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SThe I"if.‘t'h Annual .Meei:in[;‘ of MAFO was .cilll_‘ed"t_u L)I,‘dl,l' by the Chairman, Df. 'w.‘ M. Murphy (Canada),
1010 hrs, 21 September, 'in the"Pribaltiyskaya Hotel, Lenjnngd USSR, with the presence of representa-
,tives from 211 Comﬁiésion members (See Appendlx 1) Ll : Lo : o

Chrls J Allen (Canada) was app01nted Rapporteur :

Under Agenda 1Lem 3 Adoptlon of Agenda the ghﬁ}gmgn p01nted out that under Rules of Provedure 4.1
and 4.2 of- the FlSerLES Commission, the, Draft Provisional. A?onda and the Provisional Agenda, which
”arL ‘sent out’ te membcrs, must ‘he prepared by the’ Executive Sccrctary 'in accordance with instructions
from the Chairman' . : He - further stared ‘that because of a difficulty which.arose in communlcation with

the Executlue SLcretary,‘the Provisional Agenda ‘Srill’ contained Agenda item B, concerning the FAQ

World Cun[erence on Fisheries Management™ and Devclopment His instrucrions to eliminate thac ‘item

7“only reached the’ Executlve Secretary after the Agenda ‘had already been circulateéd in accordance

. with Rule of Procédure 4.2, "As such’ the Chairman stated that it was his decision that if that Gepem

swas to be considered by the- Organlzatlon -the appropriate ‘Forum would be the General Council, which

“.deals with, flnanc1al ‘matters, and external 1Eldt10nh of “the’ Drganlzatlon " The Chairman thereforL

o ment Measures of NAFO”

'lremoved that item from the Agendal of the Fisheries Commission, and érated that Lf any Member Scate
w1shed that :ub}t;t Lo be discussad durlng the Jth Annual Meetlng they shou]d propose it as an ..
agenda ltem for Ehe CLnCEJ] Councll & L . - T

fiFhe USSR delegdte SULQLBtLd that Agcnda 1th ]7 M1n1mum mesh size fof regulaged grnundrlan_epprle{

Cin the Regularory’ Aréa, be. charigad to tead "Minimum mesh size for regulated groundfish species in
the Regulatory Area which are fished in acccrdance with Schedule 1 of the FonservatLon aud Enforceﬁ

The AgLﬂdd (Appendlw 6 of Clrcular Letter

) 3/55)7was épproﬁediwith those.two_changes. (See Appenéix G

f;;Unde}ﬂngendu {Euﬁ.e,'égmieéioHugjiObéerer

; the Chairman noted that there were no observers present.

. UﬁaefﬂAgcﬂﬂa it?m 3, fgbl}gig_;'it wes'agreedftﬁat'thérusual bfactice be followed whereby the Chatir—
~man of the Fisherles Commission, the General Council, the Scientific Council and -the Executive
'Secretarv would agree upon a press release fcr issuance at- the close of the meetlng '(Sec Appendix

:HI)

Under Agenda item 6 APErOle cf the Report UE Ehe ch Annual Meeth& (FC Dnc 8?/IX/10 RLVlSed)
errors .or omlselons were noted and . the RgporL wag. approved. . ! . .

~_ Under Agenda item 7, Revmew of Lumm1551on . Membership, " the Chdlrmdu weliomed Spain as a mcmbcr of the
. IlthrlﬂS Comnission and noted thdL the Commlbalon was Now LOmpOHLd of 13 Plflleb -

PR

The' dul_gntL oF BulgerJ rQqULH[Ld thdL ‘the HtllemLﬂL ha wls ahuut tu mukL bL flCUrdEd th the Pro-
LLOdlngS . o : s :

He stated that: Eitst ‘of all he wished té apologize for not "attending the last two meetings of the
Fisheries Commission.  Nevertheless the Eulgaflan authorities had watched very carefully the work of
‘the Commission and were in constant financial LonLact w1th 1t " The main reasons for the absence of
their YEPTESLDtatlves [rom those maetlngq were! : ’ B ’ o

{i} They were really dlsdppulnted in the work of the Comm1q31on and LSPCClaLl) in the Rules of Pro-
cedure, which were interpreted in such a way, that the Bulgarian 1ntereets were fully ignored
.while other Parties were favoured; :

(2) " the impossibility of fishing in the Rogﬁlutorf—hrea.

The only allocation for Bulgaria centimued to be 300 m.t of redfish in Div. 3M. Who would cross the
ocean for only 300 tons of fish? At the same rime vessels of nov-member countrics operated freely



.Agenda for tne next Annual Meetlng

. Appendlx IV)

'Under Agend

‘pOLnted out rhat, regardlng capel]n -the Sc1ent1f1c Councll had adhered to the tradition of. using a: . =
_lef.exp101tat10n ‘rate hut passibly that could bé raised to 15% or 20%. The Chairman of the Seientific
- Council pointed “iout that the! 10% explcltatLon rate might be conaldered conservative but that. ex— -~

-The Chalrman Lhanked the delegdtes of Bulgarla and RomanLa [or thelr stateanLe

'Under Agenda 1th 8 Status of Propoda]b_
o ircepted . . - ;

within the Area. SDEClal quantities were in fact being reserved for certain countries even though
they were not memners of NAFO.

‘In view of - the above, he believed the time had come (or Lf not 1mmedlately, then next year) to dlscuss
the questicn of establishing.a minimum allocarien of several thousand tons in the area, for Parties

like Bulgaria and others, such an allocatlon would somehcw JUStlfy Bulgaria's membershlp in the Or-
ganization. - ; -

The delegate of Bulgarla euggested tha* the requesr for such a mlnlmum allocatlon be 1ncluded in the

The delegate of Romania 1squed a statemenL and requested that it be recorded 1n the. pLoceedlngs ‘(See

L1 12' ‘13, and 14 would b‘é"cbveted" by STACTIC"

:LCEMb ]5 Mdnagemou .
Measutres for-Fish Stocks Qverlapping NdL1onal Flshlng lelts Lhc thlrman of che Sc1enL1f1c Councll_n-
presented a brlef sumnary - of the SLlentlflC adv1ce for those stucks as reported in SCS Doc: 83/V1/21

& delegate "of Spain in;pein Hat' Spaln did net have a chdnce to ‘put”forth its views at, the t‘q

‘Sciéntific Council Meeting and wished to mote that the Report of the Scientific’ "Council pcxnted to
v an 1ncrease “in abundance ‘Bf 3N0 .cod and. that the estimatés for 3NO cod were: considered to.be’ censer=
V'ivatlve .The delegate of ‘the USSR asked why ‘the Séientifie: Counc1l had not been prov1d1ng advice
'fon the 2+3K credfish stock, and the Chairman of “the’Seientific Counc1l polnted out that that stock

had not been referled te ‘the Sciencific:Council for consideration.” The’ ‘delegate of ‘the USSR further

