1975 TAC Recommended TAC 1976
Species Stock (metric tons) (metric tons)
Cod M 40,000 40,000
3No 87,700 85,000
3rs 62,400 60,000
Redfish 3M 16,000 16,000
3N 20,000 20,000
30 16,000 16,000
3p 25,000 20,000
American plalce 3M 2,000 2,000
31N0 60,000 47,000
3Ps 11,000 8,000
Yellowtail 3LNO 35,000 10,000
Witch 3NO 10,000 10,000
3Ps 3,000 3,000
Capelin 3L 50,000 50,000
380 140,000 140,000 Maximum TAC of 500,000 tons
3ps 10,000 10,000 for Subareas 2 and 3 combined
3K + 27 300,000 300,000

The Panel's attention was drawn particularly to the substantlal reduction in the recommended TACs for
American plaice and yellowtail in Div. 3LNO, for both of which the latest information shows a continuing
reduction in stock abundance and high fishing mortality rate. A marked reduction in TAC is also recommended
for the overlapping cod stock in Subarea 2 and Div. 3KL (Proc. 8, Appendix I). For the other stocks, the
recommended TACS are set at, or slightly below, those applying in the 1975 quota regulations.
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(b) Uniform mesh size, regardless of material in the Convention Area., In the absence of new informa-
tion en this item, the Panel's attentien was drawn to the statement by STACRES in its Report to the 1974
Annual Meeting {(Redbook 1974, p. 73) that "owing to the large number of factors affecting selectivity under
commercial fishing conditions, the extent to which adoption of a uniform minimum mesh size would affect the
attainment of uniform selectivity is uncertain."

(¢) Reduction in fishing effort on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 (Comm.Doc. 75/8)., The
Panel was referred to the Report of the Assessments Subcommittee (Summ.Doc, 75/18 Addendum, p. 36-42; also
Proceedings No. 1, Appendix I}, which provides estimates of the long-term effects of specified reductions
in fishing mortality on the catch and stock size of groundfish in Subarea 3. The results of a recent
Canadian asaessment of the groundfish resources (revised Addendum to Res.Doc, 753/55) incorporating increases
in fishing efficiency from 1955 to 1975, reinforce the conclusion by the Assessments Subcommittee that
fishing effort has approximately doubled, and stock size decreased by half in the Subarea in the period
1961-73. Further, fishing effort on these resources in Subarea 3 has been above MSY levels since 1967.

Advice on appropriate levels of reduction in fishing effort in Subarea 3 has not been given by STACKES
since only information and not advice is requested in Comm.Doc. 75/8. However, the Scientific Advisers
wish to emphasize that the lag time between the year on which the data projections are based (1973) and for
which advice has been requested (1976 and beyond) implies that recuperative action will, in many cases, be
too late to prevent further stock declines. Furthermore, the Assessments Subcommittee has pointed out
(Summ.Poc. 75/18, p. 42) that the margin between fishing mortality at the MSY level (F__ ) and that causing
rapld collapse of a fishery may be very small., The Sclentific Advisers, therefore, relf8rate previous
advice of STACRES that it may be advantageous in terms of stabilizing stock abundance and safeguarding
future recruitment to regulate fisheries at the Fp,;, rather than the Fmax level of fishing mortality rate.

(d) Changes in quota boundaries for Div. 2J-3KL cod and Div. 3LNQ American plaice {Comm.Doc. 75/9,
Revised). The Sclentific Advisers referred the Panel to advice given by the Assessments Subcommittee on
this item (Summ.Doc. 75/18, p. 9 and 11).

{(e) Canadian views on the biological sampling of commercial fish catches in the ICNAF Area (Comum.Doc.
75/10). The Scientific Advisers strongly endorsed the need indicated in Comm.Doc. 75/9 for adequate sampling
of catches including discards.in all fisheries in the Subarea. The Panel's attention was drawn to the
specification by STACRES at the 1974 Annual Meeting {Redbook 1974, Part C, Annex I, p. 134) of the minimum
gampling requirements for the fisheries in the Convention Area and to recommendations passed by STACRES at
the present meeting.

6. Future Research Requirements. The Scientific Advisers reviewed the research plans of the Member
Countries in the Subarea in 1975 and future years. They welcomed and endorsed the comprehensive plans for
environmental work drawm up by the Environmental Subcommittee at the present meeting (Proc. 1, Appendix V),
and they emphasized again the continuing need for adequate sampling of catches and the collection and
reporting of discard statistics and sampling data for all fisheries in the Subarea in conformity with the
objectives and procedures specified by STACRES, They stressed the need for further comparative age vali-
dation studies, especially of cod, in the Subarea and endorsed the recommendation by STACRES that an ageing
workshop should take place in autumn 1%75.
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ANNUAL MEETING —~ JUNE 1975

Report of Meetings of Panel 4

Friday, 13 June, 0900 hrs
Thursday, 19 June, 0915 hrs

1. The Meeting of Panel 4 was opened by the Chairman, Dr D. Booss (FRG) with all Panel members present.
Dr Booss welcomed the Observers and the new member to the Panel - Demnmark. Observers from Cuba were also
present,

2. Rapporteur. Dr V.C. Anthony (USA) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda., The Agenda was adopted, except that Items 6(b), 6{(c), 6{(d), and 7 having to do with overlap-
ping stocks, uniform mesh size and exemption clauses were referred to Jolnt Panels.

4, Review of Panel Memberships. The Chairman reviewed the membership of the Panel and asked for new
applicants. Bulgaria stated that they wlshed to withdraw from Panel 2 and become a member of Panel 4.
The Panel approved, effective 1 July 1975,

5. Report of Meeting of Scilentifjc Advisers. The Chairman of the Scilentifiec Advisers to Panel 4, Dr R.G.
Halliday (Canada), presented the Report of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 4 (Appendix I) which was adopted.
He also called attention to the Report of the Status of the Fisheries and Research Carried Out in Subarea 4
in 1974 (Summ.Doc. 75/41).

6. Conservation Reguirements for Stocks in Subarea 4

i) Div. 4T(Jan-Dec)-Subdiv. 4Vn(Jan-Apr) cod. The TAC recommended by STACRES was 45,000 tons,
a decrease from 50,000 tons set for 1975. The delegate of Canada said that this stock was
in a depressed condition, recruitment prospects were very poor, and there was a need to
protect the spawning stock. He noted that the TAC was recommended on a yield per recruit
basis at Fmax and not at a level to bring about recovery of this stock. The delegate of
Canada stated that this stock was very important to Canada and recommended a TAC of
40,000 tons which should be allocated almost entirely to Canada and France. The Chairman
of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 4, Dr Halliday, explained the basis of the assessment
for this stock and indicated that the catch statistics used In the assessment in April were
too low. The delegates of Portugal, Spain, and the USSR could not agree with a TAC not
recormended by scilentists, The delegate of Spain alse could not agree that the entire TAC
should go to Canada and France. The delegate of Canada supgested that the decision on this
stock be deferred to a Special Meetinpg of the Commission in 1975 to allow for the considera-
tion of assessment advice other than F__ . The delegate of the USSR said he would concur
with a special meeting if the scient1s¥8 could provide more advice by that time. He ques-
tioned whether a few months would be enough time te provide a revised assessment. He then
asked that the Chairman of the Assessments Subcommittee, Mr D.J. Garrod (UK), should state
what could be expected from the scientists between June and September. Mr Garrod took this
occasion to explain the following points regarding assessment advice:

1) Scientists have to work within the constraints of the statistics provided by the countries:
deficiencies referred to in the STACRES Report influence the precision of advice provided.

2) Besides F___, the Commission needs to consider the stock size and the catch per unit of
effort. ™ As the catch increases in fish stocks, the catch per unit of effort may
decrease even if F is less than Fmax and by itself, it is not evidence that overfishing
is oceurring. The point in management 18 to halt the decline at a level appropriate to
objectives of the Commission, which, in this case (Div. 4T-Subdiv. 4Vn cod) was taken to
be the MSY, i.e., the level of fishing allowing the greatest catch consistent with the
long-term security of the stock.

3) For many fish stocks the same catch could be taken with less fishing which would reduce
the risk to lomg~term catches and would also at the same time increase the size of the
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stock. This, in turn, would give higher catch rates and perhaps better economic
benefits to the people fishing them.

4) I1n the case of depressed stocks, it is a characteristic that natural varlability is
rather greater than that from small changee in TAC. The procedure should be to hold F
at a low level and take advantage of matural fluctuations in recruitment.

5) There are few stocks in Subarea 4 where basic data are sufficient to give a revised
caleulation which could be set out in detail, The scientists could recalculate assess-
ments with new catch figures and could set out levels of F with the expected stock
recovery for about six stocks. For other stocks (given on page 39 of Summ.Doc. 75/18),
guod assessments cammot be produced but the sclentists could provide clearer statements
ot advice.

The Chairman of Panel 4 concluded that there would be some new advice to consider at a special
meeting in autumn 1975. The delegate of Portugal pointed out that, according to Rule 6 of

the Rules of Procedure for the Panels (page 59 of the ICNAF Handbook}, a simple majority of
Panel members is needed toc set a special meeting. The Chairman of the Commission, Mr E,
Gillett (UK), was asked for clarification on setting special meetings. He suggested that

the Panel should not get bogged down in procedural details but should look at other stocks
before deciding whether a special meeting was necessary. The Chairman of the Panel moved to
the next stock, planning to return to this stock later.

Subdiv, 4Vn (May-Dec) cod. The recommended TAC by STACRES for 1976 was 10,000 tons, the
same level as for 1975. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 10,000 tons as recommended by STACRES be adopted for 1976.

The delegate of Canada indicated that this stock was of little importance to othera, and
wished that the entire allocation be given to Canada and France., The delegates of France and
Spain said that they wanted to maintain their past allocations. The delegate of Portugal
suggested that the "Others" category be increased from 500 to 700~750 tons if Portugal were
to be included in this category. The Panel Chairman pointed out that Canada did not take
her allocation in 1974 and asked if Canada really needed an increase in quota. The delegate
of Canada replies 'yes' and agreed that 700-800 tons be allocated for "Others" which would
include Spain and Portugal. The delegate of Spain stressed that Spain needed an alloeation
of 900 tons. Panel 4 then

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

The delegate of Spain stated that they will object to this allocation scheme.

Subdiv. 4Vs-Div, 4W cod. The recommended TAC from STACRES was 40,000 tons for 1976, a reduc-
tion from 60,000 tons for 1975, The delegate of Canada proposed that the 1976 TAC be 35,000
tons. In this Division Cuba asked for 2,000 tons, Realizing that agreement on this stock
would be difficult at the present time, the Panel Chairman decided to move on to another
stock and come back to this stock later in the Panel.

Div, 4X (offshore) cod. The recommended TAC from STACRES was 4,000 tons for 1976, down from
the 1975 TAC of 5,000 tons. The delegate of Canada drew attention to Comm.Doc. 75/11 where
Canada proposes that no other nation than the coastel state or states be allocated any por-
tion of the TACs for certain stocks in Subareas 3 and 4. In Subarea 4 the Div, 4X cod stock,
the Div. 4X haddock stock, and the Div, 4VWX herring stocks were examples of such stocks
where the total TAC could be taken by the coastal state or states. The delegate of Canada
also drew attention to Comm.Doe. 75/12 which states that incidental catches by countries not
having a specified quota allocation be kept to a minimum throughout the entire year. That
document proposes "that, in order to avoid lmpairment of fisheries conducted for other spe-
cles and which take small quantities of haddock and cod incidentally, Contracting Goverrments
not mentloned by name in the quota allocations permit persons under their jurisdiction to have
in possession on board a vessel fishing for other species {either at sea or at the time of
off-loading) haddock or cod caught in Div. 4X of Subarea 4 in amounts not exceeding for each
species 5,510 1b or 2,500 kg, or 1% by weight, of all other fish on board caught in Div. 4X
of Subarea 4, whichever is greater." Comm.Doc. 75/12 also proposes that the haddock closed
areag in Div. 4X of Subarea 4 be reconsidered in the light of experience in early 1975 as to
the period of closure, definition of the area, and applicabillity to Canadian vessels. Speci-
fically, the delegate of Canada suggested that for 1876 the same closed areas and the same
period of closures that existed in 1974 be adopted. If the reduced exemption to 1% by weight
as mentioned above 1s adopted for 1976, this would provide sufficlent protection for the
stocks and the closed area restrictions could then be relaxed to the 1974 procedures. The
delegate of Canada further proposed that the TACs for cod in Div, 4X and haddock in Div. 4X
and 4VW be considered first, along with their national allocation, before the closed areas
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or the exemption levels are congidered. The delegate of Denmark asked if the 1% by-catch
would be included in the TAC and how much this quantity of by-catch would amount te and how
much it would burden the "Othera" category. The Panel Chairman pointed out that Comm.Doc.
75/6, page 13 under paragraph 2(c) in discussing Contracting Governments not mentioned by
name, states that such Governments "...shall prohibit fishing by persons under its jurisdic-
tion for the stocks or species in the region mentioned in the regulation, except for small
unavoidable incidental catches in directed fisherles for other stocks or specles." Panel 4
then

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 4,000 tons for Div. 4X (offshore} cod be adopted for 1976.

The Chairman opened discussions on the national allocations of this cod stock. The delegate

of Canada stressed that these cod were very lmportant to Canadian fishermen and that the

recent abundance of the stack was less than what Canadian fishermen could catch. He asked
that the entire TAC be awarded to Canada except for allowancea of 1% by-catch and traditiomal
US fisheries. A quantity of 100 tons was suggested by Canada as being sufficlent for the
"Others" category to cover the by-catch, if agreement were reached on the reduced by-catch
level to the 1% exemption. The delegate of Canada recommended that 3,650 tons be allocated
to Canada, 250 toms to the USA, and 100 tons to "Others". The delegate of Spain proposed
that further discussion on this allocation be deferred to a speclal meeting. The Chairman

of Panel 4 stated that the special meeting might be useful in setting the TAC level, but
there was no reason for deferring discussion on the national allocation. He further suggested
that the "Others" category be increased by reducing the Canadian share by 650 tons and the US
share by 50 tons which would be put into the "Others” category. The delegate of Canada sug-
gested that further consideration be postponed until later in the Panel to allow Canada, the
USA, and Spain to discuss this atock allocation. This was accepted and deferred to a later
date.

Discussion continued on the exemption clause of 1% proposed by Canada in Comm.Doc. 75/12.
The delegate of the USSR stated that the TACs for directed fisheries other thar cod which
would produce the by-catch of cod had not yet been decided upon. He also asked what the
season and area modifications would mean, and stressed that he would like to look at all of
the restrictions at once. Further discussion on exemptions, cleosed areas, and seasons was
deferred to later in the Panel.

Div. 4VWa herring. The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 4 explained the suggested

management for the stock as outlined in the Report of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 4
(Appendix Y). He stated that, of the two options presented there for mamaging this herring
stock, Option 1 had the higher priority due to new scientific evidence that herring caught

in Div. 4Wa should be managed together with herring taken from Div. 4XWb. The delegate of
Canada again referred to Comm.Doe. 75/11 stating that this is one of the stocks listed in
that document which Canada feels should be allotted 100% to the coastal state. The delegate
of the FRG asked that its small share of the quota not be placed in the "Others" category.
The delegate of the USSR was willing to go aleng with either Option 1 or Option 2 but was
having difficulty, as were others, in understanding the two Options. He recommended that the
Panel adopt the past acheme of setting TACe for Subarea 4 herring as it was simpler to follow.
The Chairman of Panel 4 suggested that the allocations could proceed under Option 2 allowing
the scientists to adjust the figures to fit under Option 1, as long as the agreed national
allocations were not changed. The recommended TAC from STACRES for Div. 4VWa herring under
Option 2 was 36,000 tons for the period 1 July 1976 to 30 June 1977, on the basis of 11,000
tons for Div. 4V and 25,000 tons for Div. 4Wa. National allocations then proceeded on the
basis of a TAC of 36,000 tons. The delegate of the FRG asked for a proportional reduction

to 1,200 tons,according to the overall TAC reduction from 45,000 tons for the period 1 July
1975 to 30 June 1976 to 36,000 tons for the period 1 July 1976 to 30 June 1977. The delegate
of the USSR also asked for a proportional reduction from 3,000 to 2,400 toms. The Chairman
of Panel 4 suggested further reductions of 200 tons for the FRG and 400 tons for the USSR.
The delegate of Denmark stressed that there was a need to keep an amount in the "Others"
category.

One allocation scheme proposed by the Chairman of Panel 4 was objected by the delegate of
Canada who stressed again that Canadaz must have the entire TAC for this stock and could not
accept anything less. The Chairman then suggested that the Panel defer further discussions

to a special meeting. The delegate of Denmark could see no reason for deferring and suggested
a vote on the allecation scheme proposed by the Chairman. The delegate of the FRC stated that
his country could not accept complete exclusion from this fishery. The delegate of the USSR
stated that he wished to consider the Chairman's proposal of allocations for this fishery and
that he also supported a certain amount in the "Others" category. The delegate of France
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suggested that, in view of the long discussion, it would be better to set this stock aside
and come back to it later. The Chairman of the Commigsion, Mr Gillett, felt that the problem
was one of primciple and that the Panel was as prepared nmow as it ever would be to discuss
this problem. He suggested that the Panel continue to try to reach an agreement, if possible,
and that perhaps, countries other than Canada might agree. An allocation scheme proposed by
the Chairman of 33,000 tons for Canada, 800 tons for the FRG, 1,800 tons for the USSR, and
400 toms for "Others" was put to an indicative vote and was not accepted. The delegate of
the USA stated that he supported the principle of Canada that coastal states should have the
right te take the fish that they could catch and it was apparent, in this case, that Canada
could take the entire TAC. Because of lack of progress, the Panel 4 discussions on the Div.
4VWa herring stock were set agide for the moment and Panel 4 moved to another atock,

vi) Div. 4XWb and Div. 4VWa herring. The TAC recommended by STACRES for the Div. 4XWb herring
stock for 1976 was 70,000 tons plus an estimated 11,000 tons which would be taken from the
coastal fisheries. Panel &

agreed te recommend

that the TAC of 70,000 tons for Div. 4XWb herring plus an estimated 11,000 tons for the
coastal fisheries be adopted for 1976.

The delegate of Canada stated that Canada desired 100% of the TAC and could not accept any-
thing less. The delegate of the USSR stated that he could agree only with the natiomal
allocation scheme of 1975 including an appropriate quantity for "Others". The delegate of
the USA stated that the USA considered itself to be a coastal state in Div, 4XWb. The
Obgerver from Cuba stated that Cuba intends to fish for silver hake in this area In 1976 and
would have a by-catch of herring. Therefore, he requested a 1,000-ton allocation of herring
in Div. 4XWb. The delegate of the USA mentioned that the USA also wanted an allocation in
this area. The delegate of the USSR said that the USSR would not insist on equal allocation
to all countries in this area due to the coastal state principle, and would vote in favour
of the allocation acheme if the USSR were allocated 12,000 tons (a reducticn from 19,000 tons
in 1975). The Chairman of Panel 4 proposed several allocation schemes and suggested that a
final vote be taken on the allocations for both the Div, 4X4Wb and the Div. 4VWa herring TACs.
The delegate of Canada said that Canade had no objection to this procedure as she has the
option of holding an official objection and making a counter proposal at the next meeting
with 60 days' notice. After much discussion a vote was taken on the allocatiom proposed
earlier by the Chairman (see sub-paragraph (v) above) of the Div. 4VWa herring stock, along
with the allocation scheme for Div. 4XWb of 57,500 tons for Canada, 11,000 tons for the USSR,
500 tons for the USA, and 1,000 tons for "Others™, The vote passed and the Panel

agreed to recommend

that thg national allocations for Div, 4VWa and Div. 4XWb herring be accepted as set out in
Table 17,

vii) Div. 4VWX redfish. The recommended TAC from STACRES was 30,000 tons, the same as for 1973,
The delepgate of Canada sald that the abundance of this stock has declined below the 1965-1969
level, He proposed that the 1976 TAC should be 24,000 tons but would agree to a deferment
to a special meeting. The delegate of the USSR stated that 30,000 tons should be the 1976
TAC. Further discussion was deferred to a special meeting of the Commlssion in autumn 1975.

viii) Div. 4VWX silver hake. The recommended TAC from STACRES was 100,000 tons, a decrease from
the 1975 TAC of 120,000 tons. Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the Commission set the 1976 TAC for this stock at 100,000 tons.

The Observer from Cuba said that this was the meost important species for Cuba and asked for
an allocation of 22,000 tons. The delegate of Canada said that Canada wanted 6,000 tons,

and the delepate of Bulgaria stated that his country wanted an allocation of 8,000 tons,
After some discussion as to whether Canada could catch 6,000 tons, an allocation proposed by
the Chairman of 5,000 tous for Camada, 84,000 tons for the USSR, and 11,000 tons for "Others"
was accepted. Panel 4, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

? Since these national allocations were agreed on the basis of Option 2, these quotas mneed to be adjusted
by time and area to meet the catch constraint under Option 1. For such adjustment, see Appendix II.
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Div., 4VWX flounders (yellowtail, American plaice apnd witch), The TAC recommended by STACRES
for 1976 was 28,000 tons, a reduction from the 32,000~-ton TAC for 1975. With little dis-—
cussion, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a .TAC of 28,000 tons be established for 1976.

The Observer from Cuba stated that Cuba needed a 2,000-ton allocation for this stock as a
function of by-catch from the silver hake fishery. The allocations were altered to accommo—
date Cuba and Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocations for this stock as set out in Table 1 be accepted.

Div. 4VWX argentine, The recommended TAC from STACRES for 1976 was 25,000 tons, the same
as for 1975. With no discussion, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the TAC for this stock be 25,000 tons in 1976,

The Observer from Cuba stated that Cuba needed 2,500 tons from thisz stock. Since this amount
was alveady allotted to "Others" for 1975, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock remain the same as in 1975 (Table 1).