’ ;perance hnd .shown th}t when the Cdleln stock was ‘quite Iow, its inshore migration was’ low. as well
and so was the inshore mlgratlon of cod. . . Although -they had not been able to prove a: dlrecL connectlon o
‘_;between those twg stocks, -some members of the Sc1ent1f1c Cuunc1l belleved there was a connectlon

VIn referrlng ‘tothe Stateant o{ Spa1n the Chalrman of the ﬁclentlflc Council explalned that the

. Norwegian catch rares for “3M cod increased in 1981 but that,-although-it was dlfflcult to 1nterpret
the, data, =uch data were still comsistent with the depressed state of - ‘the stock.’. The scientific..
“.report.indicated an increase, of .abundance in 1983; -however the abundance there meant numbers. of flsh
“'There Were large numbers of the 1981 vear-class and the: 1ncreabu in. abundance was entirely due .to.

the 1. and 2-year old fish. ‘The Scientific Council felt that Lhey should Ye left for another year'
or two. in ‘order to provide for a’'more profitable commercxal fishery. Reparding the 380, cod srock, -

“the Chaitman of ‘the Scientific Council noted that the stock was still.at-a low level although it
. had improved above: the critical level.- He ‘reiterated the caveat attached to the 3NO cod TAC.decision

made at the 1981° and 1987 Annuatl Meetlngs, i.e., the -"TAC shall not be-increased- until such time as . o
the! Scientific Council reports that age 3+ annual mean biomass has reached 200,000 m."tons. " He ’

" further pointed out that without that _caveat, 'if the stock were fished at the Fg.1 ‘level the blomdés

‘would haVL to be ahdur 200 000 m “tons' ln order tu provlde for a eatch above 26 DOO m. tons

The delegite of Lhe Faroe Islands, rcferrlng te the cavear at:ached to the prev1un5 TAC decl%:ons

for 3M cod, "Ihe TAC will not be incriased beyond 12,405 m.t unt11 the Scientific Council

Cadvises that th age 3+ mean biomass has reached a level dpprnxlmntLly equal to one-half the mean

age 3+ equ1llbr1um biomass associated with flShlng at Fraxs and assuming long-term dverage recruit-
ment levels”, asked if that level would be reached in 1984. *The Chairman of the Scientific Council

Tesponded negatlvely and pointed out that blomass levels based on present data would indicate a level

'Lef biomass of 30,000 to 35,000 m.t and tHat the MSY was calculated to be in the order of 33, 000 to
7, 40,000 m. tons. The maximum yleld would be 35,000 m. tons and the bicmass would be in the same order
" ‘as-that., Therefore not even one- half .the biomass level referred to in the caveat would be rteached

in 1984. The delegate of the Farce Islands asked, if the TAC were to stay at the same level as in

©1983, whether the Scientific Couneil could 1nd1cate when it would expect the- bicmass level referred

to in-the caveat to be fulfilled. ' The Chairman of the Scientific Ceuncil pointed out that calcula-
tions had not been conducted te provide such a projection but that he was quite sure that,if no cod

fishery toock place.in 1984, the 1981 year class and perhaps the 1981 class would give a much greater
yield in future years, ' ' )




Under Agenda item 16(a), Cod in Div. 3M, rthe delegate of the Farce Tslands, suggested that the
Commission stick to the long-term strategy that was proposed for the last twe years with one change:
that Spain be given an allocation of 560 tons, which was the level that had been reserved for the

Spanish fleet in previous years. The TAC would therefore be 12,965 m. tons.

The delegate of Spain pointed out that their 3 cod catch in 1981 was 4,100 m.t and in 1982 was 4,550
m.t and the TAC was still nolb surpassed in either cf those years. le further stated that the deci-
sion on a TAC should take into account the social and economic aspects and he felt that the TAC
should be higher than that envisaged in 1981 and be around 17,000 m.t, which would be the existing
TAC plus the recent average Spanish catch. The delegate of the EEC pointed out that the state of
that cod stock was not geoad and that the Coemmission should follow the advice given by the scientists
and therefore che TAC should be zere. The delegare of Canada alse drew atlention to the scientific
advice that there be no dirccted Tishery in 1984, e realized the need for a TAC of approximately
13,000 m. tons; however, for the Commission to accept that TAC once again, hampered the rapid recovery
of the stock. He fucther pointed out that, although Spain had caught 4,500 m. tons in 1982, that

had been because other countries had had ne fishery there.

The delepates of Peortugal and Norway supported the statement made by the delegate of the Farve Tslands
and cxpressed thelr desire to maintain the present TAC.

The delepate of Spain ther proposad that the 3M cod TAC for 1984 be 17,000 m. toms. There was no
seconder for that proposal. The delegate of the Farce Islands then suggested that the TAC be-
12,965 m.t with 560 m.t allocated to Spain, with the same caveat attached as in 1983. The delepate
of Spain pointed out that if such a proposal werc adopted Spain wished to be on record as oppusing
the decision. ‘The Farce Island suggestion was adopted with a reservation by Spain.

The meeting was adjourned at 1230 hrs.

The meeting reconvened at 1645 hrs, and the Chairman, returning to Agenda item 15, Management

measures for [ish stucks in the Regulatory Area, reminded the delegates that a declsion had atready
been rondercd on item 15(a), Cod in Div. M. e reiterated the scientilic advice for irems 15(1),

Redfish in Div. 3M, and 15(c), American plaice in_Piv, 3M. The delegave of Cuba proposcd that the

scientific advice be followed, i.e.,, he supporred a TAC of 20,000 m.t for redfish din Div. 3M, and a
TAC of 2,000 m.t for American plaice in Div. 3M. The proposal was seconded by the delepate of the

USSR and adopted.

The delegate of Spain pointed out that the Commission had only dealt with the TAC's for the fish
stocks in item 15 and not the individual quotas. The Chairwan agreed with him and peinted out that
the quotas wauld be dealt with later on.

¢ for Fish stocks overlapping national fishing limits. the
entific advice for the stocks listed in that item,

Under Agenda ivem 16, M
Chairman reiterated the s

Uunder Agenda item 16(a), QPg"iH_PiX;,gﬁg’ the gglsgggg_9£“§p3jﬂlremindcd the Commission members that
the scientific repert said that that stock was showing continual improvement. As well, Spanish re-
search tabled at the June Meeting of the Scientific Council gave solid evidence that conditions had
definitely improved and that a TAC of more than 40,000 m.c could be acceptable. The delegate of
Spain therefore propesed a TAC of 35,000 m. tons.

The delegate of Canuda questionmed whether the level of biomass associated with the previous TAC of
that stock (lootnote 2 to table 1 of Appendix 111 of FC Doc 82/1X/10, Reviscd} had been reached.

The Chairman of the Scientilic Council stated that ecaleulations had put the level of age 34 annual
mean blomass At sLightly bcLé@‘}RE”Ebb,ooo m.t level. llowever, he pointed eout that the Scientific
Council had had problems coming to. an exact figure for the level of biomass and it could be slightly
lower or slightly higher. He indicated that the biomass would have to be considerably higher for
fishing at the F 1 level to produce catches of 26,000 m. tons. He further explained that if the
biomass was at the 200,000 m.t level then the Fy | level would still dictate a TAC of 26,000 m. tons.
The delegate of Spain pointed out that he understood the biomass to be only 2,000 m.t below the
200,000 m.t level. The Chairman of the Scientifi¢ Council stated that when calculating TAC's the
Council zlways assumed the TAC set by the Fisheries Commission in the previous years would be taken
in tocal. As well, if che catch exceeded the TAC the biomass would be reduced by an approximate
corresponding amount.  In caleulating the scientific advice for 1984, the Scientific Council used the
ligure 32,000 m.t as a basis, as the 1982 catches were in the vicinicy of that amount. TF the J983
catches were approximately the sawme, i.e., 32,000 m,t, then the biomass would be more like 193,000
m.t in 1984.

The delegate of Canada stated that a TAC at the 26,000 m.t level was the correct level and that if
in future vears it was shown that the biomass had {ncreased then the Fisheries Commission could in~
crease the TAC,




16.

18.

15.

20.

21.

22.

The Chairmun pointed cut that there weve now two proposals, one from Spain for a TAC of 35,000 m.t

and one from Canada for 26,000 m. tons. The delegate of Portugal propoesed a compromise TAC of
30,000 m. tons. The delegate of Remania suppovted cthe Canadian Proposal. As there was ne support
for the Spanish proposal for a TAC of 35,000 m.r, that proposal was dropped. The delegate of

Portugal then withdrew his proposal for a TAC of 30,000 m. tons. The delegare of MNorway stated his

HGBEBrErTur the Canadian propasal of 26,000 m.t Tor cod in Div. 380, The delegace of Spaln stated
that he was against the Capadian propesal. The Chairman concluded that there was some support for

the Canadian proposal although it was less than overwhelming, and unless the Commission members wished
a formal vote, then the Canadian proposal would be considered as accepted which it subsequently was.

Under Agenda items 16{d) to 16(g), Management measures for fish stocks overlapping national fishing
limits, the Chairman sugpested that these be presented as a single unit for decision on the TAC's
and the Commission decide on the matter as 2 single block.

The.delegpate of the USSR supported the Chailrman's suggestion and proposed that the Commission accept
the recommendation of the Scientific Council for TAC's for Redfish in Div. 3LN, American plaice in
Div. 3LNO, Yellowtail Fiounder in Div. 3LNQ, Witch flounder in Div. 3NO, Capelin, and Squid in
Subareas 3 and 4.

The delegate of Canada supported the proposal and reminded the Commisslon that at the last Annual
Mecting a detailed discussion on 3NO capelin and 3L capelin had taken place with the decision that
the 3L fishery took place inside the Canadian zome and therefeore would be managed by Canada. The
Suvier proeposal was accepted.

the delegate of the USSR requusted that the Sefentifie Council provide seicncific advice for 243K
or the 1985 Tishery. The delegate of Canada suggested that that item be discussed

Redfish in 198

Lilaterally as the stock in question was fished entirely inside the Canadian zone and therefore came
under Canadian management. The delegatc of the USSR pointed out that it had only made a request.
The item was left for Canada and the USSR to discuss bilaterally.

The delegate of Canada announced that Canada would provide a written proposal the next morning re-
garding the quotas for fish stocks under item 16, Management measures for fish stocks overlapping
national fishing 1imits.

The meeting adjournad at 1805 hrs.

The meeting reconvened at 1030 hrs, 22 September 1983 to discuss Agenda item 18, Review of the

International Scientific Cbserver Program. The delegate of Canada informed the Commission members

Tthat Capada Ly then had bilateral arrangements with most other NAFO members for the placement of
scientific observers on board fishing vessels operating within the Regulatory Area.  Further, in
1984 Canada expected to increase the implementation of those arrangements. The delegate of the USSR

also pointed out that the USSR had bilateral arrangements regarding the exchange of NATO scientific

observers and hoped to cxtend the program bilaterally with orher NAFQ members.  The delepate of Cuba
pointed out that it had an agreement wivh Ciovda Vor the placement ol seientilic observers and hoped
te Tully dwplement Lhe progrmim in 1984,

Returning to Agenda item 15, Management measures for fish stocks in_the Regulatory Area, and Agenda
item 16, Management measures for Fish stocks overlapping national fishing limits, the Chairman

" referred to a written propasal (See Appendix V) put forth by Canada for the various Contracting

Parties allocations of the TAC's previously decided under those two agenda items. The delegate of
Canada stated that the figures shown in the table were based on historical allocations although

A procedural discussion followed cencerning whether or not the Commission should discuss the table
on a stock by stock basis or the table in its entirety. It was decided to deal with the Canadian
proposal on a stock by stock basis. The delegate of Portugal requested rhat no decisions be taken
on the allocations of those stocks until after 1500 hrs as he was awaiting instructions from his
authorities. The delepate of Cuba proposed that the Commission listen to the various Parties’ views
on specific stocks and then after Members had had time to consider those positlons, decisions could
be taken at a later stage in the afternoon.

Under Agenda item 15(a), Cod in Div. 3IM, the delegate of Spain pointed ocut that he had difficulty in
accepting the quota allorcated to Spain .

Under Agenda item 16(a), Managcment Measures for fish stocks overlapping national fi

iog limits
the delegate of Portugal propased that the quota allecated te "Ovhers' in the Canad
gelegate o gal P

f Portugal n propesal
be reduced from 700 m.t to 200 m.t with the EEC and Portugal being allocared the 590 m.t difference.
The delegate of the Farce Islands pointed cut that the idea might be a good one if the "Others"
quota was not being caught by anyone but according to NAFQ statistics other pecple had been fishing
that quota and therefore he could not accept the Portuguese proposcd amendment to the Canadian
propasal. The delegate of Spain pointed cut that he could not support the Canadian proposal as the




25.

26.

27,

29.

30.

Spanish allocation found therein was only 9,000 m. tons. The delegate of Canada pointed out that
the 3NO cod stock was historically the foundation of the fishery of Canada and If there would be any
reallocatiens, as proposed by the delegate of Portugal, then Canada would have no choice but ro re-
quest patrt of the reallocation. The delegate of the USSR pointed cut that its fishing vessels had
also a traditional fishery in that area and consequently the USSR should also be considered for
additicnal allocaticns. Turther, he agreed with the views of the delegate of the Faroce Islands.

that ar the 1980 mecting a long discussion of the stock took place at which time the EEC was given

a quota of 1200 m, ¢ based primarily on arguments that such a quota was vital for ics fishing fntcrests.
He went oo te request that the BEC explain how 1r had utilized that quota since that 1980 meet ing.