Div. 4X (offshore) cod. The delegate of Canada suggested that the Panel again defer consi-

deration of this stock to a later date to allow Canada and Spain to discuss the by-catceh
problem. The Panel agreed,

Div. 4VW haddock. The TAC recommended by STACRES for 1976 was "0" tons, pertaining to
directed fisheries. 1In view of the by-catch of haddeck in this area, the delegate of Canada
proposed allocations to cover the haddeck by-catch in the cod fishery of 1,250 tons for
Canada, 400 toms for Spain, and 350 toums for "Others'. This procedure is the same as that
adopted (Summ.Doc. 75/1, Appendix XII, p. 35) for the Subarea 5 haddock stock. After some
discussion, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that a TAC of 2,000 tons be adopted for this stock for 1976, with the national allocation
as given in Table 1 to cover the by-catch problem,

The Panel agreed that no directed fishery for haddock in this area should exist, and that

Contracting Goverpments not mentioned by name should limit the catch of haddeck by persons
under their jurisdiction to amounts not exceeding 2,500 kg, or 1% by weight, of all other

fish on board caught in Div, 4VW, whichever is greater. Panel 4, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government for joint action by the Contracting
Govermments, proposal (3) for international regulation of the fishery for haddock in Div, 4V
and Div. 4W of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area (Appendix III}.

Div., 4X haddock. The delegate of Canada sald that,because of deferment of discussion of the
Div. 4X cod fishery to later in the Panel, discuassjons on this atock should also be deferred
because of the associated by-catch. This was agreed.

Subdiv. 4Vs-Div, 4W and Div. 4T (Jan-Dec)-Subdiv. 4¥n (Jan-Apr) cod. Further discussion
could not provide agreement on TACs and allocations for these stocks. It was, therefore,
agreed to defer decisions to a special meeting of the Commission in autumn 1975.

The Panel recessed at 1800 hrs, 13 June,
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8. Panel 4 reconvened at 0915 hrs, Thursday, 19 June,

9. Div. 4X cod and haddock. The Chairman re-opened discussion on these two stocks, noting that in addi-
tion to the question of TACs and their allocation the Panel would also have to address proposals for
adjustments in the Div, 4X closed area for haddock, and the exemption provision for by-catches of cod and
haddock in directed fisheries for other species {Comm.Doc. 75/12).

The delegate of Canada stated that discussions held subsequent te the last meeting of the Panel had
not provided agreement on quotas and allocations for these stocks, and requested that these issues be
deferred to the proposed Special Meeting of the Commission later in 1975. Panel 4 then agreed to defer
deciasiona of the TACs and their allocations for ced 1in Div. 4X (offshore) and haddock in Div. 4X until the
Special Meeting of the Commission in autumn 1975.

The delegate of Canada proposed that the Panel approve an adjustment of the haddock closed area in
Div. 4X. He noted that thls would return both the area and period of closure to that in force from 1972
to 1974, and that this was deemed desirable, both because the propogal limiting the by-catch of haddock
and cod to 1% and the lowering of the cod quota in Div. 4X reduced the need for the longer and larger
closure.

The delegate of Canada also proposed that the Panel approve an adjustment in the exemption allowance
for cod and haddock in Div. 4X in directed fisheries for other species identical to that permitted for
haddock in Subarea 5 (2,500 kg or 1% by welight). He noted that the existing regulations posed problems
for fisheries conducted in bhoth areas, and that the delegate of the USSR had indicated at the Fifth Special
Commission Meeting, November 1974 (Summ.Doc. 75/1) that it would be possible for USSR vessels to minimize
thelir by-catch in the silver hake fishery in this area. Accordingly, Panel 4

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government for jeint action by the Contractinmg Govern-
ments, proposal (4) for internatiomal regulation of the fishery for cod and haddock (by closed area
and by-catch exemption) Ain Div. 4X of Subarea 4 of the Convention Area (Appendix IV).

10. Div. 4VWX herring. At the suggestion of the delegate of Canada, the Panel agreed that, in view eof the
decigion of Panel 5 to recommend deferral of quota regulations for Subarea 5 herring stocks until a January
Special Meeting of the Commission (Pzoc. 11, Section 13 (vii)), all 1976 regulations for Subarea 4 herring
stocks should also be subject to review and possible revision at that time. Panel 4, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government for joint actiom by the Contracting Govern—
ments, proposal (5) for internationmal quota regulation of the fishery for herring in Div. 4VWX of
Subarea 4 of the Convention Area (Appendix V).

11. Future Research Requirements, The Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to Panel 4, Dr R.G. Halliday
(Canada), called the attention of the Pamel to the research requirements noted Iin the Report of the Scienti-
flc Advisers to Panel 4 (Appendix 1), particularly the greater emphasis required on juvenile and larval
herring surveys. The delegate of the USA reminded the Panel that it would be critical for all members to
submit adequate herring data prior to the proposed January Special Meeting of the Commissicn, if adequate
progress was to be achieved at that time in formulating herring regulations for 1976.

12. It was agreed that the next meeting of the Panel would take place during the next meeting of the
Commission.

13. Election of Chairman for 1975/76 and 1976/77. The Panel elected Mr K. Lgkkegaard (Denmark) Chairman
of Panel 4 for the next two years, who joined the Panel in commending the Chairman, Dr D. Beoss (FRG), for
his services during the past two years.

14. There being no further business, the Meeting of Panel 4 was adjourned at 1015 hrg, Thursday, 19 June.
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Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel 4

Friday, 6 June, 1545 hrs
1. The rhairman, Dr R.G. Halliday {Canada), opened the meeting. Representatives were present from Canada,
Denmark, France, the FRG, Japan, Portugal, Spain, the USSR, and the USA, and an Observer from Cuba.
2. Rapporteuse, Ms J.A. Bremnnan (USA) was appointed Rapporteuse.

3. Agenda. The Agenda was adopted, after the addition of Item 6(e) relating to consideration of fishing
effort reductions In Subarea 4.

4. Report of Chairman of Scientific Advisers. The Chairman's Report on the Status of the Fisheries and
Research Carried Out in Subarea & in 1974 (Summ.Doc. 75/41) was approved with minor amendments.

5. Conservation Requirements. TAC recommendations are summarized in Table 1.

{a) Ddv. 4T (Jan~Dec)-Subdiv. 4Vn (Jan—Apr) cod. The 1975 TAC of 50,000 tons will generate a fishing
mortality of 0.6, and the mailntenance of catches at this level in 1976 would again generate an F of about
0.6, Thus, it 1s recommended that the 1976 TAC be reduced to 45,000 tons in order to bring the fishing

mortality within the range of F .
max

It was noted that an increasing proportion of the catch was being taken in Subdiv. 4Vn in January to
April when recrulting year-classes (at age 4) contribute substantially to the fishery prior to spawning for
the first time in the following June. The intensity of the Subdiv. 4Vn fishery, therefore, has a substan-
tial effect on the size of the spawning stock, and measures to regulate the seasonal distribution of morta-
lity may be required.

Present TAC advice is related to F = and it was pointed out that some other objective, e.g. management
at Fp,3y, while resulting in little loss™%h yield, would maintain larger stock sizes and reduce the importance
of the above problem.

(b) Subdiv. 4Vn (May-Dec) cod. Ko new data were available to change the recommended TAC of 10,000
tons.

{c) Subdiv. 4Vs-Div. 4W cod. Increased levels of biological sampling of catches in most recent years
indicate that smaller fish are being caught, and that fishing mortality 1= higher, than previously thought.
A reduced TAC of 40,000 tons is recommended to reduce F to the level of Fmax = 0,45.

(d) Div. 4X (offshore) cod. Fishing mortality has been about twice the level of F in recent years.
The 1975 TAC of 5,000 tons is expected to bring about a reduction in fishing mortality, "abd a 1976 TAC of
4,000 tons is recommended to reduce F to the level of F = 0.35, It is noted that this will not allow a
substantial rebuilding of the stock in 1976 toward the M3X MSY level.

(e) Div. 4VW haddock. Ko Improvement in the abundance of this stock has been observed. It is recom—
mended that the 1976 TAC remain at zero for the directed haddock fishery and that by-catches be minimized,
recognizing that unavoidable by-catches are likely te be in the order of 2,000 tons.

(f) Div. 4X haddock

TAC recommendation. The situation regarding this stock is essentially the same as in 1973 and
1974; removals should be minimized to rebuild spawning stock, and a zero quota is recommended in directed
fisheries in 1976, while realizing that incidental ecatches are likely to be about 15,000 tons. The entry
of zero for 1976 in Table 1 contrasts with the recommendation of 15,000 tons for 1975, although the advice
ieg esscentially the same as that given last year for 1975.

Closed area and season. The diatributions of haddock and silver hake and argentines overlap to
some extent, particularly in March and April. The extent of overlap of fishable concentrations of these
specles iz unknown but could be insignificant. The closed area/season regulations in force for 1975 encom—
pass almost all of the area In which haddock concentrate. This Iinevitably interferes with fisheries for
argentine, silver hake, cod, and, to some extent, pollock. Should present regulations prove an unacceptable
interference with other fisheries, the Commission should consider alternative methods of regulating haddock
mortality.
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(g) Div. 4VWX herring. At the 1974 Annual Meeting the 1975/1976 TAC for the Div. 4VWa fishery of
45,000 tons was set om a fishing season basis, i.e., 1 July to 30 June. The 1975 TAC for the Div. 4XWb
fishery was set at 90,000 tons for the calendar year, excluding 15,000 tons estimated to be taken in the
inshore fisheries.

Recent tagging studies have indicated the need for adjustments in the management areas and the follow-
ing procedure 18 recommended: ;

Option 1. Recognizing that the Commission has already agreed on a TAC (45,000 tons) for the stock
in Div. 4WWa for the season 1 July 1975 to 30 June 1976, the management area should be
adjusted as follows:

Div. 4V 1 July 1975 to 30 June 1976 15,000 tons
1 July 1976 to 30 June 1977 11,000 toms
Div. 4WX 1 Janvary 1976 to 31 December 1976 115,000 tons.

The 115,000 tons for Div. 4WX should be reduced by whatever catch is to be taken in
Div. 4Wa in the peried 1 July 1975 to 31 December 1975.

Option 2, If the Div. 4VWa fishery continues to be managed as a unit (as iIn previous years), the
recommended TAC for that area for 1976/1977 season is 36,000 tons (on the basis of
11,000 tons for Div. 4V and 25,000 tons for Div. 4Wa), If the fishery in Div. 4XWb
continues to be managed as a unit (as in previous years), the predicted catch and,
therefore, the recommended TAC in 1976 iz 81,000 tons.

It is stressed that, in both options, inshore catches in Div. 4X are included in these recommendations.
If, as in previous years, inshore catches are not included in setting the TAC, an estimated 11,000 tons for
1976 should be subtracted from the recommended 115,000 tons for Div. 4WX under Option 1, or from the recom—
mended 81,000 tons for Div., 4XWb under Optiom 2.

It is brought to the attention of the Commission that present stock assessments, while providing ade-
quate advice on adult fisheries, do not take into account substantial juvenile fisheries along the New
Brunswick and Maine coasts, largely due to difficulties in assigning juvenile catches to the appropriate
adult stock. There is, however, a trade-off in yields between juvenile and adult fisheries, greater physical
yilelds being attained by delaying capture until 3~6 years of age. The exact magnitude and distribution among
adult fisheries of these increased yields cannot be defined at this time.

(h) Div. AVWX redfish. Although abundance in most recent years has been declining, uncertalnties
about the present level of abundance and potential recruitment levels do not allow a revision of the TAC
at this time, In recommending that the TAG for 1976 be set at the 1375 level of 30,000 toms, it 1s noted
that a reduction may be required in 1977. It 1s further noted that significant propertions of redfish less
than 20 cm occur in some commercial catches and that harvesting of redfish of this size almost certainly
results in ylelds less than the maximum yield per recruit, Sclentists are at present unable to suggest
measures to remedy this situation.

(1) Div. 4VWX silver hake. New information concerning age determination of silver hake and the rela-
tionship between year-class strength and sea temperature confirm previcus estimates of the present composi-
tion of the stock in Div. 4VWX. However, there remain differences of opinion on the level of natural and
fishing mortality and age at first capture that will achieve the MSY for this resource., A 1976 TAC of
100,000 tons is recommended, based on a value of natural mortality M = 0.40. The majority of the Scientific
Advisers concluded that tangible evidence must be presented before an extreme estimate such as M = 0,70
could be accepted.

(1) Div. 4VWX yellowtail, witch and American plaice. An observed reduction in abundance of yellowtail
and the inequitable distribution of effort on plaice in relation to stock abundance in Div. 4W and Div. 4V
justifies a recommendation that the 1976 TAC be reduced to 28,000 tons.

(k) Div., 4VWX arpentine., No new information is available, and the TAC recommendation remains at 25,000
tons for 1976.

(1) Subarea 2-4 squid (Tilex). In the absence of reliable estimates of stock size, 1t is recommended
that a pre-emptive quota be Instituted to regulate the orderly development of the fishery and that a TAC
should be set for Subareas 2-4 separately from Subarea 5-5tatistical Area 6, so that fishing effort cannot
be directly entirely to ome or the other component of the stock complex. Recent removals are estimated to
have been about 10,000 tons in Subareas 2-4 and a pre-emptive 1976 TAC of 15,000 tons is recommended. While
there has been no substantial fishery for Illex in Subarea 2, it 1s included in the recommendation for
completeness.

(m) Subarea 3-4 mackerel. Due to evidence for intermixing of northern and southern stock components,
it was concluded that a combined assessment for Subarea 3-5 and Statistical Area 6 was the most appropriate
stock evaluation approach. On the hasis of this combined analysis, it is recommended that the 1976 TAC be
set at 310,000 tons, accompaniled by a size limit of 25 cm total length to exclude the capture of l-year-old
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mackerel. As the recommended TAC pertains to Subareas 3-5 and Statistical Area 6 as a whole, it should be
partitioned to ensure a practicable distribution of the fishery, but no specific partitioning of the TAC
was discussed.

(n) Div. 4VWX-Subarea 5 pollock. There is no evidence that the stock is declining under current
catch levels, and recruitment seems to have ranged from average to strong in recent years. It is recommended
that the TAC be maintained at 55,000 tons in 1976.

(o) Consideration of reduction of fishing effort on groundfish stocks in Subarea 4, A review of trends
over the last decade in the groundfish fishery (excluding silver hake) in Div. 4VWX indicated that it was
most productive in the mid-1960's (1965-1966). Consequently, catch has fluctuated around a somewhat lower
level at somewhat higher levels of effort. As always, the true relationships are obscure, owing to inade-
quacies in statistical reporting, by the cholce of effort unit used to estimate abundance and effort changes,
and by undetected trends In efficfency of the effort unit. However, taking a broad view, production models
indicate the level of exploitation was approaching the level associated with the MSY in the early 1960's,
and pasgsed beyond that level later in the decade. Most recent analysis strongly supports this conclusion.
These general relationships suggest that a significant reduction in fishing effort will not reduce the total
catch in the long term, although a specific reduction in one year would inevitahly cause an immediate loss.

The Panel's attention was drawm to the fact that recent TAC advice has been related to F on a stock
basis when this has been possible. However, some other objective, e.g. management at Fy ;, 0aX hile
resulting in little loss in yield, would help resolve the problem outlined above.

6. Future Research Requirements

(a) Herring tagging studies planned {Canada) for 1975/76 in Div. 4VWa were noted with approval and
their importance emphasized.

(b) Scientific Advisers noted emphasis on herring larval and juvenile surveys on Georges Bank in the
Herring Working Group and Environments]l Working Group Reports, and the implicit, but unfortunate, de-emphasis
of extension of these surveys. to Div. 4X. It was recommended, however, that Canadian larval surveys in the
Bay of Fundy be continued and their importance was noted.

{(c) Lack of significant effort devoted to herring juvenile surveys in Subarea 4 was nmoted and it was
recommended that such surveys be initiated.

{d) Encouraging results are being obtained in simulation modelling which incorporates relationships
among stock size, recruitmeant, growth and envirommental parameters. Such studies are to be encouraged when
sufficiently good data are available,

7. Qther Business

(a) The suitability of present stock management areas for cod, particularly in the Sydney Bight area
(Subdiv. 4Vn). Scilentific Advisers reviewed available evidence on cod migration and distribution on both
gides of the Laurentian Channel (Res.Docs. 75/63 and 75/91) and agreed that, while some cod cross present
management boundaries, the present management areas are the most satisfactory. It was recommended that no
change be made in cod management areas.

(k) Adequacy of sampling. Reports on the present level of sampling activity indicate that the minimum
level of gampling agreed to in Jume 1974 is far from beilng met. It was noted again that the agreed level is
indeed a minimum and not an adequate level for acsessment studies. TFuther efforts to increase sampling per-
formance are recommended.

(c) By-catch problems. The magnitude of the by-catch problems iIn Subarea 4 cannot be quantified at
this time but Sclentifie Advisers consider that serious problems exist. Substantial haddock catches were
made as by-catches in 1974, and by-catches of flatfish in cod fisheries and of small fish in fisheries con-
ducted by small mesh gear are likely of importance. More intemsive catch sampling and initiation of a
scientific observer program would help substantially in quantifying these problems.

(d) Cod growth variations. Res.Doc. 75/98 describing statistical relationships between temperature
and cod growth in Div. 4T was reviewed and the importance of taking environmental effects on population para-
meters into account in ascessments was stressed.

8. Time and Place of Next Meeting, It was agreed that the next meeting of Panel 4 Scientific Advisers
would take place prior to the Meeting of the Panel in 1976.

9. Election of Chairman. Mr R.C. Hennemuth (USA) was unanimously elected Chairman of the Scientific
Advisers to Panel 4 for the ensuing vear.

10. The meeting was adjourned at 1800 hrs.
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Table 1. Subarea 4: summary of nominal eatches (1971-74) and TACs (1973-76) by species and stock area.

Nominal catches(000 tons) TACs (000 tons)?
Species Stack area 1971 1972 1973 19747 1973 1974 1975 1976
Cod 4Tvn3 57 68 50 42 - 63 (60) 50 (50) (45)
4vnt 11 9 7 6 - 10 (10) 10 (10) (10)
4VsW 54 62 54 43 60 (60) 60 (60) 60 (60) (40)
4X (offshore) 9 7 7 6 - - (8) 5 (5) (&)
Haddock 4V 13 5 4 2 4 (D) 0 (® 0 (0) ()]
4% 18 13 13 13 9 (0) 0 (0) 15 (i5) (0)
Redfish 4Vux 62 50 40 32 - 40 (30) 30 (30) (30)
Silver hake 4VWX 120 114 299 96 - 100 (50-100) 120 (120)  (1.00)
Pollock 4VWX 12 20 30 25 50 (5005 55 (55) 55 (55) (55)
5 14 13 13 13
Flounders®  4VWX 34 23 28 25 - 32 (32) 32 (32) (28)
Herring (1) 4v (Seasonal - July to Jun) (15)7 17
4WX (adults) - - - (115)8
or [ 4VMa 72 32 30 44 - 45 (45) 30? -
(2) | 4Wa (Seasonal - Jul to Jun) 45 (45)7 (36)7
4XWb (adulta) 70 75 91 89 90 90 (90) 30 (50) (81)10
Mackerel 34 . 2 22 38 44 - 5511 70 (70) (310
546 349 387 381 304 450 304 (251-312) 285 (285)
Argentine A 7 6 1 18 - 25 (25) 25 (25) (25)
Squid-Tilex 3+4 9 2 10 + - - 25 (15)

I Advance preliminary statistics.

Quantities in parentheses are TACs recommended by Assessments Subcommittee.

Div, 4T (Jan-Dec)+Subdiv. 4Vn (Jan-Apr).

Subdiv, 4Vn (May-Dec).

TAC pertains to Div. 4X+Subarea 5.

American plaice, witch, and yellowtail.

TACs for the seasgns July to June 1975/76 and 1976/77, respectively.

TAC to be reduced by the quantity taken in Div. 4Wa during 1 July-31 December 1975, and by the estimated

@ ~ S ow oWk

inshore catch in Div. 4X during 1 January-31 December 1976, 1f the TAC is to be set according to the
principle used in previous years.

% TAC pertains to 1 January-30 June 1975 only.

10 TAC to be reduced by the estimated inshore catch in Div, 4X in 1976, 1f the TAC is to be set according
to the principle used In previous years.

11 TAG pertains to Div. 4VWX,
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1976 Allocations for Subarea 4 herring

The Assessments Subcommittee has recommended that the herring in Div. 4XWb and Div. 4Wa be managed
as a unit in view of recent tagging studles. Option 1 on page 2 of the Report of the Scientific Advisers
to Panel 4 (Appendix 1) 1is, therefore, proposed as the best management procedure to follow. Since national
allocations were agreed on the basis of Option 2, these quotas need to be adjusted by time and area to meet
the catch constraint under Option 1. In particular, the catch in Div. 4V should not exceed 15,000 tons
during 1 July 1975 to 30 June 1976, and also not exceed 11,000 tons during 1 July 1976 to 30 June 1%77. A
TAC of 45,000 tons is already in effect for the combined areas of Div, 4V and Div. 4Wa for 1 July 1975 to
30 June 1976, and the national allocation as given in the 1974 Proceedings, page 166, is as follows:

Canada 39,800 tons
Federal Republic of Germany 1,500
USSR 3,000
Others 700

45,000 tons

Considering the seasonzlity and location of past catches, the division of this 1975/76 TAC into
15,000 tons for Div. 4V and 30,000 tons for Div. 4Wa is suggested as follows:

Div, 4V Div. 4Wa
Canada 13,300 26,500 tons
Federal Republic of Germany 500 1,000
USSR 1,000 2,000
Others 200 500
15,000 30,000 tons

The allocations for some countries may need te be further adjusted between areas to conform te antici-
pated fishing patterns for 1975/76, although not more than 15,000 tons should be taken from Div. 4V and not
more than 115,000 tons should be taken from Div. 4WX.