The delepate ol the EEC explained that Tts allocat Ton of M redfish had nor been canght in the last

lew years as it bad no agreement with Canada thus making it uneconomical for vessels to come and

Fish that stock. However, the EFRC still maintained an futerest in that fishery. The delegate of
Spain pointed out that the TAC of that stock in recent years had not been fully utilized and felt

chat Spain, as a2 new member state, should have access to the stock and, Eurther, proposed a 1500 m.t
allocation to Spain.

The Chairman reminded the Commission members that the TAC for all the stocks contained in the pro-
posal had already been decided so that to accommodate any extra reguests for allocations, as amend-
ments to the Canadian proposal, would require exchanges of quotas between the Parties. The delegate
of Bulgaria proposed an amendment to the Canadian proposal whereby the quotas assigned to the EEC,
Bulgaria, Japan and cothers be redistributed between Bulgaria, GDR, Japan, Spain and the EEC, with
400 m.t going to each. The delegate of Romania noted that his country was also interested in an
allocation of that stock. The delegate of Portugal supported the Canadian proposal for that stock.
The delegate of Japan stated that Japan had an interest in the 3M Redfish stock so if the consensus
was that the Commission redistribute any part of rhe TAC then Japan would like to be considered.
However, Japan was not in favour of reducing the "Cthers™ category by reallocations because such a
move would make the operations of some countries harder as it would be difficult not to overshoot
the timit imposed by any small amounts left remaining in the "Others" quota.

Under Agenda item 15(e), American plaice in Div, I3M, the delepate of Portugal proposed an amendment
to the Canadian proposal whereby the "Others" category would be reduced te 150 m.t, the USSR would
recelve 1,150 m.t, Portugal 500 m.t, and Canada 200 m. tons. The delegate of Spain proposed an
amendment to the Canadian proposal allocating 450 m.t te Spain. The Chairman reminded Commissicn
members that in the directed fisheries for cod and redfish there were by-catches of American plaice
and to change the "Others" category to more directed fisheries would almost assuredly result in over—
Eishing.

Under Agenda item 16(c), American plaice in Div. 3LNQ, the delegate of Spain proposed an amendment
to the Canadian proposal for Spain to obtain a quota of 450 m. tons.

Under Agenda item 16(d), Yellowtail flounder in Div. 3LHC, the ggigggge of_gggég noted that statistics
indicated an under-utilization of the stock and therefore proposed an amendment tc the Canadian pro=-
pesal for an allecation to Spain of 250 m. toas.

Under Agenda item 16(e), Witeh flounder in Div, 3NO, the delegate of Spain proposed an amendment

Under Agenda itew 16{[). Capelin, the Ch

¥ ] n pointed cut that the Commission had already accepted
the scientific advice that there bo no d

q [ishery for that stock.

Under Agenda item 16(g}, Squid {fillex} iun Subareas 3 and 4, the delegate vf Romania stated the
interest of his country in having a quota of that stock. The delegate of Spain,_?gferring once
again to the under-utilization of the stack, requested an amendment for an aliocation to Spain of
8,000 m. tons.

The delegate of Poland requested an amendment so that Poland would receive a 3,000 m.t quota and for
that purpose wmade a statement which he requested be recorded in the proceedings. {Sece Appendix VI)

The delepate of Canada pointed out that statistics indicated that the catches of squid in Subareas
J+4 had been very low in the last few years and requested thac if any delegate could inform the
Commission on how to increase the catch levels of that species Canada would be happy to make the
information available to all interested Parties.

The meeting adjourned for lunch at 1235 hrs.



3l

35.

37.

The meeting reconvened at 1520 hrs and the Chairman reminded the Commission that the delegates of the
Faroe dslands, Norwny and BEC had indicated earlier they would support the Canadian proposal in its
entirety for allocation of the stocks under discussion. As well, the delegates of Spain, Bulgaria
aud Portugal had wished to discuss the proposal on a stock by stock basis. The delegate ¢f Remania
re-emphasized his peoint made the previous day and stated that he could not accept the Canadian pro-
posal.in its entirety and that he reserved the position of his country.

The delegate of Portugal stated that he wished to withdraw his earlier amendment regarding the quotas
for 3NG cod and 3LND redfish and that instead favoured the original Canadian proposal with the follow-
ing amendment regarding American plalce in Div. 3M: Canada-200 m.t, Portugal-500 m.t, USSR-1,150 m.t,
Others-150 m. tons. The proposal was supported by the delegate of Canada. The delegate of Cuba

was against the Portuguese proposal and stated that he saw no reason for an increcase in quotas to the
three countries that were then more involved in che fishery. If greater amounts of the stock were
available it should be distributed ameng other members who were interested in entering the fishery
and not just the countries then inveolved. The delegate of Spain supported the Cuban position. In
support of his proposal, the delepate of Fortugal referred to Article XI, paragraph 4, of the Conven-
tion and reminded the members that Portugal had traditionally fished within that area and therefore
he felt that his proposal was in accordance with that Article,

T

5

¢ Chairman anncunced that the Commission would now consider the Canadian proposal as well as the
ysequent proposed amendments to thalt propoesal on a stock by steck basis.

Under Agends item 15(a), Cod in Div. 3M, the Chairman reiterated the previous Spanish pusition re-
questing a higher allecation of the stock and asked the delegate of Spain if he had a specific
amount in mind, The delegate of Spain proposed that his country's quota of cod in Div. 3M be in-
creased to 3,000 m. tons. There was no support for the Spanish proposal and the Canadian proposal
was accepted.

"Under Agenda item 16(a), Cod in Div. 3NO, the Chairman noted that the delegate of Portugal had with-

drawn his amendment to the Canadian proposal. The delegate of Spain stated that he was not satisfied
with the quota to Spain contained in the Canadian propesal but he would not propese an amendment to
that propeosal. The Canadian proposal was subsequently accepted.

Under Agenda item 15(d), Redfish in Div. 3M, the Chairman reiterated the Spanish and Bulgarian pro-
posals of amendments, There was no support for the Spanish amendment. Regarding the Bulgarian
amendment, the delegate of the EEC pointed out that the fishery was very important for the EEC which
planned to resume in 1984 its active participation and insisted on the maintenance of its quota.

There was no support for the Bulgarian amendment and subsequently the Canadian propesal was accepted.
The delegate of Bulgaria then proposed that the 2,000 m.t involved in his previous amendment be placed
totally within the "Others" category thereby providing no direct allocation tc Bulgaria, EEC or

Japan., There was no support for that proposal eilther. ’

Under Agenda item 16(b), Redfish in Div. 3LN, there was no support for the earlier Spanish amendment
for a quota of 1,500 m. tens. The Canadian proposal was accepted. The delegate of Spain pointed
out that the zero quotas for Redfish in Div, 3LN and 3M caused him great distress and wished the
Commission members to know that he would have difficulty recommending to his Government their
acceptance of that decision.

Under Apenda item 15{c}, Amcrican plaice in Div. 3M, there wias ne support for the previous Spanish
propesal. The proposed amendment to the original Canadian proposal put forth by the delegate of
Portugal was supported by Canada. As well, the delepate of Cuba withdrew his earlier objection to

that Portuguese amendment. The delegate of Spain objected to the Pertuguese propesal., The delegate
of Japan stated that he found it difficult to accept the Portugucse proposal as it would reduce the
"Others™ category to a’ low level and he fele that not too small an amount should be left to be fished
hy other countries which were not receiving nominal allocations. e further stated that Japan was
interested In receiving an allocation in the fishery and that although its vessels only caught about
60 m.t a year, they would feal uneasy about having caly 150 m.t left in the "Others” quota. The
delegate of the Faroe lslands stated that he had Jdifficulty in understanding the Portuguese proposal
as the statistics showed that there had been no Portuguese catches of that species in 1981 and 1982,
The delegate of Portugal reminded Commission members that the Portuguese flect had been fishing in
the area for centuries and informed the Commission that last year the situation al the Portuguese
Fiect was not good with the low catches being recorded. Furthermore, for the past threc or four
years 1t had been the policy of the Fisheries Commission to in effect freeze TAG's and that subjected
the Portuguese fleet to great hardship. His request was only to get 150 m.t more quota and it was

a matter of great importance to his Country. However, in order to avoid embarrassment to certain
delegations, the delegate of Portugal wished to withdraw his proposed amendment. The Canadian pro-
posal was subsequently accepted.

Under Agenda item 16{c), Americon plaice in Div, JLNO, the delegate of Portugal opposed the earlier
Spanish amendment for an allocation of 430 m. tons. Thete was no support for that Spanish proposal




39.

40.

42.

and subsequently the Canadian propesal was accepted.

proposed amendment and the Canadian proposal was accepted.
Under Agenda item 16{(e), Witch flounder in Div. 3NO, there was no support for the Spanish amcndment
and the Canadian proposal was accepted,

proposals of the delepates of Poland and Spain, Thgiﬁpgir' n neted that the delegate of Romania
disagreed with_the procedurc the Commisslon was usiﬁg to discuss the decisions on allocations for
Lthe stock., Me noted that there were three Coungries - Poland, Spain and Romania - that were in-
terested in having allocatlions of the stock and that rather than deal with each of the Parties'
proposals scpavately the stock sheuld be dealt with as a whole. The delegate of Romgnia therefore

proposed that the Tollowing alloeations be given: Romania-5,000 m.t, Spain-8,000 m.r, Poland-5,000
m.tons. The proposal of Romania was supporved by the delepgate of Spain.

Under Agenda item 16(g), Squid (77llex} in Snbareas 3 and 4, there was no support for the praevious

The delegate of Canada reminded the Commission that virtwally all of the squid fished from that stock
was taken within the Canadian 200-mile zone which meant that Canada allowed countries to fish that

- stock inside its jurisdiction. Some years ago the matter had been discussed at length in the

Commission and at that time it was made clear that che quotas available from the stock were practi-
cally to be caught eutirely within the Canadian zone. That was a rational agreement and Canada indi-
cated its willingness to allow a certain amount of entry into its zone as the Commissicn recognized
the position of Canada as a Coastal State, Ille further stated that he did not know how that compromise
position could be changed and indicated that Canada was still willing to allow the existing level of
entry inte the Canadian jurisdiction to [ish allocations of rhat particular stock at their present
level as proposed in the Canadian proposal, The delegate of Poland supported the Romanian proposal.

B stock and felt that It had a righr
to have a quota now hat iv had become o member of NAFO.  He stated that Spanish vessels were willing
to ish their quota cutside the Canadian jurisdiction,

his support for the Canadian proposal.

The meering adjourned at E745 hrs.

past experiences in treating the item under discussion and pointed out that the NAFD Convention
states that the coastal states should receive a special consideration. 1In the case of the Canadian
proposal, there were 12,000 m.t to be distributed amomg member Countries and he presumed that the
difference teo the TAC of 150,000 m.t was reserved for Canada and the EEC. The Romanian proposal
added up to a furcher 18,000 m.t and if the 5,000 m.t suggested for Peland in that proposal were
deducted, that would mean only a further 13,000 m.t remaining in the Romanian proposal for Romania
and Spain, The 13,000 m.t plus the 12,000 wm.t coantained iu the Canadian proposal would add up fo
25,000 m. vons. The delepate of Cuba wished to know whar was the Canadian position, i.e, if rhe
Capadian position was t5ﬁ5ﬁ1§ allow member countries to fisk 12,000 m.t within the Canadian zone
then Cuba would support the Canadian preoposal. On the other hand, if more squid was to be available
to be fished inside the Canadian zcue, then Cuba would ask for a proportional increase in its exist-
ing share. He further stated that before taking a final stand he would request that Canada clarify
its position on the matter, The delegate gf_thé USSR asked a similar questiocn.

In respense to those questions, the delegate of Canada stated that Canada had no intention of in-
creasing rhe fishery of other member countries inside the Canadian zone over the 12,000 m,c limit

as found in the Canadiau proposal. e pointed out that the delegate of Cuba had raised an interesring
and important question concerning the distribution between the existing recipients, as well as the
other countries represented in the Romanian proposal, if the Romanian proposal were accepted. The
Commission would have to decide what part of the total amount they would have to reallocate amongst
themselves. '

In response to questions from the delegate of the Faroce Islands, the delegate of Canada pointed out
that until new licenses to fish inside the Canadian zone had been issued to the other parties re- -
ceiving allocations within the 12,000 m.t ameount. Also, in accordance with Footnote 3 to the
Canadian proposal, there had been amounts of squid additional teo the 12,000 m.t negotiated bi-
laterally with other members ¢f NAFQO and those members had been issued licenses to fish those extra
amounts wichin the Canadian zene. The delegare of Canada re-emwphasized the Canadian position that
Parties receiving amy amounts exceeding the 12,000 m.t would not necessarily be given the right to
figch those extra amounts in the Canadian zone; that would have to be agreed bilaterally between

Canada and each of the other Parties concerned.