Option 1 proposes that the 30,000 tons from Div. 4Wa be included in an overall 1876 TAC for Div. 4XW.
The Assessments Subcommittee recommended a 1976/77 TAC of 36,000 tons under Option 2 for Div, 4VWa of which
11,000 toms would be assigned to Div. 4V and 25,000 tons to DPiv. 4Wa. At this meeting the 36,000 tons were
allocated between countries. Thus, allocating the Div. 4V and Div. 4Wa TACs in the same proportions among
countries as allocated for the total by Panel 4, the results are as follows:

Div. 4V Div. 4Wa Total
Canada 10,100 22,900 33,000 toms
Federal Republic of Germany 300 500 800
USSR 500 1,300 1,800
Others 100 300 400
11,000 25,000 36,000 tons

It is anticipated that only 4,000 tons of the 25,000 tons for Div. 4Wa will be taken in 1976. Summing
the TACs of 30,000 tons, and 4,000 tons for Div. 4Wa with the TAC for Div. 4XWb of 70,000 tons (plus 11,000
tons inshore catch) produces 115,000 tons which is the recommended TAC for the combined areas of Div., 4XWb
and Div. 4Wa for 1976. The agreed national allocation for 1976 for Div. 4XWb and those now partitioned into
Div. 4Wa which are to be combined with Div. 4XW are given below.
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Canada

Federal Republic of Germany
USSR

UsSA

Others

-2 -

Div. 4Wa Div. 4XWb Div. &XW

1 January-30 June 1 July-31l December Total
26,500 3,650 57,500 87,650
(11,000} (11,000)

1,000 100 - 1,100

2,000 200 11,000 13,200

- - 500 500

500 50 1,000 1,550

30,000 4,000 70,000 104,000
{11,000) {11,000)

The 115,000 tons for Div. 4XW should be reduced by whatever catch 1s to be taken in Div. 4Wa in the
period 1 July 1975 to 31 December 1975.

The above procedure means that the 21,000 tons of the 1976/77 TAC of Div. 4Wa will be taken during

the pericd 1 January-30 June 1977.

This amount would already be allocated and would have to be taken off
the top of the recommended 1977 Div. 4XW TAC.
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(3) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Haddock in Divieion 4V and Division 4W of
Subarea 4 of the Convention Area

Panel 4 recommends that the Commigsion tremsmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Govermments:

That the Haddock Quota Regulations for Division 4V and Divieion 4W of Subarea 4, adopted at the
Twenty-Third Annual Meeting (Annual Report Vol. 23, 1972/73, page 79), and smended at the Twenty-
Fourth Annual Meeting (Annual Report Vol. 24, 1973/74, page 97) and at the Fifth Special Commission
Meeting (November 1974 Meeting Proceedings, Appendix X), be replaced by the following:

1. That, in order to avold inpairment of fisherles for other species and which take small
quantities of haddock incidentally, Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the part
of Proposal (11) for Internationmal Quota Regulation dealing with 1976 natlonal allocations for
haddock in Division 4V and Division 4W of Subarea 4 (June 1975 Meeting Proceedings No. 19,
Appendix 1) may permit persons under their jurisdiction to have in possession om beard a vessel
fighing for other spécies (either at sea or at the time of off-loading) haddock caught in
Division 4V and Division 4W of Subarea 4 in amcunts not exceeding 5,510 1b or 2,500 kg, or 1
perceat by weight, of all other fish on board caught In Division 4V and Division 4W of Subarea

4, whichever is greater.

2. For Contracting Govermments not mentioned by name in the part of Proposal (11) for Inter-
national Quota Regulation dealing with 1976 national allocations for haddock in Division 4V and
Division 4W of Subarea 4, the provisions of paragraph 2 of the Trawl Regulatiocns for Subarea 4
regarding the incidental catch of haddock shall be suspended in Division 4V and Division 4W of
Subarea 4 during the peried that this proposal is in effect."
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(4) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fisherles for Cod and Haddock in Division 4X of Subarea 4
of the Convention Area

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

That Proposal (7) for International Regulation of the By-Catch of Haddock in Division 4X of Subarea 4,
adopted at the Fifth Special Commission Meeting (November 1974 Meeting Proceedings, page 34), and
Proposal (7) for International Regulstion of the Fishery for Haddock by Closed Area in Division 4X of
Subarea 4, adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (Anmual Report Vol. 24, 1973/74, page 95) and
amended by Proposal (5) at the Fifth Special Commission Meeting (November 1974 Meeting Proceedings,
page 31}, be replaced by the following:

"l. That, .in order to avoid fmpairment of fisheries conducted for other Specles and which take
small quantities of haddock and cod incidentally, Contracting Governments not mentioned by name
in the quota allocations permit persons under their jurisdiction to have in possession on board

a vessel fishing for other specles (either at sea or at time of off-loading) haddeck or cod
caught In Division 4X of Subarea 4, in amounts not exceeding, for each species, 5,510 1b or 2,500
kg, or 1 percent by weight, of all other fish on board caught in Division 4X of Subarea 4, which-
ever is greater.

"2. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit persons under their
jurisdiction from using fishing gear other than pelagic fishing gear (purse seines or true
midwater trawls, uaing midwater trawl doors incapable of being fished on the bottom) and from
attaching any protective device to pelagic fishing gear or employing any means which would in
effect make 1t possible to fish for haddock and cod during March, April and May inclusive, in
that part of Division 4X of Subarea 4 bounded by straight lines connecting the following co-—
ordinates in the order listed:

65°44'W, 42°04'N
64°30'W, 42°40'N
64°30"W, 43°00'N
66°32'W, 43°00'N
66°32'W, 42°20'N
66°00'W, 42°20'N

The provision of this paragraph shall not apply to vessels that fish in the area with gear
designed to fish for crustaceans and scallops."

NOTE: The attached chart illustrates the area affected by this proposal.
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Chart 1llustrating the area affected by Proposal (4) for International Regulation
of the Fisheries for Cod and Haddock in Division 4X of Subarea 4 of the Conventionm
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(5) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fishery for Herring in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea 4
of the Convention Area

Panel 4 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depesitary Govermment the following propesal
for joint action by the Contracting Goveruments:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take approprilate action to regulate the catch of herring,
Clupea harengus L., by persons under their jurisdiction fieghing in Divisions 4VWX of Subarea 4 of
the Convention Area so that the aggregate catch of herring by vessels from this stock shall not
exceed in 1976 an amount decided at a Special Meeting in January 1976 by unanimous vote of the
Contracting Governments present and voting 1f a deecision to revise the aggregate catch is taken.
Such amount would become effective for all Contracting Governments upon receipt of notification
from the Depositary Government of the amount decided by the Commission.

2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Govermment shall limit in 1976 the catch of
herring taken by persons under thelr juriadiction from the above-mentioned stock to the amount ‘
decided for each Contracting Govermment at the above-mentioned Special Meeting by unanimous vote of
the Contracting Governments present and voting, if a decision to revise the catch taken by persons
under their jurisdiction ia taken. Such amounts would become effective for all Contracting Govern-
ments upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Government of the amounts decided by the
Commission."
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Report of Meetings of Panel 5

Monday, 16 June, 0900 hrs
Tuesday, 17 June, 0930 hrs
Wednesday, 18 June, 0925 hrs
Thursday, 19 June, 0015 hrs
Thursday, 19 June, 2115 hrs
Friday, 20 June, 1635 hrs

1. Opening. The meeting was convened by the Chairman, Mr D.H. Wallace (USA). Representatives of all
Member Countries were present. The Chalrman called attention to his dilemma In acting as Chairman of the
Panel and Head of the US delegation. At his request, the Panel agreed that Mr Wm.L. Sullivan Jr (USA)
should chair the meeting.

2.  Rapporteur. Dr W.T. Stobo (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Apenda, The Agenda was adopted with the understanding that its order could be adjusted later, if appro-
priate.

4, Panel Membership. There were no changes in the Panel membership to consider, The Chairman noted that
Cuba wished to participate in the fishery in thls Subarea. He invited the Observer from Cuba to take part
in the Panel discussions, and expressed the hope that the Panel would give Cuba's requests serious consider-
ation.

5. Report of the Scientific Advisers. In the absence of Dr R.L. Edwards (USA), the Report was presented
by Mr R.C, Hennemuth (USA) who had also acted as Chairman of the Scientific Advisers to the Panel. The
Report was adopted without comment by the Panel members.

6., Overall TAC for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1976. The Chairman reviewed the rationale behind
the second-tier overall TAC for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, and noted that the Assessments Subcommittee
and Sclentific Advisers to Panel 5 concurred that a second-tier TAC of 650,000 tons for 1976 was a realistic
minimum level which would account for the incldental catch problem and would cause a reduction in fishing
mortality and a start toward recovery. He further noted that, according to the scientists, the larger the
reduction, the greater the probability of succeas of the regulation in starting the recovery of the biomass
to levels providing for MSY.

The delegate of Spain drew attention to the Spanish catches of squid in 1973 and 1974 of 17,599 and
16,138 tons, respectively. These amounts were inadequate to satisfy their domestic market and, consequently,
Spain had to import 27,000 and 33,000 tons, respectively, in these two years. He stated that the small allo-
cation of squid to Spain for 1974 and 1975 made it necessary for Spain to institute licensing regulations
which drastieally reduced the mumber of vessels and days on grounds. This action caused many social and
economic problems. Many of the vessels could not fish and others had to return to Spain without a complete
cargo. He referred to the Assessments Subcommittee's (Summ.Doc. 75/18) calculated minimum biomass levels of
100,000 tons for Illex and 70,000 tons for Loligo, and expressed the opinion that the TAC levels of 44,000
and 30,000 tons, respectively, recommended by STACRES for these gpecies were too low. He indicated that
Spain's main interest in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 was squid which was used solely for domestic human
consumption. Furthermore, Spanish fishermen have been actively avolding fighing in areas where a large by-
catch was probable. For these reasons, he felt that Spain deserved special consideration and requested that
the Panel j) allocate to Spain for 1975 an additional 6,000 tons of Illex from the "Others" category without
including the amount in the second tier, 11i) exclude squid from the gecond-tier TAC in 1976, and iii)
increase the Spanish allacation of squid for 1976.

The delegate of the USA expressed the opiniom that the Panel should first discuss the level of the
second-tier TAC, before discussing individual TACs or the special needs or requests of the various members.
He felt that the prime purpose of the Panel at this meeting was 1) to establish a second-tier TAC at a
level which would allow a quick recovery of the fish biomass, 11) to set individual TACs to conserve all spe-
cies and confer special protection to seriously depleted species, and 1ii) to set TACs and other regulations
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which would be effective im reducing by-catch. He expressed the hope that no member would allow short-term
national interests to override long-term benefits and stated that the USA would be adopting a very hard
line in regard to the level of the second-tier TAC in the interest of conservation and of ensuring the
future viability of the fisheries in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. He reminded the Panel that in 1573
the Commisaion undertook a program to ensure recovery of the stocks which entailed setting "... in 1976 an
amount which will allow the biomass to recover to a level which will produce the maximum sustainable yield"
(October 1973 Meeting -Proceedings No. 3, p. 17). He called attention to the April 1975 Assessments Subcom-
mittee Report (Summ.Doc. 75/18, p. 35) which indicated that, if this level is to be approached in 1976, the
fishing mortality must be reduced below the level estimated to produce 825,000 tons, and even at reduced
TAC levels there would probably be a biological lag to recovery of at least three years. He then presented
figures giving the number of years required to reach MSY levels at various second-tier TAC levels and the
probabilicy that recovery would begin by 1376 as follows:

TAC ('000 tomns) Years (to MSY) Probability (%)
800 13 59
750 11 67
650 7 80
550 3 90
450 4 95
350 3 98

He stated that the USA feels that the time to recovery is a pignificant factor and emphasized the minimum
three~year biological lag to recovery. Commenting on the fact that the statistics reported and used in the
calculation are less than the actual catches, he then insisted that the second-tier TAC must be set at a
low level; this would ensure a fast recovery with a high probability of attainment. He further stated
that, if these regulations are to be effective, and if ICNAF is to malntain its leadership in the wmanagement
of the fish stocks in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6, the Member Countries must improve their control and
reporting of by-catch.

The delegate of Italy indicated that Italy was in a rather special situation of having a very small
quota in the second tier and in danger of being economically excluded from fishing in the area if further
reductions were imposed upon it. He stated that Italy fishes omly for squid, and under the second-tier
regtrictions, it cannot even take its allocation of squid, which in any case is only one-tenth of its domes-
tic needs. He requested special congideration for his country pertaining to their squid quota being outside
the second-tier TAC if necessary.

The delegate of Japan indicated that they were in a difficult situation since the Japanese second-tier
quota was almost identical to its squid quota. He emphasized the fact that the Assessments Subcommittee
did not feel that the squid stocks were as depleted as most other species,

The delegate of Canada reiterated Canada's concern over the continuing decline of stocks throughout
the ICNA¥ Area and, In view of the condition of the stocks in Subareas 2-4, the inadequacy of the presently
applied regulatory measures. He was alarmed by the figures given by the USA regarding time to recovery,
and agreed with the delegate of USA that a low second-tier TAC should be set in order to bring about a
rapid recovery.

The Chairman then solicited comments on the issue from other Panel members and Observers. The Observer
from Cuba felt that the deliberations of the Panel would be facilitated if he declared the intentions of his
country. He stated that Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 were the areas of main Interest for Cuba because
of the species available there. He indicated that silver hake, mackerel, and argentine, in that order of
priority, would be their target species, but that Cuba would request allocations for other species to account
for the by-catch., He pointed out that Cuba was deliberately directing its fishery to species not of great
interest to the coastal state and requested that a second-tier quota of 35,000 tons be allocated for this
purpose.

The delegate of the USA expressed grave concern regarding the potential exclusion of squid (Iilex and
Loligo) from the second tier., He reminded the delegates that the calculations relating to the second tier
had included squid and, if they were now removed, the level of the second tier would have to be reduced.

He further noted that the squid fishery had a large by-catch (up to 50Z) of butterfish, scup, and flounders,
and a further reduction in the second tier would be required to account for this by-catch problem. The
delegate of Japan indicated that their fishery is a geascnal one and occurs at a time when by-catches are
not a large problem. He emphasized that the main by-catch in their fishery is butterfish which is also 2
preferred species for Japan.

The Chairman noted that most of the Member Countries had commented on the second-tier TAC, but since
no concrete proposals had resulted, he suggested that the STACRES recommendation of 650,000 tons be the
basig for further discussion.
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The delegate of the USSR considered that all Panel members were concerned about the conservation of
the fish stocks but, in view of the economic realities, the proposed reduction might be excessive. Noting
that STACRES provided a range between 650,000 and 825,000 tons, he suggested that the Panel also examine
some intermediate levels such as 700,000 or 750,000 tons. He further stated that, to be consistent with
previous deliberations, the level of the second-tier TAC and national allcocation should be considered
together. The delegate of the USA again emphasized that the time to recovery was of paramount importance
and stated that the USA could not accept a second-tier TAC which would not alliow biomass recovery to begin
within three to seven years. The delegate of Bulparia also considered the proposed reduction of the second-
tier TAC to 650,000 tons to be too drastic. He expressed the opinion that, with the reduction in catches
during the last few years, the stock sizes must be inereasing and thus a more optimistic view of the state
of the stocks should be taken, He then suggested that a TAC of 800,000 tons was sufficient to continue
improving the overall biomass. The delepate of Poland, taking into account the overall TAC reductions in
1974 and 1975, also felt the proposed 1976 reduction to be too drastic and advised the Panel to consider
the socio-economic effects of such drastic reductioms,

The delegate of Spaim again called attention to the state of the aquid stocks and suggested a second-
tier TAC of 750,000 tons including squid, or 675,000 tons excluding squid. The suggestion was supported
by the delegate of Romania. The delegate of the USA insisted that both Illex and Loligo squid be included
in the second tier, and further stated that the USA could not possibly accept a TAC which required 11 years
to begin recovery, He subsequently proposed a second-tler TAC of 550,000 tons and requested a vote on that
proposal. The delegate of the GDR reminded the Panel that, at the Special Commission Meeting in QOctober
1973, the Panel voted to fix for 1976 a TAC associated with the MSY, but there was nc consideration given
nor decisions made relating to the time period involved in recovery. He felt that this was a new concept
and must be carefully considered. Furthermore, he felt that the proposed reduction was too drastic and
considered a second-tier TAC of 750,000 tons would not further endanger the stocks. The delegate of Canada
noted that few of the scientists' past recommendatlons have proved to be overly pessimistic as to the state
of the stocks and agreed with the delegate of the USA that the overall TAC should not exceed the STACRES
recommendation. The delegate of the FRG expressed the hope that the rebuilding of the stocks would be to
the benefit of all members of the Panel, mot just a few, He agreed that the Panel should accept the scien-
tists' advice, but suggested that the allocation should take into consideration the different fishing
habits, and thus by-catch proplems, of the countries involved.

Following additional proposals and comments on the second-tier TAC, the Chairman called for a formal
vote on the following TAC levels in the order given:

Vote
TAC : Affirmative Negative Abstain Absent
800,000 1 5 6 0
550,000 2 8 2 0
750,000 7 4 1 0
700,000 7 3 2 Q
650,000 12 0 ) 0

The recommended TAC by STACRES of 650,000 tons was unanimously accepted; none of the other proposals
received the required majority.

7. The meeting of Panel 5 recessed at 1315 hrs, 16 June.

8. The meeting of Panel 5 reconvened at 1650 hrs, 16 June.

9. Allocation of the Overall TAC for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6. The Chalrman invited comments on
the allocation of the 1976 overall TAC agreed upon in the last session. The delegate of the USA proposed
an allocation to the United States of 232,760 tons. He explained that this amount was 10% higher than the
1975 US allocation and was consistent with their position that the coastal state be granted a quota to
fulfill its requirements.

Following a short discussion during which several countries indicated their quota requests, the delegate
of the USSR recommended that the Panel defer allocating the overall TAC and proceed instead to setting indi-
vidual TACe and allocations on a conditional basls. The delegates of Camada, Japan, and the FRG agreed with
this proposal. The delegate of the USA was prepared to consider the individual TACs, but indicated that he
would not be prepared subsequently to further negotiate the overall TAC,

10. Consideration of Individual TACs for 1976 and their Allocation

i) Div. 5Y cod. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at 8,000 metric tons, a 2,000-ton reduction
from 1975, The delepgate of the USA proposed an allocation of 7,800 metric tons for the US amnd 200
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metric tons for Canada. Several members of the Panel indicated that they could not accept a zero
allocation for "Others", although this figure could be a symbolie one. Panel 5 subsequently

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

11) Div, 5Z cod., The Penel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at 35,000 metric tons, the same as in
1975, The delegate of the USA requested an allocation of 20,000 metric tons. After some dis-
cussion Panel 5

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

iii) Subarea 5 haddock. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAC be set at zero,

understanding that incidental catches of about 6,000 metric tons would occur. The delegate of
the USA proposed, and the Panel agreed, that the allocation of the incidental catch be the same
ag in 1975:

Canada 1,200 teons
Spain 300
UsA 4,450
Others 50
Total 6,000 tous

iv) Subarea 5 redfish. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at 17,000 metric toms, an 8,000-ton
reduction from 1975. The delegate of the USA noted that the USA was the major exploiter of this
stock and indicated a wiliingnesg to have the US allocation absorb almost the entire required
reduction., The Panel then

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

v) Div. 5Y silver hake. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at 10,000 metric tons, a reduction
of 5,000 tons from 1975. The delegate of the USA requested the entire TAC, but several members
were opposed to no allocation for the "Others'" category. Subsequently, the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

vi) Subdiy. 5Ze silver hake. The Panel agrced that the 1976 TAC be set at 50,000 metric tome, a
30,000+ton reduction from 1975. The delegate of the USA requested 8,500 metric tons and the
Observer from Cuba, 5,000 metric tons., The Panel subsequently

apreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allecation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

vii) Subdiv. 5Zw and Statistical Area 6 silver hake. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC he set at
43,000 metriec tons, a 37,000-ton reduction from 1975.

11. The meeting of Panel 5 recessed at 1930 hrs, 16 June.

12. The meeting of Panel 5 reconvened at 0930 hrs, 17 June.

13. The Chairman invited further comments on silver hake in Subdiv, 5Zw and Statistical Area 6. After some
discussion the delegate of the USA indicated that the USA would accept sn allocation reduction to 9,000 tons.
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The Observer from Cuba requested an allocation of 4,000 tons. The delegate of the USSR indicated that

they would be willing to accept a reduction to 30,000 tons, in oxder to have a reasonable allocation
for the "Others" category. The Panel then

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

i)

ii)

1id)

iv)

V)

vi)

Subdiv. 5Ze red hake. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at 26,000 metric tons, a 6,000~

ton increase from 1975, The Observer from Cuba requested an allocation of 2,500 tons. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

Subdiv. 5Zw and Statistical Area 6 red hake. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at
16,000 metric tons, a 29,000-ton reduction from 1975. In the spirit of compromise, the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

The Observer from Cuba indicated that the 1,000-ton allocation to "Others" would be sufficient
to cover their by-catch.

Subarea 5 (east of 69°W) yellowtail. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at 16,000 metric
tons, the same as in 19753, and

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be seat at the same levels as in 1975 as given
in Table 1.

Subarea 5 (west of 69°W) and Statistical Area 6 yellowtail. The Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAC be set at 4,000 metric tons and the natiomal allocation for this stock be set
at the same levels as in 1975 as given in Table 1.

Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 flounders (except yellowtall). The Panel agreed that the 1976

TAC be set at 20,000 metric tons, a reductlon of 5,000 tons from 1975. The delegate of the USA
indicated that this was an important fishery to the USA and the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation for this stock be set at the levels given in Table 1.

Div. 5Z and Statistical Area 6 herring. The delegate of the USA expressed concern that the
STACRES recommendation of 60,000 metric tons as the 1976 TAC would not allow for a substantial
improvement in the state of the stock, but did propose, however, that the STACRES recommendation
be accepted., He further requested a2 US allocation of 10,000 tons which, although higher than

the US catches of this stock, was necessary due to the decline of the Div. 5Y stock. The dele-
gate of Canada supported the proposal of a 60,000-ton TAC and requested a Canadian allocation of
3,000 ;tons. The delegate of the USSR found the gcientific analysis to be acceptable, but pointed
out that the strength of the incoming 1973 year-class is not very well established and the size
of this year-class is of critical importance to the estimation of the TAC. He noted that the
Assesgments Subcommittee had alsc mentigned 100,000 tons as a possible TAC, depending on the size
of the 1973 year-class. In view of these factors, he proposed a 1976 TAC of 100,000 tons. The
delegate of Poland agreed that such a drastic reduction in the 1976 TAC, based on the available
evidence as to the size of the 1973 year-class, was not warranted and he supported the USSR
proposal. The delepate of Romania agreed that the proposed reduction was too drastic and pro-
posed a compromise reduction to 75,000 tons.