The delegate of Canada then pointed out that there had been a typograpbhical mistake in the original
proposal for allocations of squid in Subaveas 3+4. In the recent past a special allocation of

2,250 m.t had been set aside for allocation to Spain. Through an oversight that amount was not part
of the Canadian proposal. The delegate of Canada proposed te amend the original Canadian proposal
to include 2,250 m.t ler Spain which would mean the rotal amount for distribution among the menber
parties would now be 14,500 m. tons. The delegate of Spain asked if the 2,250 m.t proposed quata

wits o be Tished inside or ourside the Canadian zone.  The ﬂglcgutg of Canada pointed out that as

Lhe coastal state in question, Canada reserved the vight not to issue licenses to Parties that were
noet maintaining satisfuactory fishery relations with Canada.

1n order to clear up scme appaTrent misunderstanding by some Parties, the delegate of Canada explained
that if Canada did not issue any licenses to fish a MNAFO managed stock within the Canadian zone,
then the fishery could take place outside the Canadian zone.

The delegate of the Faroe lslands, in referring to the Canadian amendment, pointed out that the
Commission would now be treating Spain as Spain was treated as regards to cod in Div. 3NO and 3M,
and the delegate of the Faroe Islands supported that amendment to the Canadian proposal.

As no other comments were forthcoming, the Chairman called for a vote on the Canadian amended pro-
posal following the normal procedure that the last proposal put forth would be voted on firse. The
Canadlan proposal in its entirety was subsequently adopted with affirmarive votes being cast by
Bulparia, Canada, Cuba, EEC, Faroe Islands, GDR, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, USSR, and negative
votes being cast by Romania and Spain.

43, The delegate of the USSR made a statement to the effect that there scemed to be room for improvement
in the gencral principles by which the Fisheries Commission allocated TAG's. He noted however that
he was not putting forth a preoposal to change Lhe existing procedures but suggested that, before
the next annual meeting, each delegation could prepare its own set 'of proposais so that the distri-
bution of the TAC's would adhere to Article 11 and Article XI of the Convention, thereby perhaps
streamlining the operations of the Commission. He further noted that he was espacially concerned
that in some cases allocations given to some Parties were being under-utilized and in that regard,
disagreed with a pravious statement from the delegate of the EEC to the effect that under-utilization
was the best way for the conservation cof a stock. Furthermore, he indicated his intention to pre-
pare the relative proposals of the USSR in time for the next annual meeting.

44, The delegare of Romania indicated his disappeintment in the results of the vote on squid in Subareas
3+4 and pointed out that a very serious vital problem for the Romanian fishing fleet was not taken
into consideration. He repeated his objection to the Canadian proposal and reserved the general
position of the Romanian Government.

45, The Chairman of STACTIC presented the Report of STACTIC which covered Fisheries Commission Agenda
items 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14. In referring to Agenda item 9, Conservation and Enforcement Measures,

the Working Group_on Conservation and Enforcement Measures, was dealt with, with the exception of

items 1, 2 and 9 of that decument, which were referred to the Commisston. The Repert of STACTIC was

adopted as prescoted, {See Appendix Vi)
46.  The Chairman noted that the mandate of STACTIC did not permit it to deal with any changes to the

Conservation and Enforcement Measures. He therefore suggested that the Executive Secretary set up

a Croup to deal with the matter of Regularions in order té provide advice to the Commission and
suggested that the Executive Secretary invite participation from interested members to form such a
Group to deal with such matters and report back at the next annual meeting including the three items
referred back to the Commission by STACTIC. e further asked Commission Members to advise the
Executive Secretary of the name of the nominees for that technical group.

47.  Under Agenda item 20, Time and Place of Mext Meeting, it was agreed that the next meeting of the
Fisheries Commission would coincide with the time and place of the next annual meeting of the Gencral
Council. :

48, Under Agenda item 19, Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman, the delegate of Romunia propascd that

Dr, W, M. Murphy {Canada} be re-clecred Chairman for another twu-year term. That proposal was
seconded by the delegate ol the USSR who, in referring to Arviclie XILI, Secticen 4 of the Convention,
proposed that J. A. Varea {Cuba) also he re-clected as Vice-Chairman. The delegate of Pertugal
agreed with both proposals, which ware subsequently adopted,




49,

51,

Under Agenda item 17(a), Minimum Mesh Size for regulated proundfish species in the Regulatory Area
which are {ished in accordance with Schedule T of the Conservation and Fnforcement Measures of NA%b,
the delegate of Canada noted that the Report of STACTIC included a recommendation to the Commission
ro maintain essentially the old regulation on minimum mesh size for groundfish species in the
Regulatory Area. He noted that Canada had on several cccasions in the past proposed a new regulation
to provide a single minimum mesh size of 130 mm in the Regulatery Area to correspond with the Regula-
tions enforced within the Canadian 200-mile zone. He further pointed out that,while Canada did not
want to debate the matter, he would point out that Canada still believed that, as a practical matter,
vessels fishing in the Regulateory Area should be limited to a 130 mm mesh size to facilitate the
scientific analysis of catch rates of fleets fishing overlapping stocks on both sides of the Canadian
200-mile limit and to facilitate enforcement of the NAFO Regulations and to avoid the pessibility

of using the wrong size mesh in Canadian waters. The Chairman indicated that the item seemed to be

a regulation item and perhaps should be referred to the new group to be set up by the Executive
Secretary to deal with marters such as that. The suggestion was acceptable to the delegate of
Canada. The delegate of the USSR noted that in principle he had no objections to referring the item
te that Group but requested that the relative scieantific grounds for such proposals on mesh size be
gubmitted to the same Group to bhe discussed there.

Under Agenda item 21, Other Business, there were no other matters te raise.

Under Agenda item 22, Adjournment, the Chairman thanked all members of the Commission and adjourned
the meeting at Q015 hrs, 23 Seprember 1983,
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Sth ANNUAL MEETING OF NAFO

Leningrad, USSR ~ 14-23 September 1383

Figheries Commisszion

Agenda

OPENING PROCEDURES

1. Opening by the Chairman, Dr. W. Murphy (Canada)
Z. Appointment of Rapporteur

3. Adoption of Agenda

4, Admission of Observers

5.  Publicity

ABMINISTRATION

APPENDIX 1T

&, Approval of the Report of the Fourth Annual Meeting, September 1982 (FC Doc 82/1X/10, Revised)

7. Review of Commission Membership (See FC Doc 83/1X/2)

COMMISSI0N PROTOSALS

8. Status of Proposals

9. Conservarion and Enforcement Moasures

INTERNATEONAL CONTROL

10. Annual Return of Infriugeﬁents and review of corresponding forms (¥C Doc 83/TX/1)
l]f Fishing Vessel Registratibn

12. Enforcement in the Regulatory Area

13, Communicationsa with non-Members of NATO

L4, Report of STACTIC

15. Management Measures for fish stocks in the Regulatory Area

(a} Cod in Div. 3M
(b) Redfish in Div. 3M
(c) American plaice in Div., 3M

16. Management Measures for fish stocks overlapping national fishing limits

(a) Cod in Div. 3HC

(b) Redfish in Div. 3LN

(¢) American plaice in Div. 3LNO

(d) Yellowtail [lownder in Div., 3LNO
() Witch flounder in Div, 3NO

(f) <Capelin

() Squnid {TfLex) in Subarcas 3 and 4

170 Minimum mesh size for regolated pgroondilish specices In the Repolatory Area whilch are Tished In
accordance with Schedule I of the Conservation and Enforcement Measures of NAFD (See Section 31 ol