The delegate of the USA reminded the Panel that the purpose of the constraints set by the Com-
nission was to rebuild the stock, not merely halt the decline. He then emphasized that the
proposed 100,000-4teon TAC would not allow a stock size increase, but would at best fulfill the
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requirements of the minimum constraint., In his opinion, therefore, the Panel must take the con-
servative view, noting again that a 60,000xton TAC would not allow any substantial rebuilding of
the stock. The delepate of Canada stressed the need for caution. He pointed out that, if the
estimate of the size of the 1973 year-class is correct, then even a TAC of 60,000 tons will barely
fulfill the requirements of the minimum stock size constraint; 1if, however, the size is under-
estimated, these fish will only be three years oid in 1976 and will still be available the follow-
ing year.

The Chairman of Panel 5 asked the Chairman of STACRES for comment on the scientific advice. The
Chairman of STACRES explained that the analysis had been made using two assumptions as to the size
of the 1973 year—-class; 1) approximately 800 million fish, and ii1) approximately 550 milliom
fish. He stated that under either assumption no substantial increase in stock size i1s possible,
however, the asgumptions do result in a TAC range between 60,000 and 100,000 tons. He explained
that, if the lower assumption as to the size of the 1973 year-class is accepted and 1} If the
estimate 1s correct, then a TAC of 60,000 tons will just maintain the minimm constraint, and ii)
if an underestimate, then the stock size will improve slightly; if, however, the upper assumption
is accepted, which it must be to obtain a TAC of 100,000 toms, and i) if correct, a TAC of
100,000 tons will just maintain the minimum constraint, and ii) if an overestimate, the stock
size will go below the minimum constraint. He concluded by stating STACRES, therefore, recommended
a TAC as close to 60,000 tons as possible and that now the Commiesion had to decide what risk it
is willing to take,.

In response to a requesat by the Chairman for further comments, the delegate of the GDR stated that
the Commiseion had obviously made overly optimistic decisions on the atate of the stock. He noted,
however, that a reduction to 60,000 tons would place a heavy economic burden on all countries and
suggested that a provisional TAC between 60,000 and 100,000 tons be set to be revised when more
information was avallable. The delegate of the USA then proposed that a provisieonal TAC of 60,000
tons be set with a review at a special meeting. He emphasized, however, that the USA would be very
reluctant to agree to any increases without overwhelming evidence supporting an increase. He also
expressed the view that the Panel should consider new stock size constraints which would restrict
the TAC to 60,000 tons relative to a minimum stock size of 225,000 tons. The delegate of the USSR
noted that there were a varilety of assumptions involved in the analysis relating to year—class size,
and fishing and natural mortality rates, and expressed the view that these should be reconsidered
at a special meeting., He considered that January would be the best time, as in the past, since

the data would be available from the current fishing year. He added that, if a decision had to be
made at this meeting, he proposed that 100,000, 80,000, and 60,000 tons be voted on by the Panel.

The delegate of the FRG noted that a TAC of 100,000 tons was within the constraints of the Com-
mission, even though no rebuilding of the stock would occur. He reiterated his earlier statement
that the rebuilding of stocks should be to the benefit of all and endorsed by all countries, but
he would like some assurance that mot just a few countries would benefit from the sacrifice of the
other countries. Both the delegates of the FRG and the USSR mentioned the effect that juvenile
fisheries were having on the adult fisheries and felt that some consideration should be given to
this aspect when TACs were set and allocatioms made. The delegate of the USA was unable to com-
ment on the "sacrifice by all" request, but reiterated the US position in regard to the fish
stocks: 1) prime Interest in conservation of the stocks, 1i) the coastal state has the right
to secure what it needs, and 1ii) the remainder to he allocated to others on some undefined but
approprilate basis,

The Chairman subsequently recommended that indicative votes be taken on the variocusly proposed
TAC levels: 100,000, 80,000, 75,000, 70,000, and 60,000 tons. The delegate of the USA indicated
that the USA would vote "no" to any attempt to raise the TAC above 60,000 tones and would do what-—
ever it could to prevent am increase.

None of the proposed TAC values received a gufficient majority to be carried in either the indi-
cative or subsequent formal vote.

The Panel, having subsequently agreed to defer consideration of Div, 5Z and Statistical Area 6
herring to a special meeting in January,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government for joint action by the Contracting
Governmments proposal (6) for international quota regulation of the fishery for herring in Division
5Z of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in Statistical Area 6 (Appendix II).

Div. 5Y herring. The delegate of the USA requested that this item also be deferred to the Special
Meeting in January 1976, The Panel accordingly

agreed to recommend




that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Govermment for joint action by the Contracting
Governments proposal (7) for Internaticnal quota regulation of the fishery for herring in Division
5Y of Subarea 5 of the Convention Area (Appendix III).

The delegate of Canada indicated that he would request that Subarea 4 herring also be considered
at the Special Meeting in January 1976 (Proc. 10, Section 9).

viii) Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 mackerel. The Chairman noted that the meeting of Joint Panels
3, 4, and 5 would be considering this matter and suggested that discussion be referred there. The

Panel agreed.

i1x) Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 other finfish and argentine. The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC
be set at 150,000 tons, the same as in 1975, and

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allecation for these stocks be set at the levels given in Table 1,

14. The meeting of Panel 5 recessed at 1800 hrs, 17 June.

15, The meeting of Panel 5 reconvened at 0925 hrs, 18 June.

16. Additional Congideration of Second Tier, The delegate of Spaim recalled his earlier request to exclude
squid from the second tier in view of the fact that the two species were not over-exploited. The delegates
of Japan and Italy indicated that they were prepared to support the Spanish request., The delegate of the GDR
asked the delegate of Spain to indicate if he had intended that the second tier remain at 650,000 tons, even
with the exclusion of squid. The response of the delegate of Spain was affirmative. The delegate of the USA
reminded the Panel that at the Speclal Commisslon Meeting Iin October 1973, it was agreed that squid be
included in the second tier. He insisted that, if squid be removed from the second tier, the level of the
second tier must be reduced an appreopriate amount to account for squid and the by-catch. He stated that the
removal of squid from the second tier threatened the foundation of the conservation efforts made during the
last two and one-half years. The delegate of Japan stated that he did not think removal of squid would en-
danger the success of the second tier and proposed an amendment to the Spanish proposal that the by-catches
still be applied to the second tier. The delegate of Spain requested that a vote be taken on the amended
proposal.

The Chairman then explained to the Panel members the content of the Spanish proposal:

i) squid was not to be included in the second-tier TAC;

ii) the second-tier TAC would remain at 650,000 tons;

1ii) TACs would be set and allocations made for Loligo and Illex separately, but outaide the second
tier; and

iv) by-catches from the squid fisheries would be included in the second tier.

The delegate of Canada noted that the gecond-tier TAC was established including squid and indicated that
Canada was opposed to the proposal leaving squid out of the second tler and leaving the level at 650,000
tons. The delegate of the USA proposed an amendment to reduce the second-tier TAC by 74,000 tons if squid
were excluded, but gubsequently withdrew the proposed amendment. He stated that this issue was of great
concern to the USA and indicated that he would vote "no" to the proposal.

The Spanish proposal was then voted on but was defeated by a vote of 6 to 4, with 2 abstentions, How-
ever, the delegate of Japan formally requested a re-vote since he thought that some Panel members were
confused as to what 1ssue was being voted on. The delegate of the USSR supported the request.

The Chairman indicated that the issue had been clearly explained and ruled against further comsideration
of the matter. The delegate of Japan requested that the ruling of the Chairman be submitted to the Pamel
for a decision by vote. The request for a re-vote was carried by a vote of 10 to 2. The Panel, having
re~-voted, adopted the Spanish proposal by a vote of 8 to 2, with 2 abstentions.

17. Further Consideration of Individual TACs for 1976

i) Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 squid (Illex). The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at
30,000 tons. The delegate of the USA abstained from voting on the TAC as a matter of prinmciple.
Subsequently, the Observer from Cuba requested that a suitable amount be allocated to "Others"
to cover by-catches. The delegate of the USA requested an allocation of 7,500 tons. The delegate
of Canada indicated that Canada would fish umder "Others" and requested that 10 be allocated to
that category. The delegate of Japan indicated a willingness to fish under "Others", as did other
countries with small catches. The Panel finally
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agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation be get at the levels given in Table 1.

ii) BSubarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 squid (foligo). The Panel agreed that the 1976 TAC be set at
44,000 tons, After considerable discussion of special needs and various methods of allocation,
the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the national allocation of the TAC of 44,000 tons tor squid (Loligo) in Subarea S and
Statistical Area 6 should be as follows:

Federal Republic of Germany 1,000 tons
Italy 2,500
Japan 15,700
Poland 1,700
Spain 9,100
USSR 2,000
USA 8,500
Others 3,500

44,000 tons

18. Allocation of the Overall TAC for Subarea 5 and Statiatical Area 6 for 1976. The delegate of the USA
requested that the minutes note that the Panel would be allocating 650,000 tons as the second-tier TAC
including the TACs for Loiligo and Illex squid. After considerable discussion, the delegate of the USA
indicated that a second-tier allocation to the USA of 230,000 tons would be acceptable. The delegate of
Canada indicated that Canada would accept 25,000 tons. The delegate of the FRG provided a set of figures
which showed that the 1975 allocation had already reduced their quota to the level of 27% of their maximum
catch in previous years which' percentage was the lowest of all countries compared to their respective maxi-
mum catch figures in Subarea 5, whereas no other country was forced to reduce its quota below the level of
44%. The Observer from Cuba indicated that, 1n view of the reductions in quotas for all countries, they
would reduce theilr request to 25,000 tons. The delepate of Poland proposed a method of allocation by which
coastal state requests would be accepted. Any country with a 1975 quota less than 5,000 tons (France, Italy,
Romania) would not be reduced in 1976, and the quotas for the remaining countries would be pro-rated from
1975 to 1976. This method, however, would not accommodate the request of Cuba, so the delegate of Poland
further suggested that 35,000 tons (the amount requested for 1976 by the Cbserver from Cuba) be added to

the 1975 TAC of 850,000 tons before the pro-rating was calculated, The national allocations of the 650,000-
ton TAC by this method were calculated as follows:

Bulgaria 14,874 tons
Canada 25,000
Frauce 2,950
Federal Republic of Germany 14,995
German Democratic Republic 49994
Italy 4,150
Japan 12,823
Polaund 77,993
Romania 3,850
Spain 8,931
USSR 182,114
USA 230,000
Others 22,326

650,000 tons

The delegates of France, Italy, and Romania were gratified that the needs of countries with small allo-
cations had been considered by this proposal and found it acceptable., The Observer from Cuba considered
that the allocation for "Others" would satisfy the needs of Cuba, provided that Cuba was the only country
fishing in the "Others" category. The Chairman reminded the Panel of the anxiety-in-silence rule from the
resolution of this subject at the 1974 meeting of Panel 5, and implored the delegates to remain silent if

at all possible, difficult as this might be for all concerned, The delegate of the GDR asked whether or

not these allocations had taken into consideration the fact that squid was no longer included in the second—
tier TAC. He indicated that the figures for 1976 contalned the corresponding squid shares and that this
contradicted the previous decision of the Panel not to include squid in the second-tier quota. The Chair-
man indicated that no adjustments had been made to account for the exclusion of squid in 1976.
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No further comments were forthcoming, and after a lemgthy period of silence, the Chairman proposed to
proceed with other matters. —

19. Fishing Gear, Area and Secason for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6,

1) Consideration of haddock closed areas and gear restrictions. The Chairman asked the delegate of
the USA to introduce his proposal (Comm.Doc. 75/29) to amend the international regulation of the
fishery for haddock in the two closed areas In Subarea 3, as adopted at the November 1974 Special
Commission Meeting (Summ.Doe. 75/1). The delegate of the USA drew the Panel's attention to the
fact that the amendments implemented in 1974 to these regulatione have resulted in a prohibition
against fisheries for crustaceans and scallops during the periods that closure 1s in effect. He
emphasized that scallop and crustacean gear were generally unable to take finfish and indicated
that he did not think that it was the intent of the Commission to prohibit these fisheries. He,
therefore, proposed and the Panel

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government for joint action by the Contracting
Governments proposal (8) for international regulation of the fishery for haddock in Subarea 5 of
the Convention Area (Appendix IV).

The Chairman then asked the delegate of the USA to introduce his proposal {Comm.Doc. 75/30} to
extend the Subarea 5 closed area to demersal fishing except for crustaceans and scallops to include
most of Georges Bank effective throughout the year, The delegate of the USA indicated that the
USA was concerned over the failure of the various regulations to reduce incidental catches of
apecies such as haddock, yellowtail flounder, and other flounders. He indicated that the basic
modifications proposed from a similar proposal introduced at the Fifth Special Commission Meeting
{Summ.Doc. 75/1, p. 6-7) are a slight reduction in the silze of the closed area, an increase in

the size of exempted vessels and a change in the length of the season from three months to the
entire year. He stated that these modifications would reduce by-catch. The delegate of the USSR
could not agree to a year long closure since the USSR conducted substantial fisheries for hake

and argentine in this area at certain times of the year, mainly with bottom trawls. He indicated
that these fisheries occurred at depths from 80-100 m and, since the boundaries of the closed area
included portions with depths of more than 250 m, it would be impossible to take their quotas of
these specles. The delegate of Spain stated that it would also be difficult for Spain to agree
since the all-year closure would make it difficult to caich their quota of cod., The delegate of
the USA suggested that a small group consisting of the USA, USSR, and Spain meet to try and find
an agreeable sclution. The delegate of Canada indicated that Canada would like to be represented
at this working meeting. The Panel ggreed to defer this matter until the small working group
reported back.

20. Consideration of US Views Regarding Control and Enforcement of By-Catch (Comm.Doc. 75/31). The Chair-
man noted that STACTIC has been considering these items almost continuously and suggested that it be referred
to STACTIC. The Panel apgreed.

21. Coneideration of Div. 5Z Scallop Size Limits. The Chairman noted that no new information was available
to the Panel at this time. The delepgate of Canada informed the Pamel that Canada had found it necessary te
reglster a reservation on the scallop size regulation adopted at the June 1972 Apnual Meeting. He indicated
that Canada has been reducing the count by domestic regulation, is currently in the process of reducing the
number of meats per pound to 45 and hopes by early 1976 to implement the ICNAF regulation of 40 meats per
pound. The delegate of the USA noted that the USA had also registered a reservation. He indleated that
the USA and Canada have been discussing the matter and both hope to be able to rescind their reservations

s00N.

22. The meeting of Panel 5 recessed at 1720 hrs, 18 June.

23, The meeting of Panel 5 reconvened at 0015 hrs, 19 June.

24, Further Consideration of Haddock Closed Areas and Gear Restrictions. At the request of the Chairman,
the delegate of the USA was asked to report om the results of the working group of USA, USSR, Spain, and
Canada regarding the US proposal for area, gear and vessel slze restrictions on Georges Bank throughout the
year {Comm.Doc. 75/30)., He indicated that there was a substantial dislocation of fishing fleets of other
countries by the US proposal and the working group had agreed that more study was required, The delegate of
the USA ewphasized that this item of the Gecrges Bank closed arezs is of great comcern for the USA in pre-
serving the haddock, yellowtail flounder, and other flounders and proposed that the matter be dlscuased
further at a special meeting., The delegate of Canada agreed with this proposal and the Panel agreed to
defer it to the 5pecial Commigsion Meeting, Autumn 1975,
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25, Consideration of Pollock in Div. 4VWX and Subarea 5. The Chgirman noted that this item would be con-
sidered in Joint Panels 4 and 5, and the Panel agreed to refer this matter to that Joint Panel meeting.

26. Uniform Mesh Size in the Convention Area. The Chairman noted that this item would be considered in
Joint Papels 1-5.

27. Consideration of Exemption Clauses

1) Trawl regulations In Subareas 3, 4, and 5. The Chairman noted that this 1tem would be considered
at the meeting of Joint Pamels 3, 4, and 5.

1i) Herring size limits in Subareas 4 and 5. The Chairman noted that this item would be considered
at the meeting of Joint Panels 4 and 5.

28. Future Research Requirementa. The Panel noted the future research requirements as contained in the
Report of the Scientific Advisers (Appendix I). The Panel agreed that Member Countries should de all possible
to fulfill the research requirements indicated. GSpecial attention was drawn by the delegates of the FRG,

and the USA to the collection and timely submisesion of data necessary to carry out herring assessments in
preparation for the Speclal Commission Meeting in January 1976.

29. Date and Place of Next Meeting. In view of the possibility of at least one Special Commission Meeting,
the Chairman recommended that the Panel will meet in conjunction with the next meeting of the Commission
which deals with Panel 5 problems.

30. Approval of Panel Report. The Panel agreed that each head of delegation to Panel 5 would be provided
with a draft copy of the Report for his comments and approval.

31. Election of Chairman for 1975/76 and 1976/77. The Panel unanimously elected Mr Wm.L. Sullivan Jr (USA)
ag Chairman,

32. Other Business. There was no other business.

33. Adjourpment. The meetiﬁg was adjourned at 0040 hrs, 19 June,

34, Subsequent to adfournment of Panel 5, several delegates approached the Chairman of the Commission,
indicating that, from their viewpoint, no formal decision on the allocatiom of the 650,000-ton second-tier
TAC for 1976 had been agreed by the Panel, and requested that consideration of this issue be continued (for
previous discussion, see Section 18).

35. The meeting of Panel 5 was reconvened at 2115 hrs, 19 June by the Chairman, Mr Wm.,L. Sullivan Jr {(USA).
36. Reconsideration of the Allocation of the Overall TAC for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 for 1976.

The Chairmsn reviewed the discussion in the Panel regarding this issuve and the suggested allocations calcu-
lated from the Poligh proposal and rounded to the nearest 50 tons as follows:

Bulgaria 14,900 tons
Canada 25,000
France 2,950
Federal Republic of Germany 15,000
German Democratic Republic 50, 000
Italy 4,150
Japan 12,800
Poland 78,000
Romania 3,850
Spain 8,900
USSR 182,100
USA 230,000
Others 22,350

650,000 tons

He again explained that the formula of the delegate of Poland had not given consideration to the fact that
squid were not included in the 1976 overall TAC. He then pave the results of calculations made by the
Chairman of Scientific Adviseras to Panel 5 which took the exclusion of squid into account:

Bulgaria 16,300 tens
Canada 25,000
France 2,950
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Federal Republic of Germany 15,700 tons
German Democratic Republic 54,700
Italy 4,150
Japan 3,700
Peoland 80,900
Romania 3,850
Spain 500
USSR 192,900
USA 230,000
Others 19,350

650,000 tons

The Chairman of Sclentific Advisers to Panel 5 explained that he essentially followed the outline of the
formula of the delegate of Poland but, before pro-rating the 1975 allocations, he first subtracted the 1976
aquid allocations of the coungries fishing squid from their 1375 allocation and thereby reduced the 1975
overall TAC.

The delegate of Italy requested that the Panel reconsider the squid allocation. The Chairman indicated
that the Panel had to deal first with the allocarion of the overall TAC, then, if time was gtill available,
the Panel could reconsider the squid allgcation.

The delegate of Japan indicated that the figures presented by the Chairman of Scientific Advisers were
unacceptable to him. The delegate of Spain said that Spain has a directed cod and pollock fishery in Subarea
5 and the figures presented by the Chairman of Scientific Advisers would result in more than a 90% reduection,

The delegate of the USA stressed the fact that the second-tier TAC had the prime purpose of restoring
the biomass, He stated that the Panel was apparently trying to circumvent that purpose and that the USA
would not stand idly by and allow it to happen. Considering that other motions for reconsideration had been
made after agreement had been reached, he motioned that the overall TAC be set at 650,000 tons including
squid and requested a vote on the matter. The delegate of the USSR stated that ICNAF was the most effective
fisheries commission which had adopted great steps to conserve the stocks including closed areas, seasons,
limitation of by-catch, TACs, etc. He further indicated that Panel 5 was taking the decisions which com-
pletely correspond to STACRES recommendations.

Lengthy discussiong and statements followed.

The delegate of Japan did not agree with the figures of the Chairman of Scientific Advisers but stated
that, if the Panel agreed to them, he would request that Japan fish in the "Others" category and the Japanese
quota be added to it, The delegate of the FRG found this request quite acceptable, The Observer from Cuba
reminded the Panel that the Polish proposal had alloeated 22,350 tons to the "Others" category with the
understanding that it was an allocation to accommodate the needs of Cuba. He said that Cuba was quite
satisfied with that amount, and requested that this figure not be reduced since it could determine the future
participation of Cuba in the Commissiom.

The delegate of the USA again requested a re-vote on his motion that the overall TAC be set at 650,000
tons including squid. The delegate of Canada seconded the motion. The delegate of the FRG stated that whem
the vote for 650,000 tons was taken, everyone was under the impression that it included squid, thus it would
be proper to re-vote on that issue. He indicated, however, that the Panel should alsc re-open consideration
of the squid allocation as requested by the delegate of Italy,

The Chairman subsequently ruled that a vote would be taken on the TS motion that the 650,000-ton second-
tier TAC include squid and appealed to the delegates to vote either "yes'" or "no". The delegate of Spain
insisted that the Panel must first vote on whether or not it is willing to re-open this issue. The delegate
of Japan agreed and made a formal motion which the delegate of the USSR seconded.

A vote was taken and the Panel decided 5 "yes" and 7 "no" that the issue sghould not be reconsidered.

The Chairman then ruled that a vote would be taken on the figures for allocation of the second-tler TAC
as presented by the Chairman of Sclentific Advisers, since this was the only set of figures provided which
congidered the exclusion of aquid from the second-tier TAC. Both the delegates of Japan and Spain requested
that their quotas be included in the "Others" category. The vote was taken with this amendment and carried
by a mejority vote of 10 "yes" and 2 “no', The Cbserver from Cuba indicated that, since Japan and Spain were
now included in the "Others" category, Cuba did not know what quantity would be reserved for her and thus,
could not proceed with plans to joining the Commission at this time.

The Chairman asked if all the species TACs set and quotas allocated earlier in the meeting of Panel 5
were acceptable to the Panel. No objections were raised. The delegate of Canada asked the Observer from Cuba
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whether or not an additional 3,000 tons in the "Others" category for the second tier would influence thelr
decision to join the Commission. The Observer from Cuba stated that he could not reaspond properly unless
the Commission could state that, of the "Others" quota, 22,350 tons would be reserved for Cuba'’s needs. The
delegate of the FRG noted that the Commission could mot allocate a quota to Cuba and, at his suggestion,

the Panel therefore

agreed to recommend

that the Commisaion take formal recognition of the declaration of Cuba to take 22,350 tons in Subarea
5 and Statistical Area 6.

There was no response to a Canadian request that other countries join in providing additicnal tomnage to the
“others" catepory. The delegate of Canada expressed the opinion that it was extremely important to all
Member Countries and the Commission that Cuba become a member of the Commission, thereby being bound to a
member's responsibilities in regard to the regulations and research requirements., He then officially
requested that 3,000 tons be transferred from the Canadian allocation of the second tier to the "Others"

category. The Panel then

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 national allocation of the 650,000-ton second-tier TAC, excluding squid, be eatabiished
as ghown in Table 1.

The delegate of Italy again motioned a2 reconsideration of the Ioligo squid allocation, requesting that
1,000 tons be transferred from the "Others" category to the Italian allocation., The delegates of Japan and
the FRG indicated that they were willing to have that single igsue recomnsidered. The Chairman ruled that a
vote would be taken on whether or not the Loligo squid allocation should be re—opened for the purpose of
deciding on the Italian proposal. The motion tc re-open the allocation of Loligo squid was defeated by a
vote of 5 "yes" to 2 "no", with 5 abstentions,

37. The Chairman then declared the meeting of Panel 5 adjourned at 0245 hrs, 20 June.

38. Panel 5 was reconvened by the Chairman, Mr Wm,L. Sullivam Jr (USA), at 1635 hrs, 20 June, to reconsider
a reallocation of the TAC for squid (Loligo), as proposed by the Plenary (see Proc. 19, Sectlon 19). By a
vote of 8 to 3, with 1 abstention, the Panel

agreed o recommend

that 500 tons of squid (Lolige) be transferred from the "Others" category to Italy, with the under-
standing that Spain would give 300 tons.

fhe amended TAC and allocation for squid (Loligo) in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 is shown in Table 1.
The delegate of Poland requested that this allocation not be the basis for future allocation. The Panel
agreed to the US withdrawal of the transfer of 500 tons of squid (Illex) to Italy as proposed in the Plenary
Session (Proc. 19, Section 19).

39. The meeting of Panel 5 was adjourned at 1645 hrs, 20 June.
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RESTRICTED

Sexial No. 3638 Proceedings No. 11
(B.£.3) Appendix I
ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975
Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel 5§

Friday, 6 June, 1120 hrs
1. In the absence of Dr R.L. Edwards (USA), Mr R.C. Hennemuth (USA) acted as Chairman. Representatives

were present from the following Member Coumtries of Panel 5: Canada, France, Federal Republic of Germany,
Japan, Poland, Spain, USSR, and USA. Representatives of Norway and Portugal and Observers from Cuba were
alsc present.

2.
3.

4,
in

5.

Rapporteur. DIr W.T. Stobo (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

Agenda.

The provisional Agenda for Panel 5 was adopted.

Report on the Status of the Fisheries and Research. The Report for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

1974 was presented and approved with minor amendments (Summ.Doc. 75/39 Revised).

Conservation Requirements. The Scientific Advisers to Panel 3 agreed with the level of TACs recom-—

mended by the Assessments Subcommittee for all stocks and the second tier. The TACs and catches are sum—
marized in Table 1.

230

(a) Additional comments on stocks in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6

i)

i1)

114)

iv)

v)

Subarea 5~Statistical Area 6 all finfish and squid (second-tier quota). Application of
linear programming techniques to TAC allocation and by-catch data for the various national
fisheries indicate an overall TAC of 66% of the summed TACs, This implies a second-tier
figure of approximately 540,000 tons but, in view of the influence of recent regulations,
efforts to limit by-catch, and the difficulty in identifying true incidental catches in the
reported statistice, the Sclentific Advisers concurred with the Assessments Subcommittee
recommendation of a second-~tier TAC of 650,000 tons as a realistic minimum level to correct
the incidental catch problem and cause a reduction in fishing mortality and a start toward
recovery. It was noted that, according to the analysis given in Res.Doc. 75/117, the larger
the reduction in the overall TAC, the greater the probability of success of the regulation
in starting the recovery of the biomass to levels providing for MsY.

Subarea 5 haddock. Available data indicate that the haddock stock in Subarea 5 continues at

a very low level with continued poor recruitment. The Scientific Advisers recommend that
removals in 1976 be kept to the lowest possible level, understanding that unavoidable catches
approaching 6,000 tons can be expected even under a zero TAC regulation. This level of by-
catch is considered to be a serious hindrance to the recovery of the stock. It was emphasized
that under these conditions every possible measure to reduce by-catch should be employed.

Subarea 5 redfish. Commercial and bottom trawl survey data indicate declining trends in
abundance since 1971. A new assessment by surplus production model analysis indicates MSY
ranging from 16,000-18,000 tons. Considering the low productivity of redfish and the absence
of an accumulated stock, the Scientific Advisers agreed with the recommendation of a 1976 TAC
of 17,000 tons, a reduction of 8,000 tons from that of 1975,

Div. 5Y silver hake. Landings for thils stock have decreased in recent years in spite of sub-
stantial recruitment. Apparently, discard of small hake has been of major importance in pre-
venting recovery of the stock supporting this fishery in spite of good recruitment. The 1975
TAC of 15,000 tons should be reduced as recommended to 10,000 tons and any feasible measures
taken to reduce catch of small fish. The Scientific Advisers noted the advice given in the
1972 Report of the Amsessments Subcommittee (Redbook 1972, Part I) that a 52-55 mm mesh size
would tend to maximize yield per recruit through minimization of the catch of Q- and l-year-
old fish.

Subdiv. 5Ze silver hske, Virtual population analysis indicated an F of 0.93 to 0.95 in 1974,
substantially above the estimated value for F (0.45). Turther analyses indicated that

i) 1f F in 1976 is maintained at the expectegaxl975 level, then a catch of 80,000 tons could
be achieved but the stock size would decrease; i1) I1f the stock size is to be maintained,
then the 1976 catch should be 65,000 tons; and i1iii) 1if, however, the objective is to reduce
fishing mortality to F___, them the 1976 catch should be 50,000 tons which would result in an
increase in stock sizenot

The best advice would, therefore, appear to be to recommend a 1976 TAC of 50,000 tons. The



vi)

vit)

viii)

ix)

x)

xi)
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USSR acientists felt that mo TAC reduction below the 1975 level of 80,000 tons could be jus-
tified since the 1974 year-class actually could be much more abundant than assumed in the
estimates.

Subdiv, 5Zw (west of 69°W)-Statistical Area 6 red hake. Catch decreased approximately 23%
between 1973 and 1974. The US bottom trawl survey data revealed a 907 decline in relative
stock abundance from 1972 to 1974, with the 1974 value being the lowest on record. No cor-
relation has yet been found between survey abundance indices of young fish and subsequent
year—-class strength in this area, and consequently, no reliable recruitment estimates are
available. A USSR assessment indicated a 1976 catch of 16,000 tons. This may be optimistic
in that the catch in 1975 was not considered in the analysis, The Scientific Advisers, how-
ever, concur that the TAC for 1976 be reduced from 45,000 to 16,000 tons,

Subarea 5 (west of 69°W)-Statistical Area 6 yellowtail flounder. The condition of the yellow-
tall stocks in this area remains poor, and abundance indices computed for 1974 were very low.
In the absence of data delineating the relationships between yellowtail flounder groups in
this aren, and recognizing the depressed condition of these groups, the Scientific Advisers
concur that these stocks should be managed wunder a single TAC and that this TAC should be held
to the lowest possible level, recopnizing that by-catch may approach 4,000 tons.

Subarea 5-Statistical Ares 6 mackerel, The relative contribution of the northern and southern
contingents to the mackerel fisheries in Subareas 3-5 and Statistical Area 6 remains uncertain,
but it was generally agreed that a combined agsessment for mackerel in Subareas 3-5 and Statis-
tical Area 6 was the most appropriate stock evaluation approach.

The Assessments Subcommittee Report indicated that an F of 0.6 would provide a catch of
310,000 tons. This level would allow 99% of the maximum yield per recruilt to be achieved and
would also place the 1977 stock biomaws at the level which has provided maximum recruitment

in the past 10 years, adjusting for environmental vaxlations. It was noted, however, that the
1976 population would primarily consist of very youmg fish, thus creating the possibility for
loss in yield per recruit. At the June STACRES meeting a new paper (Res.Doc. 75/103) was
presented which gave a provisional interpretation of catches taken in the first quarter of
1975, suggesting that catches of l-year-old mackerel from the 1974 year-clags, when tzken over
the whole year, will eventually prove to be higher than expected. The Scientific Advisers
considered that this information could mean 1) that the 1974 year-class is more abundant
than previously assumed, which would mean that the recommended TAC for 1976 will be conmserva-
tive, or 11} that the exploitation of l-year-old mackerel in 1975 will be higher than
assumed in the analysis and thus, the stock in 1976 will be reduced below the level used as

a bagis for the 1976 TAC of 310,000 tons and will have to be followed by a further reduction
of the TAC in 1977, if the presently agreed F and stock aize are to be maintained.

The Scientific Advisers stressed the need for regulatoxy measures to assure that such diver—
glons of effort to young fish do mot occur, and that the minimum size for capture of 25 cm
total length should be effectively regulated.

The Sclentific Advisers could not offer any bioleglcal basis for allocating the TAC among
Subareas,

Subarea 5-Statistical Area 6 squid (Lolfigo and Tllex). Blomsss estimates from Japanese com-
mercial data indicate a stable population for Loligo since 1968. US bottom trawl survey data
indicate no consistent trends since that year for either species,

Analyses of yield per recruit and stock/recruitment considerations indicated that removals
could be about 50% of the stock biomass. A virtual population analysis for Loligo indicated

a stock size of 88,000 tone for Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 at the start of the 1972/73
season. Therefore, the TAC of 44,000 tons recommended by the Assessmentse Subcommittee for
Loligo for 1376 was endorsed,

Acceptable estimates of stock size for IZlex are not available, and remevals are believed to
have averaged around 20,000 tons in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 in recent years. Accord-
ingly, a precautionary quota of 30,000 tons recommended for 1976 1s endorsed.

Subarea 5-Statistical Area 6 other flounders. Commerclal landings for this group of species
have declined almost continuously since 1969, while bottom trawl survey data indicate a biomass
decline of approximately 36% gince 1963, Considering these trends and the additional implica-
tions of extensive mortalities contributed by US sport fisheries on these species, it is
recommended that the TAC be reduced from 25,000 to 20,000 tons for 1976.

Herring, The Scientific Advisers considered a new Research Document (75/110) which was not
available for the April Meeting, which gives estimates of the relative year-class abundance
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between 1965 and 1973 from ICNAF spring trawl surveys., These estimates suggest that the 1973
year-class 18 even smaller than estimated in the April 1975 assessment and could affect the
level of rebuilding possible in 1976. However, the Scientific Advisers noted that this analy-
sis liad not yet been critically reviewed.

The Sclentific Advisers discussed the use of stock size constraints in relation to herring
conservation. It was noted that the present minimum constraints do not encourage a gradual
increase to desired levels even with moderately good recruiting year-classes. New constraints
which would assure a phased increase year by year, and a maximsl increment to the apawning
stock from any future strong year-classes were recommended, but specific suggestions were not
prepared.

¥1i) Diwv. 5Z scallops. The Sclentific Advisers had no new information to consider. A substantial
increase in catches was noted, however, and the Scilentific Adviserse stressed that reconsidera-
tion of previous slze limit proposals was warranted.

(b) Uniform mesh size., The Scilentific Advisers have mo additional advice for the Commission at this
time,

6. Consideration of Exempiion Clauses

{a) Trawl regulations. The Scientific Advisers have no specific additional advice for the Commission.
It was noted, however, that even with a zero TAC for haddock and yellowtail the estimated by-catch is con-
sidered to be a serigus hindrance to the recovery of the stock, and the Scientific Advisers recommended any
action be taken to assure that removals In 1376 should be kept to the lowest possible level.

(b) Herring size limits. The Sclentific Advisers have no additional advice for the Commission at this
time.

7. Other Matters., The discusaion Iin Panels 3 and 4 dealing with effectiveness of Assessments Subcommittee
advice on TACa to reduce fishing effort was reviewed in relation to Subarea 5 problems. It was reiterated
that

i) the advice is given cn an annual basis and often with data that is two to three years behind;
this means that longer—term stability in yield and population magnitude is not effectively assessed,
and that rather difficult corrective measures will be required from time to time;

ii) setting fishing mortality on the basis of Fp; rather than F «* 98 ig the case in some stocks
(e.g. silver hake), would permit very nearly the same long—¥%rm yielde with less effort, and
result in a higher biomass of stock,.

8. Future Research. The Scientiflc Advisers agreed with the recommendation of the Biological Surveys
(Summ. Doc. 75/17) and Environmental Subcommittees (1975 Report of STACRES, Appendix V) that larval surveys
and especially spring juvenile herring surveys be continued to ensure a sufficient time series data base to
permit adequate analyses. It was noted, however, that Member Coumtries should strive to analyze available
data to permit an ongoing review of these programs.

9, It was agreed that the mnext meeting of Scientific Advisers to Panel 5 should take place before the
next meeting of Panel 5.

10. Approval of Report. It was agreed that the Chairman and Rapporteur would draft the Report and circulate
copies to the principals of the Member Countries for approval.

11. Election of Chaitman. Dr R.G. Halliday (Canada) was unanimously elected Chairman for 1975/76.

12. The meeting was adjourned at 1315 hrs, 6 June.
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Table 1. Subarea 5 and Statistical Ares 6: sumary of nominal catches (1971-74) and TACs (1973-76) by

species and stock area.

Nominal catches (000 tons) TACS (000 toms)?
Species Stock area | 1971 1972 1973 1974! 1973 1974 1975 1976
Cod 5Y . 8 7 6 7 10 (10} 10 (10) 10 (10) (8)
52Z 28 25 29 28 35 (35) 35 (35) 35 (35) (35)
Haddock 5 12 7 6 5 6 (0) a o 63(0) (o)
Redfish 5 20 19 17 11 30 (30) 30 (30) 25 (25) an
Silver hake 5¢ 8 7 9 5 10 (10) 10 (10) 15 (15) (10)
5Ze 72 78 62 63 80 (80) 80 (80) BO (80) (50}
5Zw6 28 35 65 60 80 (80) 80 (80) 80 (80) (43)
Red hake 5Ze' 9 39 25 14 - 20 (20) 20 (20) (26)
5Zut6" 31 36 41 34 40 (40) 50 (50-70) 45 (45) (16)
Pollock 4VWK 12 20 30 25 5
5 % 13 13 13] 50 (50) 55 (50) 55 {55) (55)
Yellowtail 5(E69°) 31 38 n 16 16 (16) 16 (16} 16 (16) (16)
5(W69°)+6 10 10 (08 10 (10)6 &7 (o) (0)
Flounders
except yelloweatl | T+ 28 24 22 21 25 (25) 25 (25) 25 (25) (20)
Herring 5Y{(adulte) 39 43 16 18 25 25 (25) 16 (25)8 (®
57+6 | 267 174 202 149 | 150 150 (150} 150 (150) (60)
Mackerel 4 24 22 38 44 - 559 70 (70) (310)
546 349 387 381 304 | 450 304 (251-312) 285 (285)
Argentine 5 23 - 2514 25) - -
Squid - Illex 5+6 21 _ _ 11 (30)
~ Totigo Tie ] 25 49 57] % 71 (50-80) 71 (71) Cad)
Other finfishl2 5+6 156 168 155 14413 - 125 (125) 150 (125) (150)
Overall 546 1,136 1,165 1,154 998 - 923.9 850 (850) (650+)
second tierl! ’ » s .

Fow N e

Advance preliminary statisties for April 1975 assessments.

Quantities in parentheses are TACs recommended by the Assessments Svbcommittee.

Solely for by-catch allocation (see Summ.Doc. 75/1).

TACs for 1973 to 1975 pertain to Div. 5Z(E69°) and Div. 5Z(W69°)+SA & respectively; TACs recommended for
1976 pertain to Subdiv. 5Ze and Subdiv. 5ZwtSA 6 respectively,

TAG for 1973 pertains to Div. 4X and SA 5 only.

TACs for 1973 and 1974 pertain to SA 5(W639°) only,

See Summ.Doc. 75/1 {(Proceedings of Pifth Special Commission Meeting, November 1974).

Reduction to 16,000 tons agreed at Fifth Special Commission Meeting, November 1974 (Swmm.Doc. 75/1).
TAC pertained to Div., 4VWX.

TAC included with "Other Finfish" after 1974.

Scientific reconmendation was Intended to pertain to Ioligo only.

Excludes all TAC species and also menhaden, billfishes, tunas and large sharks (except dogfish).
Excludes 23,000 tons of argentine, as a separate TAC was set for 1974,

All finfish species (except menhaden, billfishes, tunas and large sharks) and squids.
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(6) Proposal for International Quota Regulatiom of the Fishery for Herting in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of
the Convention Arga and in Statistical Area 6

Papel 5 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governmenta:

"1l. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring,
Clupea harengus L., by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Division 5Z of Subarea 5 of the
Conventlon Area and in Statistical Area 6 so that the aggregate catch of herring by vessels from this
stock shall not exceed in 1976 an amount which is decided at a Special Meeting in Jannary 1976 by
unanimous vote of the Contracting Governments present and voting, which amount shall become effective
for all Contracting Governments upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Govermment of the
amount decided by the Commission.

"2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Govermment shall limit in 1976 the catch of
herring taken by persons under thelr juriasdiction from the above-mentioned stock to the amount which
is decided for each Contracting Govermment at the above-mentioned Special Meeting by unaenimous vote
of the Contracting Governments present ard voting, which amounts shall become effective for all
Contracting Governments upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Government of the amounts
decided by the Commission."
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(7) Proposal for International Quota Repulation of the Fishery for Herring in Bivision 5Y of Subarea 5 of
the Convention Area

Panel 3 recommends that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government the following proposal
for joint action by the Contracting Governmente:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to regulate the catch of herring,
Clupea havengue L., by persons under their jurisdiction fishing in Divislon 5Y of Subarea 5 of the
Convention Area s8¢ that the apgregate catch of herring by vessels from this stock shall not exceed
in 1976 an amoupt which is decided at a Special Meeting In January 1276 by unanimous vote of the
Contracting Governments present amd voting, which amount shall become effective for all Contracting
Governments upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Govermment of the amount decided by the
Comminsion.

"2. That Competent Authorities from each Contracting Govermment shall 1imit in 1976 the catch of
herring taken by persons under their jurisdiction from the above-mentioned stock to the amount which
1s decided for each Contracting Government at the above-mentioned Special Meeting by unanimous vote
of the Contracting Governments present and voting, which amounts ashall become effective for all
Contracting Governments upon receipt of notification from the Depositary Govermment of the amounts
decided by the Commission,"
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(8) Proposal for International Regulation of the Fishery for Haddock in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area

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

That the International Regulation of the Fishery for Haddock in Subarea 5, adopted at the Fifth
Special Commigsion Meeting (November 1974 Meeting Proceedings, page 35), be replaced by the following:

"1. That, in order to avoid impairmept of fisheries for other species and which take small
quantities of haddock incidentally, Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the part

of Proposal (11) for Internatlonal Quota Regulation dealing with 1976 national alliocations for
haddock in Subarea 5 (June 1975 Meeting Proceedings No. 19, Appendix I) may permit persons

under their jurisdiction to have in possession on board a vessel fishing for other species

(elther at sea or at the time of off-loading) haddock caught in Subarea 5 in amounts not exceeding
5,510 1b or 2,500 kg, or 1 percent by weight, of all other fish on bhoard caught in Subarea 5,
whichever is greater.

"2, That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to probibit persons under their
jurisdiction from using fishiag gear other than pelagic fighing gear (purse seines or true mid-
water trawls, using midwater trawl doors incapable of being fished on the bottom) and from
attaching any protective device to pelagic fishing gear or employing any means which would in
effect make it possible to fish for demersal specles during March, April and May in areas of
Subarea 5 bounded by straight lines connecting the following coordinates in the order listed:

{a) 69°55'W, 42°10'N (b} 67°00'W, 42°20'N
69°10"W, 41°10'N 67°00'W, 41°15'N
68°30'W, 41°35'N 65°40'W, 41°15'N
68°45'W, 41°50'N 65°40'W, 42°00'N
69°00'W, 41°50'N 66°00'W, 42°20'N

The provisions of this paragraph shall not apply to vessels that fish in area (a) with hooks
having & gape of not leas than 3 cm, or to vessels that fish in areas (a) and (b) with gear
designed to fish for crustaceans and scallops.

"3. For Contracting Governments not mentioned by name in the part of Proposal (11) for Inter-—
national Quota Regulation dealing with 1976 mational allocations for haddock in Subarea 5, the

provisions of paragraph 2 of the Trawl Regulatione for Subarea 5 regarding the incidental catch
of haddock shall be suspended in Subarea 5 during the period that this propdsal is in effect."

HOTE: The attached chart 1llustrates the areas affected by this propesal.
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Chart illustrating the areas affected by Proposal (8) for International Regulation of

the Fishery for Haddock in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area
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Report of the Meeting of Panel A (Seals)

Tuesday, 10 June, 1400 hrs

1. In the absence of Mr X, Vartdal (Norway), Mr K, Henriksen (Canada) was requested to serve as Chafrman,
He opened the meeting with representatives of all Member Countries of the Panel present. Representatives
of the USA (Mr J.C. Price) and the USSR (Dr A.S. Bogdanov) were also present as Observers.

2. Rapporteur. Mr E.B. Young (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The provisional Agenda was adopted with the notation that Mr K. Henrikgen (Canada) would be
Chairman of the Panel in the abszence of Mr K. Vartdal (Norway).

4, Panel Membership was reviewed. No change in Panel A membership was proposed.

5. Report of the Meetings of Scientific Advisers. Dr A.W. Mansfield reviewed the Report of the Scientifie
Advisers to Panel A which took place in Aberdeen on 7 June (Appendix I). The Panel considered it unnecessary
to review the material presented to it in Bergen in January 1975. The Panel noted the several recommendations
and discussed in particular:

(a) the research reports presented by Norway on harp seals (Res.Doc. 75/121) and on hood seals (Res.
Doc. 75/122);

(b) the fact that some of the Scientific Advisers were unable to support the analyses of these reports,
since the limited time available was insufficient to allow them to examine the data in detail;

(c) that, in consequence of (b), no unanimous recommendation could be made for the total allowable
catches of harp or hood seals in 1976; and

(d) the suggestion that the next meeting of the Scientific Advisers be held sufffciently far in advance
of the next meeting of Panel A to allow full coneideration of all available data and analyses.