FC Doe B82/1%/10, Revised, page 4)
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OIUER MATTFRS

18. Review of the International Scientific Observer Program (See Section 32 of the above-mentioned FC Doc.)

19. Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman

ADJOURIMENT

20. Time and Place of Next Meetiug
21. Other Business

22. Adjournment
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NORTHWEST ATLANTIC FLSHERIES ORGANIZATION

FIFTH ANNUAL, MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1983

PRESS NOTICE

1. The Fifth Annual Meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization {NAYXO),
was held in Leningrad, USSR, during 14-23 September 1983, under the chairmanship
of Dr V. K. Zilanov, President of NAFO and Head of the USSR Delegation. The
sessions of the General founcil and Fisherles Commission were held 19-23 September
and the sessions of the Sclentifie Councll [rom 14-23 September.

- 2. Attending the meeting were delegates from the following Contracting Parties:
Aulgaria, Canada, Cuba, European Economic Community (EEC), Denmark for the Faroe
Islands, German Democratic Republic, Japan, Worway, Pocland, Portugal, Romania,
Spain and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Spain acceded to the Convention
basic to NAFO on the 31 August 1983 and became member of all the constituent bodies
of NAFO.

No observers were present at the neeting.

3. Mr V. Kamentsev, Minister of the Fisheries of the USSR cpened the meeting of the
General Council and addressed the delegates then and at a brilliant receptioca,
later the same day, also held at the magnificent Congress Hall of the Pribaltiyskaya
Hotel in Leningrad.

4. The Scientific Council met to consider matters of scientific interest including a
sympusium on trophic relationships among marine species of the Norchwest Atlantic.
It alsc provided scientific advice to the Fisheries Commission for the management
of certain f£ish stocks.

5. The Scientific Council elected the following officers for 1984-85: Chairman of the
Scientific Council - V. A. Rikhter (USSR}; Vice~Chairman of the Scientific Council -
J. Messtorff - European Economic Community; Chairman of STACFIS - J. Carscadden
(Canada)}; Chairman of STACPUB - J. Messtorff {(ex officia).

6. On the basis of the scientific advice provided by the Scientific Council from its
meeting in June 1983, agreement was reached on conservaction and management measures
for 1984 regarding total allowable catches (TAC's) and allocations for certainr fish
stocks, three of which are entively outside the Canadiaun 200 mile fishing zone, in
NAFO Division 3M, and six overlap the 200 mile fishing zone in Divisions 3L, 3N and
30 (Table 1). Allocations were also made [or the 1984 TAC for the short-finned
squid {Illex illecebrosus) in Subarcas 3 and 4.

7. The Fisheries Commlission re~elected both Dr W. M. Murphy (Canada) as Chairman and
J. A. Varea (Cuba) as Vice-Chairman for the next two years.

a, The Fisherles Commission proceeded further with the revision of details of forms
and schedules related to the NAFD Conservation nnd Enlorvement Measuros.

9. The Rules of Procedure of the General Council were studied but a final decision
was still not possible.

10. The General Council re-elected Dr V. K. Zilanov (USSR), President of NAFQ and
Chairman of the Council for another two-year period and elected Mr L. E. Andreasen
(EEC) Vice~Chairman of zhe Council during the same period.

23 September 1983 Office of the NAFO Secretariat
Pribaltiyskaya Hotel, Leningrad,
USSR
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5th ANNGAL MEETING OF NATQ

Leningrad, USSR - 14-23 September 1983

FTisheries Commisgicon

Statement of the Delegate of Romania

"1 should like to cxplain the reascns for tihe absence of my Country from the- past two NAFO meetings.
First of all, T would like to point out that Romarnia attaches a real interest to our Organization and to the
international cooperation with the view to ensure the conservation and coptimum utilization of the fishery

resources in the area to which our Cenvention applics.

Unfortunacely, because of small quotas my Country was obliged to stop, on a temporary basis, its
1
fishing activities in the NAFO Area. As a2 matter of fact it is just impossible to organize any fishery
operation with & 500 ton quota which represents the total Romanian allocation for the year., I do not

"quota" is the appropriate one.

know if in this particular case the word
I also should like to point out that Romania is geographically disadvantaged by being coastal to a
semi-enclosed sea which is poor in biological resocurces and situated in & sub-region alse lacking in such
resources. T rafer here to the Black Sea and the Mediterramean Region. The average annual catch in the
Black Sea is totally insufficient te cover the requirements of a population'of 22 million inhabitants. In
order to secure the quantities of protein needed by its populdtiOn, Romania has developed its fishery

fleet.

T furnished all these details in order to facilitate the understanding of our position concerning
national quotas.
t
Starting from an economical point of wview, we consider it is absolutely necessary to have a minimum
allocation of six to seven thousand tons. per year, otherwise it is not possible to cover the general ex-
penses of the fishing activity. I am convinced, Mr. Chairman, that during this ;ession, in the spiric
of close cooperation we will be able to form an appropriate selution which will permit the operations

of the Romanian fishing vessels in the area of our Convention, this problem being vital for my Country."
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Sth ANNUAL MEETIRG OF NAFO

Leningrad, USSR — 14-23 September 1983

Statement of the delegate of Poland

Referring to the question of squid quotas 1 would like te describe briefly the squid consumption
change in the internal Polish fish market which teook place during the last few years. 1In spite of the
fact thar squid cannot be regarded as a traditional fish product of Poland, the implementation of 200 mile
exclusive fishing zones negatively affected, to a large extent, the maegnitude and diversity of fish pro-
ducts available in our market today te meet the minimum needs of our scciety. In terms cof fish protein
and consumption per capita, we have no other way but to popularize fish products relatively new to our con-
sumers, such as squid. We have managed to succeed in that respect during the last few years, bearing in
mind the general shortage of fish products in my Country. To be more sﬁecific, I can present you with a
few figures regarding the squid consumption increase in Poland: 1n 1980, 3,000 m.t of squid products

wore consumed; in 1981 it rose to 5,000 m.t; and in 1982, about 6,500 m.t were sold,

The demand for squid products during the firsc half of this year has increased and in 1983 it may
reach about 10,000 m.t. The bulk of squid is supplied to the market in a frozen state, as round fish,
tubes, or. separate arms {(tentacles). Increasing amounts are sold as ready-made products of different

types for immediate consumption.