The Panel extended its thanks and congratulations to the Norwegian scientists for thelr new work pre-
sented in Res.Doca. 75/121 and 75/122,

The Panel accepted the Report of the Meeting of Scilentifilc Advisers to Pamal A, subject to minor modifi-
cations required te put it in final form, The Panel expressed its thanks for the work accomplished.

6. Conservation Requirements foy Harp and Hood Seals. With the Panel iIn concurrence, Mr J.C. Price (USA)
made a statement concerning management of the harp and hood seals (Appendix III}. The Panel took due note
of the statement of the Observer from the USA.

The Panel referred to the discussions in the Meeting of Scientific Advisers to Panel A to the effect
that further analysis of available scientific data is reguired, and in the expectation that there will be
additional scientific information on hand in the autumn of 1975, agreed that it would be premature to esta-
blish TACs for harp and hood seale for 1976 at thisg time.

Panel A, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that a Special Meeting of Panel A be held in late 1975 at a time and place to be determined later,
in order to develop recommendations regarding TACs and national allocations for harp and hood sesls,
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and for the daily hunting period for hood seals in the large vessel fishery in the "Front" Area,
and further
recommends

that any proposals accepted by the Panel at that time be forwarded for telegraphic vote by all Contract-
ing Governments 0of the Commission.

In agreeing with the proposal above, the delegate of Canada expressed the view that the question of
increase in TACs for harp and hood aeale should be approached with caution., The delegate of Denmark pointed
out that any new data must be available well in advance of the proposed meeting of the Scientific Advisers
to Panel A In order that all the scientists will have time for thorough review and analysis.

It was further agreed that Panel members would propose to thelr Governmente the following regulations
for the 1976 sealing season on the "Front" Area:

i) that the harp seal fishery should commence not earlier than 0900 GMT on 12 March 1976 and terminate
not later than 2400 GMT on 24 April 1976;

ii) further that, if deemed advisable to facilitate regearch as recommended Iin Item 7 of the Report of
the Meeting of Scientific Advisers to Panel A, the opening date for the harp seal fishery be
delayed up to three days, 1.e., to 15 March (at the time of the present meeting of Panel A, this
delay is agreed to by Panel members);

i11) that the hood seal fishery should commence not earlier than 0900 GMT on 22 March 1976, and termi-
nate not later than 2400 GMT on 24 April 1976.

It was further agreed that there be no fishery by vessels over 50 gross tens in 1976 on the newly dis-
covered herds of whelping hood seals in Davis Strait.

Panel A, therefore,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission tranamit to the Depositary Govermment for joint action by the Contracting Govern-
ments proposal (9} for international regulation of the fishery for harp and hood seals im the Convention
Area (Appendix TI).

7. Research Requirements. The Panel referred to Item 8 of the Report of the Meeting of Sclentific Advisers
to Panel A which gives a full outline of research requirements.

With reference to the reservations expressed by Demmark at the Panel's January 1975 Meeting concerning
the plans for research on the hood seals in Davis Strait, the delegate of Demmark reported that the matter
had been discussed by Danish and Greenland authorities. The standpoint was that, although recognizing the
sclentific value of research surveys, the plans ag brought forward for consideration at the January 1975
Meeting would have to be modified to be acceptable for Denmark. The main concern was that killing of any
seals beyond those required for scientific purposes should be avolded, that tagging of animals should not
necessitate killing of other animals, and that no animals ghould be killed in order to defray costs. There
were no objections to aerial surveys, but ghould surveys by ships, which the delegate of Denmark understood
were postponed for the time being, be reconsidered, then the above-mentioned reservations should be taken
into account, The Chalrman of the Scientific Advisers to Panel A gave assurance that some years of aerial
survey would likely be required before any asuch research would be contemplated, and that should such on-the-
spot research be planned in future years, the Sclentific Advisers to Panel A have recommended that the numbers
of adults taken for age sampling would be held to an absolute minimum consistent with obtaining the required
informatilon.

8. Date and Place of Next Meeting of Panel A and Sclentific Advisers. The delegate of Capada proposed ten—
tatively that Scientific Advigers meet in Ste, Anne de Bellevue at the Arctic Biologieal Station near Montreal
on 24, 25, and 26 November 1975, and that Panel A meet in Ottawa on 27 and 28 November 1975. The dates are
tentative because they are dependent on availability of any new scilentifiec information sufficiently far in
advance of these dates. The Panel agreed on this tentative time and the places for the meetings.

9. Approval of Panel Report, It was agreed that the draft report of this meeting should be referred to the
heads of the Canadian, Danish and Norweglan delegations for approval before being issued in its final form by
the Commission.

10. Other Business. The Panel had no other items of business to discusse.

11. Adjournment. The meeting of Panel A adjourned at 1435 hrs.
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Report of Scientific Advisers to Panel A (Seals)

Saturday, 7 June, 1400 hrs

1, The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Dr A.W. Mansfield (Canada).

2. Participants. Canada =~ Dr A.W. Mansfield
Mr J.S5. Beckett
Dr H.D. Fisher
Dr D.E. Sergeant
Dx J. Westrheim

Dennark — Mr Sv.Aa. Horsted
S Mr F.0. Kapel
Mr J. Mgller-Jensen

Norway - Mr T. @#ritsland
= Mr @. Ulltang

ggg-{ - Mr L.K. Boerema
3. Rapporteur. Mr J.S. Beckett (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.
4. Agenda. An agenda, as proposed by the Chairmen and based on that for Panel A, was adopted.
5. Report of Chairman of Scientific Advisers. The Chalrman, Dr A.W. Mansfield {Canada), presented his

Summary of the Stgtus Qf the Harp and Hood Seal Fisheries and Research Carried Out in 1974 (Summ.Doc. 75/44).
Thig report was discusged and amended to include further provisional catch data for the 1975 season.

6, Review of Results of Research

(a) Harp seals. Capada reported no new research findinge since the Meeting of the Scientiflic Advisers
in Bergen on 15 Jgﬁﬁary 1975 (Summ.Doc. 75/6, p. 25), However, data had been cbtained from two aerial photo-
graphié¢ surveys, one carried out by the Arctic Biclogical Statlion, Fisheries and Marine Service, Environment
Canada, and the other by the University of Guelph under Professor K. Ronald, and results could be expected
within the next few months. Canada also reported the combined tagging and branding of more than 900 harp
seal pups in the Gulf of St. Lawrence.

Norway presented a report on the 1975 sealing meason (Res.Doc, 75/120) which emphasized the very good
weather and ice conditions that generally prevailed. A sealing vessel was chartered for three days after
the Norwegilan hpod geal quota had been taken, but bad weather at that time prevented an extensive tagging
program being carried out and only 38 harp seal pups were marked. -

In a second report (Res.Doc. 75/121) Norway presented the results of an analysis of over 6,000 specimens
of known age ¢ollected on the "Front" between 1968 and 1974, On the basis of two different methods of cal-
culation, Norway has concluded that production of harp seal pups in Newfoundland in 1966 was of the order of
390,000, or 50,000 higher than previously estimated. This would, therefore, lead to a higher estimate of the
sustainable yield than had been used in the past few years.

Norway also provided data on the tags applied to all seals on the "Front" in the period 1971-75.

Demmark reported no new research findings, but noted that it was difficult to obtain a sufficient sample
of harp seals in Greenland to provide data that aight be used in such analyses as those carried out by Norway.

(b) Hood seals. Canada reported that aerial recomnnaissance in Davis Strait had failed to locate the
patch of hood seals rediscovered in 1974, Bad weather had also prevented a second aircraft equipped with
aerial camera from making a further flight over the area.

In the "Gulf" during the period 18-20 March, 72 hood seal pups were marked with "Rototapgs'.

Norway referred again to the report of the 1975 sealing season (Res.Doc. 75/120) which contained inform-—
ation on the take of hood seals. In a second report (Res.Doc., 75/122) Norway presented an analysis of data
obtained from approximately 3,600 hood seals on the "Front" during the period 1964-75. Applying similar
methods to those uged in the analysis of harp seal data, Norway has concluded that pup production is in the
order of 32,000 and sustainable yield in the order of 14,000 pups, 6,000 adult females and 4,000 adult males.
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Demmark presented data on 210 hood seals caught in Rorthwest Greenland in 1973 and 1974 (Res,Doc. 75/123)
#nd discussed their possible relation to the Davis Strait herd.

7. Conservation Measures for Seals in 1976

(a) Harp seals. The revised estimates of the stock of harp seals and the production of pups presented
by Norway (Res.Doc., 75/121) indicated that the sustainable yield could be raised to a conservative figure of
200,000, provided that the present age and sex composition were maintained. Some of the Scientific Advisers
were unable to support this analysis since the limited time availahle was insufficient to allow them to
examine the data in detail.

No unanimous recommendation could, therefore, be made for the total allowable catch (TAC) im 1976, but
the Scientific Advisers were able to agree on the opening date for the sealing season in 1976, and

recomended

that the opening date for vessel harvesting be delayed for 3 days, from 12 March to 15 March, which
will enable Canada to make a wore accurate photographic survey of the undisturbed seals.

(b) Bood seals. The revised estimate of numbers of hood seals presented by Norway (Res.Doc. 75/122)
indicated that the sustainable yield could be increased to about 24,000, comsisting of 14,000 pups, 6,000
adult females, and 4,000 adult males. However, a conservative total figure of 20,000 might be more accepi-
able.

Cnce again, some of the Scientific Advisers were unable to support the analysis in view of the inadequate
time available to review the data, No unanimous recommendation could, therefore, be made for the TAC in 1976,
but the Scientific Adviseras were able to agree on the opening date for the hood seal season In 1976, and

recommended
that, as in 1975, killing hood seals should not commence before 20 March.
8. Future Research

(a) Harp seals. Canada will carry cut further aerial photographic surveys and will collect more sam—
ples for age analysis. Tagging and branding of pups will also be continued in an attempt to define more
accurately the relation between "Gulf" and "Front" herds. Norway will sample catches on the "Front" for
further data on sex and age. Denmark will examine the data in band to assese the usefulness of further
collecting in western Greemland.

(b) Hood seals. Discussion of the status of plans to study the herd in Davis Strait indicated that it
would no longer be pessible to charter vessels on the advantageous basis discussed at the meeting in Bergen.

Because of the failure this year to locate the Davis Strait herd, it would be degirable to reconfirm its
existence by serial survey before commitrting a vessel to the research study. It was recognized also that the
study would have to be modified, particularly with regard te the killing of any seals other than those
required strictly for scientific purposes.

Canada indicated that further aerial reconnaissance would be carried out in Pavis Strait in 1976 and
marking of pups would comtinue in the “Gulf™.

Norway would continue the collection of age and sex composition data on the "Front".
Denmark would continue to collect catch and age data from Greenland.
9. Date and Place of Next Meeting of Scientific Advisers. The Scientific Advisers agreed that theilr next

meeting should be held sufficiently far in advance of the next meeting of Panel A to allow full consideration
of all available data and analyses.

The possibility of inviting the Assessments Subcommittee of STACRES to examine the data was discussed,
but no decision was reached.

10. Other Business

Publication of seal data and statistics. The Observer from ICES (Mr Sv.Aa. Horsted) brought to the
attention of the Scientific Advisers two ICES resolutions pertinent to their work (Summ.Doc. 75/34; C.Res.
1974/1:1 and 1974/4:19).

These were discussed and it was agreed that, since the ICNAF Sampling Yearbook would no longer contain
more than a summary of data available, it would be advantageous if routine bilological data on seals were
submitted to “Annales Biclogigques" since there would be no danger of duplication.
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The Scientific Advisers also recommended that every effort should be made to submit catch statistics of
harp, hood and all other species of seals to FAQ.

11. Approval of Report of Scientific Advisers. It was apreed that the report should be approved by at
least one delegate from each country represented at the meeting before being issued in its final form.

12. Election of Chairman for 1975/76. Dr A.W, Mansfield (Canada) was re-elected for another year's term
of office,

13, Adjourmment. The meeting adjourned at 1845 hrs.
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(9) Proposal for Internaticnal Regulation Respecting the Pratection of Seals in the "Gulf!" and "Front?"
Areas of the Convention Area

Panel A recommends that the Commission tramnsmit the following proposal to Depositary Govermment for
joint action by the Contracting Governments:

That the International Regulation of Seals in the "Gulf" and "Front" Areas of the Convention Area,
adopted at the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting (Annual Report Vol. 24, 1973/74, page 91) and entered
into force on 11 January 1975, be replaced by the following:

"1. That the Contracting Governments take appropriate action to ensure that the open season in
the "Front™ Area for the taking of harp seals shall commence not earlier than 0900 hours GMT on
12 March 1976 and terminate not later than 2400 hours GMT on 24 April 1976, and for the taking
of hood seals shall commence mot earlier than 0900 hours GMT on 22 March 1976 and terminate not
later than 2400 hours GMT on 24 April 1976.

"2, That Contracting Governments take appropriate actlon to prohibit the killing of adult
(harp) seals in whelping patches in the "Gulf!"™ and "Front2" Areas.

"3, That Contracting Govermments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing of harp seals
by vessels in the "Front" Area during the open season each day between the hours 2400 GMT and
0900 GMT.

"4, That Contracting Governments take appropriate action to prohibit the killing of whelping
hood seals in the Davis Strait from vessels of over 50 gross tons.

"5. That the Proposal for Management of the International Quota Regulations adopted by the
Commission on 14 June 1974 shall not apply."

1 All the waters and territorities west of a straight line between Barge Point on the coast of Labrador
and Cape Norman Light on the coast of Newfoundland.

2 All the waters of the Strait of Belle Isle and the Atlantic Ocean east of a straight line between
Barge Point on the coast of Labrador and Cape Norman Light on the coast of Newfoundland.
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Statement regarding management of harp and hood seals

by

the Observer from the USA, Mr J.C, Price

With the single and notable exception of seals, ICNAF's concern is the management of fishery resources.
These fish stocks, in view of their vital importance as a source of food, must be managed primarily from the
standpoint of providing high sustaining yields for consumption purposes. This is recognized in the authority
provided under the Convention for the Intermational Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisherles to recom=-
mend "on the basis of sclentific Investigations, and economic and technical considerations.....appropriate
proposals, for joint action by the Contracting Governments, designed to achieve the optimuni utilization of
the stocks of those specles of fish which support international fisheries in the Convention Area",

However, it is the view of the United States that the properly predominant consideration which must be
given by the Commigsion to the goals of fishery management should not result in their wholesale application
to this unique resource. In expressing this concern, the United States is re-emphasizing views expressed at
both the 1973 and 1974 Annual Meetings. While, in so doing, we run the risk of beginning to sound like a
broken record, we feel the point at issue is important and justifies repeating.

Accordingly, we again wish to take the opportunity to urge that due consideration be glven to the aesthe-
tic, scientific, cultural and recreational values of this resource and its role in a balanced ecosystem - con-
slderations which transcend those of mere economic utility. We urge this Panel to review carefully its manage-
ment programs for seals to ensure that these broader criteria are taken into account.
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Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3, 4, and 5

Saturday, 14 June, 0900 hrs

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by the Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK), who,
it was agreed, should remain in the chair for this joint session. Representatives of the members of each
Panel were present.

2. PRapporteur, Mr R, Lowson (UK) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Agenda. The Panels agreed that the meeting would consider:

{a) exemption clauses in trawl regulations for Subareas 3, 4, and 5 {(Comm.Docs. 75/15 and 75/25); and
(b) Canadian proposals for fishing effort limitation in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 (Comm.Doc. 75/8).

4. Exemption Clauses in Trawl Regulatioms, Introducing his delegation's papers, the delegate of the USA
said that his Government had found great difficulty administering the three different classes of exemptions
set out in the mesh-size regulations for Subareas 3, 4, and 5 (Comm.Doc. 75/6, p. 4-6). It had unfortunately
not yet proved possible to prboduce the papers foreshadowed by the last sentence of Comm.Dec. 75/15, but
broadly, the USA felt that a single definition should be adopted on the lines of {¢) of sub-paragraph 3(1)

on page 4 of Comm,Doc., 75/6, and 2{i) on pages 5 and 6; but would suggest, however, that the quantitative
limitation should be raised to 10,000 kg maximum for each vessel.

The delegate of Portugal expressed reservations about discussing a proposal which his Government had
not been able to consider and wondered whether it would even be fair to have only one regulation for all
vessels, instead of the three regulations now in force.

After a brief discussion, the Panels agreed that further discussien should be deferred until the US
delegation had made further and detailed proposals for consideration by STACTIC and the Panels.

5. Effort Limitation. The Chairman said that it was for the present meeting to make proposals for further
action, having regard te the discussion of general principles in STACREM, which had established two main
points of view: 1) - that in the present situatlon there was a need for a substantial reduction in fishing
effort, and that a uniform percentage reduction offered the best practicable solution; and 1i) that any
such measure of general application was not related to the agreed quotas, and took no acecount of the differ-
ences between classes of vessels and types of fishing, and was, therefore, unfair.

In discussion, the following were the main points to emerge:

i) The delegate of Canada said that his Govermment would insist that progress should be made on this
question; he was supported by the delegate of the USA who felt that a scheme of effort limitation
must become part of the ICNAF management scheme. The delegate of Canada suggested that, if there
was general agreement on a reduction of effort, further technical studies could be commissioned
and a scheme adopted at the next meeting of the Commission - which would now probably mean an
extraordinary meeting and that detailed proposals should be invited in the meantime.

ii) It was pointed out by the delegate of Spain, in the context of the Subarea 5 squid fishery, that
regulation by quota necessarily implied limitation of effort. The delegate of the UK recognized
that a limitation of effort might assist enforcement, but said that no solution had been found te
the problem of measurement of effort, The delegate of the FRG proposed that a study should be
made on the differences for individusl countries of the relationship of catch to effort.

iii) The delegate of Canada observed that a system of effort limitstion would bring not omnly bislogical
advantages for the stocks concerned, but also improved stability and better catch per unit effort
- which would benefit all Member Countries.
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iv} It was polinted out that meaningful scientific advice could not be provided without a clear speci-
fication of the kind of scheme to be considered. There were real problems in the sclentific analy-
sis of such schemes, as had been indicated by the work of the STACRES ad hoc Working Group on

Fishing Effort Studies.

v) The delegate of Romania felt that there would be problems in applying such a reduction to countries
fishing under the "Others' quota.

vi} The delegate of Canada said that he was prepared to consider other base years than 1973, but not
years for which complete data were not avallable,

The Chairmsn suggested that he and the delegate of Canada should jointly work at a proposal for further
consideration by the Joint Panels. This might incorporate a resolution to study the matter further at the
next meeting and to invite delegations to submit proposals, and a recommendation that, in order to reduce
by—catches and discards, and to increase catch per unit effort, Member Countries should reduce effort to the
minimum necessary to catch their gquotas; and that they should report to the Executive Secretary their esti-
mates of fishing days and vessel numbers required.

6. The Joint Panels endorsed this suggestion, and adjourned at 1100 hrs, 14 June.

248



RESTRICTED

International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries

Serial No, 3657 Proceedings No. 14
(B.e.75) '

ANNUAL MEETING - JURE 1875

Report of Joint Meetings of Panels 2 and 3

Saturdey, 14 June, 1130 hrs
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Friday, 20 June, 1255 hrs

1. Opening. The meeting was called to order by Mr D.H. Wallace (USA).

2. Rapporteur, Mr R. Lowson (UK) was appeinted Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. The Panels agreed that the meeting would consider comservation requirements in 1976 for those
stocks which fell within both Subareas 2 and 3; and first, that it would review, as agreed at the Sixth
Special Commissicn Meeting held in Bergen in January 1975, the allocation of the 1975 quotas for capelin in
Subarea 2-Div, 3K (Summ.Doc., 75/6, p. 4).

4, Representatives of all members of the Panels were present. The delegate of Iceland left after Item 6.

5. Capelin in Subarea 2 and Div. 3K 1975 allocations. A number of delegations drew attention to the allo-
cation of 10,000 tons of this stock to each country in the '"Others" category, and pointed out that such a
quantity would probably be insufficient to provide an adequate return to countries attempting to develop a
capelin fishery. The delegates of Norway and Poland indicated that their industries had definite plans for
expeditions to cateh capelin in 1975, and sought zllocations of 25,000 tons and 20,000 tons, respectively.

No delegate indicated a willingness to see his country's allocation reduced, while the delepate of Canada
expressed opposition to any measure that would enable a larger total catch than that implied by the allocation
agreed at Bergen, On the basls of a proposal by the delepate of Portugal, Panels 2 and 3, in joint session,
by & vote of 14 to 2,

agreed to recommend

that, while the 1975 national allocations for capelin in Subarea 2 and Division 3K should remain as set
out in Summ.Doc. 73/6, page 15, Norway and Poland should, however, be permitted to exceed their 1975
quotas up to a maximum of 25,000 tons and 20,000 tons, respectively,

6. Conservation Requirements for Capelin in Subarea 2-Div. 3K in 1976. Discussion centered mainly upen the
question of whether a definite TAC should be established, or whether the arrangement adopted for this stock
at the Bergen meeting (Summ.Doc. 75/6, p. 4 and 15) should be continued, The delegate of Capada said that,
until data on the relationship between this stock and other stocks could be collecteqd, a TAC of 250,000 tons
should be adopted.

The delegate of Iceland opposed any allocation to countries other than the coastal state; but indicated
that Tceland, nevertheless, could nmot agree to be excluded from access to thie stock if it were agreed that
other countries should participate. After a short discussion, Panels 2 and 3, in joint session, with Iceland
digsenting,

agreed to recommend

i}  that national allceations should be, as for 1975, on the basis of 160,000 tons for the USSR and a
maximum of 10,000 tons for each other country (Table 1); and

i) that, at the next Annual Meeting, there should be a review of the status of the fisheries by those
countries fishing without a speecific 1976 quota and possible catch adjustments considered, should
some of those countries report that they anticipated not using their allocation.

7. Conservation Requirementa for Cod in Div. 2J-3KL in 1976

(a) Consideration of TAC. The Chairman of STACRES summarized the STACRES findings relating to this
stock, Subsequent discussion centred upon the advisability of adopting measures which would permit a higher
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total catch than that recommended by STACRES in the event of catches in 1975 being lower than the TAC. The
delegate of Canada strongly opposed this suggestion, and indicated that, if it were accepted, it would be
difficult for his Government to resist pressure to prevent foreign vessels from using Canadian ports. After
discusgion, the meeting

agreed to recommend

that the Commission adopt a TAC of 300,000 tons.

{(b) Allocation of quotas. The Observer from Cuba said that his Government would seek an allocation
of 4,000 tons. The delegate of Romania pointed out that, while his country had not fished in this area in
1974, this stock had been important to them in previous vears and, with a view to resuming their historic
fishery, they sought an allocation of 4,000 tons. The delegate of the GDR pointed out that the 1974 quota
recorded for his country in the working paper prepared by the Secretariat for negotiating purposes should,
in fact, be 26,000 tons. The delegate of Canada sald that he anticipated a catch by Canada of 50,000 tons
outside the Convention Area, and would require an allecation of 35,000 tons within the area. Lengthy dis-—
cussion followed on possible methods for allocating quotas within the agreed TAC without any resclution of
the issue.

8. The Panels recessed at 1800 hrs, 14 June.

9, The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 reconvened at 2100 hrs, Tuesday, 17 June, under the chairmanghip
of Mr E. Gillett (UK). Representatives of all members of both Panels were present, with the exeception of
Iceland.

10. Conservation Requirements in 1976

(a) Witch in Div. 2J-3KL. Panels 2 and 3, in joint session, unanimously

agreed to recommend

i) that the Commission adopt & TAC of 17,000 toms, and
ii) that this amount be allocated as listed in Table 1.

(b} Greenland halibut in Subarea 2-Div. 3KL. Panels 2 and 3, in joint session, unanimously

agreed to recommend

i) that the Commission adopt a TAC of 30,000 tons, and
ii) that this amount be allocated as listed in Table 1,

(c) Redfish in Subarea 2-Div. 3K. After a brief discussion, In which the delegate of Portugal empha-
sized that catches of this species were taken as by-catch from the cod fishery in this area and, therefore,
an adequate quota for countries without specifie allocatlions was required, Panels 2 and 3, in joint session,
unanimously

agreed to recommend

i) that the Commission adopt a TAC of 30,000 tons, and
11} that this amount be allocated as listed in Table 1.

(d) American plaice in Subarea 2-Div. 3K. Panels 2 and 3, in joint session, unanimously

agreed to recommend

i) that the Commission adopt a TAC of 8,000 tong, and*
i1) that this amount be allocated as listed in Table 1.

(e) Roundnose grenadlier in Subareas 2-3. Panels 2 and 3, in joint session, unanimously

agreed to recommend

1) that the Commission adopt a TAC of 32,000 tons, and
i1) that this amount be allocated as listed in Table 1.

(f) Cod in Div, 2J-3KL. The meeting resumed consideration of this stock which had been discussed
earlier (see Section 7). There was a long discussion of how the heavily reduced TAC already agreed should
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be allocated, the main divergence being between those countries which proposed that the allocation should
mainly take account of the current rate of catches, and those proposing some scheme of proportiocnal reduc-
tion on the basis of allocations for 1975. Agreement was eventually reached, by 11 votes to 4, with Iceland
absent, and Panels 2 and 3, in joint session,

agreed to recommend

that the national allocation of the TAC of 300,000 tons for cod im Div. 2J-3KL should be as follows:

Canada 30,000 tons
*(50,000)
Denmark 4,000
France 14,000
Federal Republic of Germany 20,000
German Democratic Republic 12,500
Norway 3,000
Poland 18,500
Portugal 52,500
Spain 40,000
UssR 45,000
UK 3,000
Others 7,500

250,000 tons
*(50,000) ocutaide the Convention Area

11. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 adjourned at 0015 hrs, Wednesday, 18 June.

12. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 reconvened at 1255 hrs, Friday, 20 June.

13. Further Consideration of Allocation for Cod in Div. 2J-3KL. The Chairman of Panels 2 and 3 explained
that the purpose of the meeting was to reconsider the report of the Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 which
had been referred back by the Final Plenary Session because of disagreement with the national allocation of
the TAC for the cod stock in Div. 2J-3KL as set by the Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 on 18 June (see Sec-
tion 10 (f) above). He pointed out that the Panels pow had before the Joint Meeting five proposals for
allocation of rhe TAC. The Panels agreed to reconsider the allocation and to vote on the five proposals.
By a vote of 11 to 2, with 4 abstaining, Panels 2 and 3, in joint session,

apreed to recommend

that the national allocation of the TAC for cod im Div, 2J-3KI, should be amended ag shown in Table 1.

14. The Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 adjourned at 1315 hrs, Friday, 20 June.
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Table 1. Summary of TACs and allocations for stocks overlapping in Subareas 2 and 3 for 1976.
Greenland American | Roundnose
Witech halibut Redfish rlaice grenadier Cod Capelin
2J-3KL 2 + 3KL 2 + 3K 2 + 3K 2+ 3 2J-3K1. 2 + 3K
TAC recomended by | 17,000 | 30,000 | 30,000 | 8,000 32,000 | 300,000 | 300,000
Bulgaria - - - - - - -
Canada 4,600 6,500 3,500 2,500 - 30,000 -
Denmark - - - - - 4,200 -
France - - - - - 14,000 . -
FRG - - - - - 20,000 -
GDR 400 2,100 2,500 - 4,000 12,500 -
Tceland - - - - - - -
Italy - - - - - - -
Japan - - - - - - -
Norway - - - - - 4,000 -
Poland 4,@00 6,000 4,000 - - 18,500 -
Partugal - - 2,500 - - 52,500 -
Romania - - - - - - -
Spain - - - - - 40,000 -
USSR 4,900 6,400 12,000 4,200 24,000 45,000 160,000
UK - - - - - 3,300 -
UsA - - 750 - - - -
Others 500 4,000 4,750 300 4,000 6,000 10,000
each!
zgzzte:u"“te“ 15,000 | 25,000 | 30,000 | 7,000 32,000 | 250,000 | 160,000
Estimated catch out- 2,000 5,000 1,000 50,000
side Convention Area| (CAN) (CAN) (CAN) (CAN)

1 Countries without specific

allocations may each take up to 10,000 tons

from this stock.
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Report of Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5

Thursday, 19 June, 1025 hrs

1. Opening. Dr D. Booss (FRG) agreed to act as Chairman,
2. Rapporteuyx. Dr R.G. Halliday (Canada) was appointed Rapporteur.

3. Agenda. It was agreed that pollock in Div. 4VWX-Subarea 5 and herring size limits (Comm,Doe. 75/32}
were the only items before the meeting.

4. Pollock In Div. 4VWX-Subarea 5. The delegate of Canada recommended that the same TAC (55,000 tons), as
recommended by the Scientific Advisers and the same allocation as in force for 1975, be adopted. The dele-
gate of USSR agreed and Panels 4 and 5, in jolnt session,

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAC of 55,000 tons be allocated as for 1975 and as shown in Table 1.

5. Herring Size Limits. In introducing the joint Canada-US size limit exemptiom proposal (Comm.Doc. 75/32),
the delegate of the USA noted difficulties with these regulations in the past and further, now considers that
difficulties are created by the preseant proposal. He suggested that the matter be deferred, perhaps until a
January meeting on herring conservation. The delegate of the USSR seconded the US suggestion, as he also

had comments of a serious nature on this proposal and considered it logical to postpone the matter to the
Special Meeting envisaged for January 1976. This was agreed by Panels 4 and 5 in joint session.

6. The Joint Meeting of Panels 4 and 5 adjourned at 1035 hrs, 19 June,
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Table 1. Summary of TAC and allocation for stocks overlapping

Subareas 4 and 5.

Pollock
Div. 4VWX-Subarea 5

rTAC recommended by Scientific Advisers 55,000
Bulgaria -
Canada 33,500
Dermarlc -
France ~
FRG 1,600
GDR 3,500
Iceland -
Italy -
Japan -
Norway -
Poland -
Portugai -
Romania -
Spain 1,200
USSR 2,100
UE -
USA 11,500
Others 1,600
- Total allocated catches 55,000

Egtimated catch outside Convention Area
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Report of Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5

Thursday, 19 June, 1130 hre

1. Opening. The meeting appointed Mr E. Gillett (UK) as Chairman. Representatives of the members of each
Panel were present, with the exception of Iceland.

2, Rapporteur. Mr R. Lowson (UK) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Agenda. It was agreed that the meeting would consider:
i) Proposals for a minimm gize limit for mackerel (Comm.Docs. 75/23 and 75/33);
ii) Conservation requirements for mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, and 5, and Statistical Area 6.

4, Minimum Size Limitation for Mackerel, The delepate of the USA drew attention to increasing catches of
immature fish from the stock in Subareas 3, 4, 5, and Statistical Area 6, and to the finding of STACRES that,
if this trend should continue, the appropriate TAC would be lower than 310,000 tons In 1976. For this rea-
son, he recommended acceptance of a proposed minimm size measure as set out in Comm.Doc. 75/33. The dele-
gate of the USSR said that he supported the propogal for 2 10-inch (25 cm) limitation in principle, but only
in a regulation of the same form as that currently applying tc herring, as consideration of a change in the
herring size limit regulation had been postponed. After further discussion, Panels 3, 4, and 5, in joint
session,

agreed to recommend

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern—
ments, proposal (10) for international size limit regulation of the fishery for mackerel in Subareas
3, 4, and 5 of the Convention Area and in Statistical Area 6 (Appendix I).

The Panels further

agreed to recommend

that this regulation be reviewed at the Specizl Meeting envisaged for January 1976.

5. Conservation Requirements for Mackerel

(a) TAC. There was general acceptance of the TAC recommended by the Agsessments Subcommittee of STACRES
(310,000 tons). There was some discussion of the question of how this quantity should be subdivided into two
elements, concerning Subareas 3 and 4 on the one hand, and Subarea 5 and Statiatical Area 6 on the other.

The Chairmen of STACRES drew attention to the absence of any detailed scientific information as to the likely
effects of any change iIn the relativity appliad in 1975, but indicated that any substantial deviation from
this would not be desirable. After discussion, Panels 3, 4, and 5, in joint session, unanimously

agreed to recommend

Ll
i) that the Commission adopt a combined TAC of 310,000 tons, and
1i) that 56,000 tons of this should be applied to Subareas 3 and 4, and 254,000 tons to Subarea 5 and
Statistical Area 6.
(b) Allocation

i) Subareas 3 and 4

Panels 3 and 4, in joint session with Panel 5, unanimously
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agreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAC of 56,000 tons should be allocated as set out in Table 1.

ii) Subarea 5 and Statistical Arxea 6

Panel 5, in joint session with Panels 3 and 4, and by a vote of 9 to 1, with 2 abstentions,

agreed to recommend

that the 1976 TAC of 254,000 tons should be allocated as set out in Table 1.
6. The Joint Meeting of Panels 3, 4, and 5 adjourned at 1330 hrs, 19 June.
Table 1. Summary of TAC and allocations for

stocks overlapping in Subareas 3,
4, 5, and Statistical Area 6 in

1976.
Mackerel

3+4 546
TAC recommended by
Scientific Advisers 310,000
Bulgaria - 16,300
Canada 15,300 4,400
Denmark - -
France - -
FRG - 1,200
GDR - 48,900
Iceland - -
Italy - -
Japan - -
Norway - -
Poland - 78,300
Portugal - -
Romania - 3,200
Spain - -
USSR 17,700 28,000
UK - -
USA 500 4,700
Others 2,500 9,000
Total allocated
catches 36,000 254,000
BEstimated catch out- 20,000
side Convention Area (CAN)
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(10) Proposal for International Size Limit Regulation of the Fighery for Mackerel in Subareas 3, 4 and 5
of the Convention Area and in Adjacent Waters to the West and South within Statistical Area 6

Panels 3, 4, and 5, in joint sesasion, recommend that the Commission tramsmit to the Depositary Govern—
ment the following proposal for joimt action by the Contracting Governments:

"1. That the Contracting Govermnments take appropriate action to prohibit the taking or possession
of mackerel, Scomber secombrus L., less than 10 inches (25 cm), measured from the tip of the. snout
to the end of the tail fin, by persons under thelr jurisdiction, except as provided in paragraph 2
below, in Subareas 3, 4, and 5, and f{n Statistical Area 6.

"2. That the Contracting Govermments may permit persons under their jurisdiction to take mackerel
less than 10 inches (25 em) measured ag specified in paragraph 1 above, soc long as such persons do
not have in possession on board a vessel each trip mackerel under this size limit in an amount
exceeding 102 by welight, or 25% by count, of all mackerel on board the vessel caught in areas
specified in paragraph 1 above which can be identified as to size at the time of landing. However,
should it be observed during an inspection under the Joint Enforcement Scheme that a vessel is taking
an excessive amount of undersize mackerel, the Inspector shall note this fact on the imspection
report and bring it to the attention of the master of the vessel concerned. Such an observation in
itself shall not be considered to be an infringement. For the purpose of this regulatiom, a trip
shall be considered to be not more than 90 daya on ground as determined by an examination of the
logbook."
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Report of Joint Meeting of Panels 2, 3, and 4

Thursday, 19 June, 1515 hrs

1. The Chairman of the Commission, Mr E. Gillett (UK), took the chair for the meeting.
2.  Rapporteur., Mr B.B. Parrish (UK) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. Agenda. The Chairman referred to the following two items for consideratiocn at the meeting:

1) Quota regulations for squid (Illex) in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 for 1976;
ii) Canadian proposals for the reduction of fishing effort on groundfish stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and
4 in 1976,

4, Quota Regulations for Squid (Illex). The Chairman referred to the recommendation by STACRES that the
TAC for squid in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976 should be 15,000 tons, which was considerably lower than that
applying in the 1975 quota regulations. The Chairman of STACRES explained that in the absence of adequate
data it has not been possible to make a detailed assessment of the squid stock in these areas and that,
therefore, the recommended TAC was a pre-emptive one set at around the highest level of catches in recent
years.

The delegate of the USSR claimed that the squid resources in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 are currently under-
utilized and that there is no justification for reducing the TAC below the 1975 level. He proposed that the
same TAC and national allocations should be adopted for 1976 as in the 1975 regulations for this species.
This was supported by the delegates of Denmark and Portugal. The delegate of the USA strongly favoured the
adoption of the TAC of 15,000 tons recommended by STACRES but the delegate of Canada indicated that, in the
special circumstances, he would not object to the continuance of the 1975 arrangements, With the delegate
of the USA registering disagreement in principle, Panels 2, 3, and 4, in joint session,

apgreed to recomnend

that the 1976 TAC of 25,000 tons be allocated as in 1975 and as shown in Table 1.

5. Canadian Proposal for Reduction in Fishing Effort on Groundfish Stocks in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 in 1976.
The Chairman drew the meeting's attention to the Canadian proposal in Comm.Doc. 75/8 and to the draft reso—
Jution (Appendix I) which he had prepared after consultation with the Canadian delegation, as a basls for
further consideration of this subject discussed earlier in Joint Meetings of Panels 2, 3, 4, and 5 (Proc. 13).

The delegate of Demmark, whilst indicating his support for effective management measures for the ground-
fish and other fisheriles in the ICNAF Area, announced that he was unable to accept Items 3 and 4 of the draft
resolution which provided for voluntary national reduction of effort in 1976 and notification to the Execu-
tive Secretary. He could not be committed to the desirability of supplementing catech control with effort
limitation until a suitable scheme had been submitted for study. The delegates of the USSR and Portugal
supported the need for further study of the problem but indicated that meanwhile the implementation of Item
4 (notification by 31 January 1976) would present them with great difficulties. The delegate of Canada,
while emphasizing the great importance and urgency which his delegation attaches to the need for effort regu-
lation, recognized that, in view of the technical and other difficulties expressed at this and the earlier
STACREM meeting, agreement on its implementation is unlikely to be reached at this Annual Meeting. He
announced that further detailed atudies of the problem will be made by Canada, the results of which will be
presented to the interim meeting of the Commission in the autumn when the subject would need to be given
further serious consideration. He also hoped the other delegations would undertake studies in preparation
for the meeting. On this basis he would not insist on the adoption of a resolution at this meeting. The
delepgate of the USA expressed atrong support for the Canadian proposal, which has the same general cbjective
as the one which his delegation had made two years ago for the figherles In Subaresa 5 and Statistical Area 6.
He offered the assistance of technical staff in the USA to assist Canada in their studies and in working
towards an effective solution to the problem.
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After further discussion, Panels 2, 3, and 4, in jolnt session, agreed, in view of the potential impor-
tance of effort limitation as a fisheries management measure, to give further serious comnsideration te the
Canadian proposal at the Specilal Meeting of the Commission in Autumn 1975,

6. The meeting adjourmed at 1615 hrs, 19 June,

Table 1. Summary of TAC and allocatioﬂs for stocks
overlapping in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 for 1976.

Squid (Illex)

2+3+4
TAC recommended by Scilentific Advisers 15,000
Bulgaria -
Canada 10,000
Denmark -
France -
FRG -
GDR -
Iceland -
Italy -
Japan -
Norway -
Poland -
Portugal -
Romania -
Spain -
USSR 15,0600
K -
Usa -
Others 3,000!
Total allocated catches 25,000+
Estimated catech outside Convention Area

! Countries without specific allocations may each catch
up to 3,000 tons.
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Draft Resolution on Fishing Effort Limitation in Subareas 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention Area

Panels 2, 3, and'4, in joint session, recommend the following draft resolution for adoption by the
Commission:

The Commission

Recognizing the desirability of supplementing catch control with effort control in order to reduce
by-catch and increase catch per unit effort i1f an equitable basis can be devised;

Recognizing further that no agreement on a common basis was reached at the Annual Meeting in June
1975 and that, in the meantime, it is desirable that fishing effort should be limited by separate
action of Govermments;

1. Resolves to study further methods of effort control at its next meeting;
2, Requests Governments to submit proposals not léss than 60 days before that meeting;

3. Requests Governments to reduce fishing effort in 1976 by persons umder their jurisdiction to the
minfmum which each Government estimates to be reasonably necessary to take the quotas allocated
to 1t and any other quantities which its fishermen are permitted to take;

4. Requests each Government to notify the Executive Secretary by 31 Januvary 1976 of the estimated
amount of fishing effort which it has authorized under paragraph 3, by numbers and types of vessels
and number of fishing days in each ICNAF Division, or where this is not possible, in groups of
Divisions;

5. Instructs the Executive Secretary to notify all Goveruments by 10 February 1976 of the informatien
recelved under paragraph 4,
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1. Chairman. Mr E. Gillett (UK) was elected Chalrman.
2. Rapporteur. Mr A.J.C. Taylor (UK) was appointed Rapporteur.
3. All Member Countriea, except Iceland, were represented. Observers from Cuba and the EEC also attended.

4. Blological Sampling. The delegate of Canada introduced Comm.Doc. 75/10, an appraisal of the adequacy
of biclogical sampling by different Member Countries. Serious deficiencies existed, although some Members
had greatly improved their level of sampling., All Panel members recognized the importance of meeting the
minimm biological programs recommended by STACRES. It was also noted thar, if adopted, the Scientific
Observer Scheme would help.

5. Statistical Reporting. The delegate of the USA introduced Comm.Doc. 75/28 proposing a resolution om
statistical reporting by two-week periods and 30-minute squares. A number of Member Countries indicated
that, although they did not oppose the principle involved, their statistical services would need modification
and that they would be unable to provide the additional detail immediately. The delegate of Denmark drew
attention to the 1974 STACRES Report which emphasized that additional detail was wost requisite in the sou-
thern part of the Convention Area and that a phasing-in of the more detailed reporting system should be
considered. Panels 1-5

agreed to recommend

that the Conmission adopt Resolution (2) Relating to the Reporting of Catch Statistics (Appendix I).

6. Iniform Mesh Size. Discussion of this was deferred until STACTIC had produced its report.

7. Salmon Conservation. The delegate of the USA, supported by the delegates of Canada and the UK, recalled
that 1975 was the last year for phasing out the offshore fishery for Atlantic salmon. They complimented
Denmark for bringing the fishery under control, but ncoted that the 1974 offshore quota had been exceeded,

and that this should result in a reduction of the 1375 quota. The delegate of Demmark assured the Panels
that it was the Danish Government's intention to honour the agreement. Licences for the 1975 offshore
fishery had already been issued, but a more effective system of control had been instituted.

8. The meeting adjourned at 1800 hrs.
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{2) Resolution Relating to the Reporting of Catch Statistics

The Commission

Noting Article VI, paragraphs 1 and 3 of the 1949 International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries;

Recognizing the need to further improve the collection of data required for adequate stock assessments
and to increase confidence in the ICNAF Quota Regulation Scheme;

Resolves

1. That Member Governments shall for 1976 and succeeding calendar years be urged to report to the
Secretariat final annual catch and effort statistics for Statistical Areas 0 and 6 and Subareas
1-5, based on twice monthly time periods and 30 x 30 minute areas by 30 June for each preceding
calendar year to the extent that this 1s poasible.

2, That all such final data be reported to the Secretariat through the existing STATLANT Reporting
System;

3. That the Secretariat shall incorporate the more detailed data in the present Statistical Bulletin
format, and produce working reports of the finer detail as required by STACRES.
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Report of the Final Plenary Session

Friday, 20 June, 0930 hrs

1. The Chairman, Mr E. Gillett (UK), opened the meeting. Representatives of all Member Countries, except
Iceland, were present. The Govermment of Cuba, FAQ, EEC, OECD, ICCAT, and ICSEAF were represented by
Observers.,

2, The Report of STACRES (Proc. 1 with Addendum) was adopted with the Plenary noting especially the new
role to be played by the Chalrmen of the Sclentific Advisers to Panels in the reorganizatlion and operation
of STACRES. The Plenary approved mid-term scientific meetings of the Assessments and Biological Surveys
Subcommittees for 30 March to 9 April 1976 at the Commission's Headquarters in Dartmouth, Canada and of an
Ageling Workshop for 20 te 25 October 1975 in Vigo, Spain. The Chairman, on behalf of the Plenary, thanked
the scientists for their continued excelleat efforts.

3. The Report of the Ceremonial Opening (Proc. 2) and the First Plenary Session {Proc. 3) were adopted.

4. The Report of STACTIC (Proc. 4) with recommendations regarding standard entries for logbooks (Proc. 4,
Appendix II), modified inspector's questionmaire (Proc. &, Appendix ILI), modified inspector's report form
(Proc. 4, Appendix IV), with Proposals (1) regarding notification of fishery research vessel operations
(Proc. 4, Appendix V), and (2) regarding cumulative catch reporting (Proc. 4, Appendix VII), and with Reso—
lution (1) relating to a scientific observer scheme (Proc. 4, Appendix VI) was adopted with Portugal regis-
tering a negative vote on Proposal (1) and with agreed additions to the text of Proposal (2).

5. The Report of STACEEM (Proc. 5) was adopted with the delegate of the USA reiterating his support of the
principle of the Canadian proposal for limitation of fishing effort on groundfish in Subareas 2, 3, and 4
(Comm.Doc. 75/8).

6. The Report of Panel 1 (Proc. 7) was adopted. The Chairman announced that the delegate of Iceland had
to leave the meeting because of other commitments and that he had been named proxy for the Icelandic dele-
gation with authority to abstain from voting om all quota allocations.

7. The Report of Panel 2 (Proc. 8) was adopted.

8. The Report of Panel 3 (Proc. 9) was adopted.

9. The Report of Panel 4 (Proc. 10) with Proposals (3) regarding the regulation of the fisheries for
haddock in Div. 4V and 4W of Subarea 4 (Proc. 10, Appendix III)}, (4) regarding the regulation of the fishery
for cod and haddock In Div. 4X of Subarea 4 (Proc. 10, Appendix IV) as modified by the Plemary, and (35)
regarding the regulation of the fishery for herring in Div, 4VWX of Subarea 4 (Proc. 10, Appendix V) was
adopted.

10. The Report of Panel A (Seals) (Proc. 12) with Proposal (9) regarding regulation of the harp and hood
seal fisheries (Prac. 12, Appendix II) was adopted.

11. The Report of Joint Panels 2, 3, 4, and 5 (Proc, 13) was adopted.

12. The Report of Joint Panels 2 and 3 (Proc. 14) was addressed by the delegate of France who drew attention
to Comm.Doc, 75/37 which requested that the minutes record that the allocation agreed by the Panels for
France in the cod stock in Div. 2J and 3KIL was unacceptable and that the method of allocation should not be

a precedent for future negetiations. The delegate of the UK pointed out that the agreed allocation meant
reductions of 25.9% for France, 50.8% for Neorway, and 54.5% for the UK from the Canadian pro-rata proposal,
and proposed an amended compromise which would have the reduction limited to a maximum of 25% in any case,
The Chairman pointed out that, in accordance with Convention Article VIII (2), the Commission could either
adopt the Joint Panels allocatlon with such modifications or suggestions as it may consider desirgble or
refer the Joint Panels allocations back to the Joint Panels with comments for their reconsideration, After
considerable discussion, the Joint Panel members supported the Chajrmsn's suggeation that the Plenary should
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vote on the proposition "that the Commission adopt the Report of Joint Panels 2 and 3 including the recom-
mendations™. By a vote of 10 to &, with 3 abstentions, the proposition failed to get the necessary two-
thirds majority for adoption. The Plenary then agreed to refer the Report of Joint Panels 2 and 3 with
recomendations back to Panels 2 and 3 for reconsideration.

13. The Plenary recessed at 1255 hrs in order that a Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 might be convened to
reconsider its recommendations for allocation of the TAC for cod in Div. 2J and 3KJ (see Proc. 14, Section
13).

14. The Plenary reconvened at 1325 hrs to continue consideration of Panel 2 and 3 Itemg. The Chairman of
the Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 reported that Panels 2 and 3 had reconsidered its recommendation for
allocation of the TAC for cod in Div. 2J and 3KL and now recommended an allocation as recorded in Table 1

of the Proceedings of the Joint Meeting of Panels 2 and 3 (Proe. 14). The Plenary adopted the Report with
the new allocation from the Panels for cod in Div. 2J and 3KL with the delegates of the UK, France, and Italy
dissenting.

15. The Report of Joint Panels 4 and 5 (Proc. 13) with quota recommendations was adopted.

16. The Report of Joint Panels 3, 4, and 5 (Proc. 16) with quota recommendations and Proposal (10) for
size limit regulation of the fishery for mackerel in Subareas 3, 4, and 5 and Statistical Area 6 (Proc. 16,
Appendix I) was adopted.

17. The Report of Joint Panels 2, 3, and 4 (Proc. 17) with quota recommendations was adopted with the
delegate of the USA registering dissent on the TAC and allocation for squid (Il1lex) in Subareas 2, 3, and 4,

18. The Report of Joint Panels 1-5 (Proc. 18) with Resolution (2) relating to the reporting of cateh sta-
tistics (Proc. 18, Appendix I) was adopted.

19. The Report of STACFAD (Proc. 6) was adopted. The Plenary noted that the Twenty-Sixth Annual Meeting

of the Commission would be held in Halifax, Canada between 8 and 23 June 1976. It was agreed that the Finan-
cial Regulations and the Rules of Procedure for the Commission, Panels and Committees would be reviewed by

a small group, which would present proposals for bringing them up to date.

20. The Report of Panel 5 (Proc, 1ll) was reviewed and Proposals (6) and (7) for early entry into force of
TACs and allocations for herring in Div. 5Z + Statistical Area 6 (Proc. 11, Appendix II) and in Div. 5Y
{Proc. 11, Appendix III), respectively, to be established at a Special Commission Meeting in Januvary 1976
and Propesal (B) for limiting by-catch, gear, season and areas for haddock inm Subarea 5 (Proc. 11, Appendix
IV) were adopted. The Plenary agreed that the TACs and allecations for the herring stocks ian Div. 4VWX of
Subarea 4 and the herring size limit repulation ip Subareas 4 and 5 would also be reviewed at that meeting.
The delegate of Italy drew attention to the squid (IZlexr and Lolige) allocation problem for Italy in Subarea
5 and Statistical Area 6 (Comm,Doc. 75/36 Revised) and requested that consideration be given to raising
Italy's quota from a total of 3,500 tons for Illex and foligo to 4,500 tons by taking an additional 1,000
tons of Loligo from the "Others" allocation. The delegate of the USA offered to transfer 500 tons of squid
(Iilex) to Italy. At the Chairman's supgestion, the Plenary agreed to vote on the proposition "that the
Commigsion request Panel 5 to reconsider the allocatlon of agreed Loligo i1n Subarea 5 and Statistical Area
6 s0 as to give an extra 500 tons to Italy out of the allocation for "Others" with the understanding that
Spain is willing to give 300 tons of Loligo to Italy". By a vote of 13 to 3 with 1 abstention, the Plenary
agreed to refer the Panel's recommendation on squid back to Panel 5 with comments for its reconsideration.

21. The Plenary recessed at 1620 hrs to aliow a meeting of Panel 5 to be convened (see Proc. 11, Section
38).

22. The Plenary reconvened at 1650 hrs to continue consideration of Panel 5 Items, The delepate of the USA
announced that he would have to vote '"no" to acceptance of the Panel 5 Report, His delegation had failed to
attain the three goals it had in coming to this Annual Meeting. They were: i) to establish a second-tier
TAC which would begin to rebuild the biomass in Subarea 5 and Statistical Area 6 within a rational period

of time - five years seemed a not unreasomable goal, i11) to regulate and control by-catch, and iii) to
set TACs which would provide for wise use of the resource and accelerate the recovery of the biomass. The
delegate of Canada agreed that the members of Panel 5 had falled to take a reasonable attitude when it
removed squid from the second-tier TAC. He agreed it was a retrograde step to fail to take proper action
regarding the second-tler quotas. The Plenary then agreed to adopt the Report of Panel 5 as amended in
respect of the national allocation of squid (Loligo) with the delegates of the USA, Canada, and Italy regis-
tering dissention, the delegate of the UK wishing to abstain, and the delegate of Spaim wishing to have its
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disgatisfaction with the second-tier TAC recorded. The Plenary agreed that any editorial changes in the
Report should be passed to the Executive Secretary.

23. The Chalxman drew attention to the table at Appendix T which contained the TACs and allocations for 51
fish stocks or species recommended by the Panels and adopted by the Plenary for 1976. He poiated out that
these propesed TACs and allocations comprised a propesal for iInternational quota regulation of the fisheries
in the Convention Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6, and the Proposal (14) for the Management of the
International Quota Régulations adopted 14 June 1974 would provide the administrative requirements for
management of these propoged TACs and allocations. The Plenary agreed

that the Commission transmit to the Depositary Government, for joint action by the Contracting Govern-
ments, Proposal (11) for international quota regulation of the fisheries in the Convention Area and in
Statistical Areas 0 and 6 (Appendix I).

24, Remit to STACRES., The Chairman drew attention to the remit to STACRES for the Seventh Special Commission
Meeting to be held in September 1975 (Appendix II). The Plenary agreed that the remit should be put before
STACRES for thelr best advice.

25. Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman. The Plenary agreed upanimously that Mr E. Gillett (UK) should
be the Chairman of the Commission and Mr D.H. Wallace (USA) the Vice-Chairman of the Commission for the
1975/76 and 1976/77 periad.

26. Time and Place of Meetings., The Plenary agreed that the Seventh Special Commission Meeting should be
held 22-26 September 1975 with STACRES meeting from 17-20 September 1975. The delegate of Canada invited
the Commission to meet in Canada, possibly in Montreal, Quebec where space is expected to be available,

The Plenary also agreed that the Eighth Speclal Commission Meeting should be held 20-24 January 1976
with STACRES meeting from 13-17 January 1976, The Observer from FAQ indicated that meeting facilities for
thege meetings could likely be made availahle at FAO, Rome, under the same administrative arrangements and
understanding as for similar meetings Iin January of 1973 and 1974.

27. Other Business. The Observers from FAQ and ICCAT thanked the Commission for the opportunity to parti-
cipate In the meetings and expressed the hope thelr organizationsg would continue to cooperate in the same
effective manner as in the past. The Observer from Cuba thanked the delegates for thelr consideration of
the Cuban problem. He said that the Cuban delegation would now assess 1ts position and, if positive, will
forward a statement for the Special Commission Meeting in September 1975, detailing Cuba's needs before
joining the Commission, He pledged Cuba's adherence to the best interests of the fish stocks and said the
Minigter of Fisheries for Cuba had asked him to tell the Commission that, if Cuba joins ICNAF this year, the
Cuban Government will be pleased to invite the Commission to hold its 1976 Annual Meeting in Cuba.

28, Adjournment. The delegate of Japan, on behalf of his delegation and the meeting participants, expressed
gratitude to the Chairman, Mr Gillett, and the other Qfficers of the Commission, and to the staff of the
Secretariat, for thelr good efforts. He asked that the Commission express its gratitude to the Scottish
Department of Agriculture and Fisheries and the City of Edinburgh, and indeed the people of Edinburgh, for
their genercus hospitality. The Chairman of the Commission thanked the Commissioners, scientists and Secre-
tariat and looked forward to continued progress toward the solution of the Nerthwest Atlantic conservation
problems within the Commission's structure, There being no other business, the Twenty~-Fifth Annual Meeting
of the Commission was adjourmed at 1830 hrs, 20 June. A press notice covering the Proceedings of the Twenty-
Fifth Annual Meeting is at Appendix TII.
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{11) Proposal for International Quota Regulation of the Fisheries in the Convention Area and in Statistical
Areas Q and 6, adopted by the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries in Plenary

Session on 20 Jime 1975

"That (a) the national quota allocation for 1976 of particular stocks or species in the Conven-
tion Area and in Statistical Areas 0 and 6, and

(b) the pational quota allocation for 1976 of the whole group of stocks or species (col-
lectively) in Subarea 5 of the Convention Area and in adjacent waters to the west and

gouth within Statistical Area 6 (excluding menhaden, tunas, billfishes and sharks
other than dogfish)

shall be in accordance with the following table:
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Remit to STACRES for Seventh Speclal Commission Meeting, September 1975

1. The Commission requests further advice on TACs for 1976 for the following stocks for which TACs were
not agreed at the present meeting:

Cod in Div. 3N and 30 Cod in Div. 4T and Subdiv. 4Vn (Jan-April)
Cod in Subdiv. 3Ps Cod in Subdiv. 4Vs and Div. 4W
Redfish in Div. 3P Redfish in Div. AVWX

In particular, STACRES is requested to specify possible alternative objectives that might be considered by
the Commission, the long-term size of stocks and catches associated with those objectives, and the TACs
required to achieve them over specified perioda of time.

In framing its advice, STACRES should:

(a) Revliew the present size of the named stocks and longer-term potential when exploited at the level
of fishing mortality assoclated with the maximum sustainsble yield per recruit;

{b) Redefine the influence of variastions in recruitment on estimates of maximum sustainable yield;

(c) Re-examine the potential effects of a range of levels of exploitation lower than that asgociated
with the MSY, with a view to promoting greater stability of stock sizes and catches, and specify
i) their implications to stock slze, 11) time scale of the changes they imply, and 1ii) stock
constraints that would assist in attaining an appropriate management objective.

2.  STACRES should also review estimates of the potential yield of the groundfish resources of Subareas 2-4
in comparison with estimates based on individual resources,
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ANNUAL MEETING - JUNE 1975

Press Notice

The 25th. Annual Meeting of the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
(ICNAF} was held at Edinburgh, Scotland, from 10-20 June 1975. About 175 representatives attended
from all Member Countries as follows: Bulgaria, Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany,
German Democratic Republic, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, and United States of America. Observers were present from
Cuba, European Economic Community (EEC), Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAD),
International Commisgsion for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT), the International Council for
the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), and the International Commission for the Southeast Atlantic Fisheries
(ICSEAF).

The Meeting was held under the chairmanship of Mr. E. Gillett (UK).

Subjecte considered

The main purpose of the meeting was to establish national quotas for 1976 for the major fish stocks
in the Northwest Atlantic, and to consider Improvements to existing regulations relating to the manage-
ment of fish stocks in the Joint Enforcement Scheme.

Sclentific advice

In order to provide authoritative advice on the state of the fish stocks, the total catch of each
which should be allowed, and other measures of control which might be desirable, the Commission's
Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (STACRES) met at Woods Hole, Massachusetts, USA, during
10-18 April 1975, and agalh at Aberdeen, Scotland, during 2-7 June 1975, and submitted a comprehensive
report on these subjects.

TACa and national allocations

The Commisslion agreed to tetal allowable catches (TACs) for 1976 in respect of 50 species stocks
{(Table 1), and with 3 exceptions these were within the figures recommended by Scientific Advisers.
National allocations were agreed to in all caees (Table 2). It was decided to defer decisions on 9
stocks (cod, haddock, redfish, American plaice) in Subareas 3 and 4 to a Special Commission Meeting
at Montreal, Canada in September 1975 and on 2 herring stocks in Subarea 5 to a Special Commission
Meeting at FAO, Rome, Italy, in January 1976. Quotas for harp and hood seals in the northern part of
the Convention Area were deferred to a Special Meeting of Panel A (Seals) in late 1975.

The Commission agreed to implement a size }imit of 25 em for mackerel stocks in Subareas 3 te 5
and Statistical Area 6, and to make minor amendments in the fishery regulations with regard to by-catch
exemptions for haddock in the Gulf of Maine-Georges Bapnk area, and for cod and haddock in Southwest
Nova Scotia. Further consideration of the regulation for fishing for haddock and other demersal species
on Georges Bank was deferred to the Special Meeting of the Commission in September 1975.

In order to improve the scientific advice required to achieve its management objectives for the
Northwest Atlantic, the Commission resolved that Member Governments be urged to provide annually, for
1976 or as soon as possible thereafter, detalled statistics of catch and effort for Subareas 1 to 5
and Statistical Areas 0 and 6 based on twlce-monthly time periods and 30' ¥ 30' unit areas, instead
of on a monthly basis and by ICNAF Divisions as at present

The Commission further agreed to institute an international ecientific observer program, not
related to enforcement, for the purpose of obtaining more detailed information than is now available on
by-catch and discards.

The possibilities of managing fisheries by limitation of fishing effort were again discussed, and

it was agreed that such limitations for the groundfish fishery iIn Subareas 2, 3, and 4 would be comsi-
dered for positive action at the Special Meeting of the Commission in September 1975.

Enforcement of fishery regulations

The Commission agreed to certaln measures which would improve the enforcement of fishing regulations
and facilitate the work of inspectors in carrying out their duties. These relate to the institution of
standard loghook entries, revisions to the inapection questicnaire and the inmspector's report, and
notification procedures for vessels carrying out research In the ICNAF Area. The matter of national
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registration of fishing vessgels and reporting to the Secretariat was deferred for further study by the
Standing Committee on Intermational Contrel (STACTIC).

6. Special Meetings

Special Meetings of the Commisslon will be held in September 1975 at Montreal, Canada, and in
January 1976 at FAC in Rome, Italy,

7. Election of Chalrman

Mr. E. Gillett, Commissioner for the United FKingdom to ICNAF, was elected Chairman of the Commission
for the period 1975/76 and 1976/77 and Mr, D.H. Wallace, Commicsiomer for the United States of America
to ICNAF, wag elected Vice-Chairman of the Commission for the period 1975/76 and 1976/77.

17 July 1975 Office of the Secretariat
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia
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Table 1. Nominal catches by species and stock areas for 1972-74, and agreed total allowable catches for
1976 with 1974 and 1975 values for comparison. Quantities in parenthesis are catches estimated
for Inshore waters outside the Convention Area. Asterisks indicate that TACs and allocations
are deferred to Special Commission Meeting.

Catches (000 toms) TACs (000 tons)?
Speciles Stock Area -
1972 1973 1974 1974 1975 1976
Cod 1 111 631 48 107(12) 60(9) 45(9)
2GH 14 + 4 20(1) 20(1) 10(1)
2J+3KL 458 355 373 657(50) 554(50) 300(50)
M 58 23 24 40 40 40
3NC 103 80 73 101 88 *
IPs 44 33 46 70(20) 62 *
4Vn{Jan-Apr)}+4T 68 50 49 63 50{10) *
4Vn(May-Dec) 9 7 & 10(2) 10(2) 10(2)
4VsH 62 54 44 &0 60 *
4¥ (offshore) 7 7 6 - 5 *
5Y 7 6 ] 10 10 8
52 25 29 27 35 35 35
Haddock 4V 5 4 2 0 0 23
4% 13 13 13 1] 15 *
5 7 6 5 0 0 63
Redfish 243K 20 39 30 30 30 30
3M 42 22 35 40 16 16
LN 29 33 22 28 20 20
30 16 9 13 16 16 16
3r 26 18 22 2 25 *
[A11%5.4 50 40 33 40 30 *
5 19 1 10 30 25 17
Silver hake 4VWX 114 299 96 100 120 100
5Y 7 9 5 10 15 10
5Ze 78 62 66 80 80 50
SZwib 35 65 58 80 BO 43
Red hake 5Ze 39 25 10 204 204 26
5Zwt6 36 41 24 505 45% 16
Pollock 4VWE+D 33 43 38 55 55 55
Amer. plaice 243K 9 5 5 10.5 8 8(1)
M 1 1 2 2 2 2
3LNO 59 53 46 60 60 *
3Ps 7 15 7 11 11 8(0.5)
Witch 2343KL 17 24 16 22 17 17(2)
3NO 9 7 8 10 10 10
3Ps 2 3 2 3 3 3
Yellowtail  3LNO a9 33 23 40 35 9
5(B69"} 39 31 15 16 16 16
5(W69°)4+6 9 10 & 4
Amer, plaice
witch and
vellowtail  4VWX 23 28 25 32 32 28
Flounders,
except
Yellowtail 546 24 22 22 25 25 20
G. halibut 041 14 10 14 - - 20(4)
2+3KL 3o 29 27 40 40 30(5)
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Table 1. {(Continued)

Catches (000 tons) TACs (000 tons)?2
Species Stock Area
1972 1973 1974 1974 1975 1976
R, grenadier O+1 8 5 12 - 10 13.5
243 24 18 33 32 32 32
Argentine 4VWE 6 1 17 25 25 25
Herring 4yW{a) 32 30 41 45 308 -
4vW(a) (Seasonal) 457 36
4XW(b) (adults) 75 91 104 90 90 81(11)
5Y(adults) 43 16 18 25 16 *
5Z+6 174 202 148 150 150 *
Mackerel 344 22 38 44 559 70 56(20)
546 387 381 295 304 285 254
Capelin 243K 46 136 127 110+10  160+1% 1601}
L 1 4 60 45+|12 45+ 12
3NO 21 127 98 14810 126+ 126+
3Ps 3 1 2 9+ 9+
0. finfish!3d 5+6 168 155 150 150 150
Squid-Tilexr 3+4 2 10 + - 25+1% 2541t
Squid-Iilex S5+6 : 30
Squid-Zoligo 5+6 49 57 56 n 1 44
All Finfish!S
and squids 5+6 1165 1154 939 924 850 -
A1l finfishlSs5+6 - - 650

Provisional statisties

Total allowable catches consist of agreed TACs for the Convention Area and Statistical Areas 0 and 6
plus catches estimated to be taken in inshore waters outside the Convention Area; the latter quantities
are given in brackets.

TACs pertain to by-catch only with no directed fishery.

TAC pertains to Div. 5Z (east of 69°W).

TAC pertains to Div. 5Z (west of 69°W)+SA6.

TAC for Jan-June 1974.

TAC for July 1975 to June 1976.

TAC for July 1976 to June 1977.

TAC pertains to Div. 4VWX only.

Countries without specific allocations may each take up to 10,000 tons, no more than 5,000 tons of which
may be taken from Div. 3LNOPs.

Countries without specific alloecations may each take up to 10,000 tons.

Countries without specific allocations may not take more than 1,000 tons in aggregate from Subdiv. 3Ps
or more than 5,000 tonsa in total from Div. 3L; countries with specific allocations may add to thelr
allocations in Div. 3NO any part of their Subdiv. 3Ps and Div., 3L allocations not taken in the two
last-mentioned areas.

Excludes all TAC species and also mephaden, billfishes, tunas and large sharks.

Countries without specifie allocations may each take up to 3,000 tons.

Except menhaden, billfishes, tunas and large sharks.
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