Taking inteo account the previous much higher level of our squid catches in the ICNAF/NAFQ Area (di.e.,
in 1979, 10,500 m.t) and the presently observed decline of fish protein supplies in Poland, I would like
to request a reasonable, and 1 hope acceptable, increase of our squid quota for 1984 to 5,000 m.t. The
catch taken in that [ishery will be used entirely for consumption within the Polish internal market and

therefore in no way will be competing with Canadian squid products on the international market.
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NORTUWEST ATLANYIC FISHERIES ORGANIZATION

FIFTH ANNUAL MEETING - SEPTEMBER 1933

Preliminary
rreliminary

Standing Committee on Interpational Control (STACTIC)

Monday, 19 September, 1100 hrs-1300
Wednesday, 21 September, 0915 hrs-0945
Thursday, 22 September, 0910 hre-1000

1. The Fifth Annual Meeting of STACTIC was opened by the Chairman, Mr. A. A. Volkov (USSR). Delegates
from Buglaria, Canada, Cuba, Denmark for the Faroes, European Economic Commurnity, Cerman Democratie
Republic, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain and USSR were prescent.

Z. Appointment of Rapporteur ~ The Executive Secretary was appolnted Rapporteur.
3. Adoption of Agenda - The provisional agenda was accepted as circulated. (See Attachment 1)
4.  Consideration of Conservation and Enforcement Measures - The study of FC Doc 82/VI/2 Revised, except

for items 8 and 10 which had already been effected, was carried out with the following results:

The {ommittee agreed to recommend teo the Fisheries Commission items 1, 2 and 9, without forming an
opinion because of their complexity.

as important to the enforce-

Regarding irem 5, the Cuban delegate supplied immediately the Committee with some pertinent drawings

and the USSR delegation promised to supply some more as soon as possible.

As concerncd item 6, the Committee was of -the opinien that the Polish-type chafer should be allowed

to_cover the whole length of the codend inclusive of any lengthener or lengtheners and that there-
fore, for proper clearness of the measures and clarity of their enforcement, that should be made
clear from the text of Schedule VI.

The Committee also_agreed with the proposal contained in item 7 and the Canadian delegate further
added that the Fisheries Commission should also consider the addition of a mew item (h) reading:
"Division to be fished",

The Committee also agreed to recommend to the Commission that under item 11 the date on Rules 11
and 12 of Part IV be changed to _lst of July.

The Committee wished to emphasize the importance of item 12 as relating to enforcement and consequently

The situation vegarding item 13 should remain as it was until such time as a Contracting Party
-decided to bring a new proposal to the Commission,

The Committee

agreed to recommend to the Fisheries Commission that Schedule T1T of Part ¥ should

ound fresh welght" - as Lt was defined In the STATLANT forms.

5. Item 5 of the Agenda comprised two main considerationms:

5a) Review of Annual Return of Infringements
5b) Review of Corresponding Reporting forms

Under 5a) an extensive exchange of information took place but the main points were that the EEC and
Portugal showed that they had posted Rerurns some time before the meeting and provided the Secretariat
with copies of rhose returns which were circulated among the representatives. The Faroes stated that
they had nothing to report and Romania that, as communicated previously to the Commission, they had
not fished during 1983, '
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Under 5b) it was agrecd: 1) on form STACTIC 1, to insert the word "Apparent" always before "infringe—
ment”, to write "vessels” for "ships" and to write "Contracting Party Repoerting” for "Reported by".

2) on form STACTIC 2A to write "Conservation and Enforcement Measures™ ip
the title, to insert the word "Apparent" always before "infringement" and to write "Contracting Party
Reporting' for "Reported by".

3) on form STACTIC 2B to write "Conservation and Fnforcement Measures" in
the title and "Contracting Party Reporting" for "Reported by". In form 2B there was no call for the
word "apparent” before "infringement™

STACTIC form 3 was reviewed and approved. It was understood however that the designation of "Which
division" was dependent on the approval by the Fisheries Commission of the proposed changes to the
Rule IIT B.2Z.

Arrangements for Enforcement in the Regulatory Area during 1983 were reported by the Contracting
Parties.

The USSR reported that UMBRINA had servad for 110 days and BERIX for 91 days in 1983. 47 foreign
vessels had been boarded and inspected,as follows:

17 Spanish
5 Canadian
14 Poertuguese
2 Faroes
2 Japanese
. 7 Cuban

The IKARVS had started inspection duty on % September 1983 and in 1984 twe fishing vessels should
carry on those duties. Copies of the Reports of the Imspections carried out in 1983 were toc be
delivered as soon as possible. ‘

Poland confirmed that the inspector communicated by the Polish authorities had been active as per
NAFO Circular Letter 83/33. Portugal reported that during 1983 it had not been possible to carry
out any inspecting duties and that the Portuguese authorities were hoping to carry out inspections
during 1984 from Z fishing vessels. The Farces reported no inspecticns had been possible during
1983 although the inspecter which had been communicated by NAFO Circular Letter 83/24 had been
active on board a Canadian surveying vessel during 1983. Romania confirmed that there had been no
fishing by Romanian vessels during 1983 and no inspccting duties. For notice of apparent infringe-
ments they asked that Circular Letter 83/17 be corrected to read:

Department ef Food Tndustry
by post: Piata Walter Maracineanu 1-3
Bucharest, Remania

by telex: 11192-Bucharest, Romania
Actn, Mr. Vintila Rotaru, Deputy Minister

Cuba confirmed its previous notices, Tt had had inspectors on board fishing vessels and Canadian

inspection vessels, but their activities had been limited as explained previously.
;

Canada discriminated in detail its enforcement effort in NAFO waters in 1982 and 1983:

(January 1 - August 31)

Sea Days 1982 79
1983 89 - Planned to achieve 125 to
end of year
Inspections 1382 - 98
1983 38
Alr Survelllance 1582 . : 377 hours
1983 145 hours - Planned to reach 375
to cnd ef year
Vessel Sightings 1982 M - 597

3LNO -2270 (included sightings in-
side Canadian zone in
3LNO}

1983 M - 279
3LNO - 839 (inside Canadian zone
included)
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Apparent Violations 1982 1 Mesh Size
1983 1 Mesh Size, Closed Area, Chafer

Included in the above figures were reported activities of vessels of non~member nations as follows:

COUNTRY YEAR SIGHTINGS # DIFFERENT VESSELS INSPECTTONS
spain 1982 1953 61 67
. 1983 398 51 41
Panama 1982 & 1 pair 2
1983 35 _ 5 : 2
Korea 1982 . % 1 0
1983 6 1 2
Mexico 1982 99 4 pairs o]
1983 45 4 pairs 0
Veneczuela 1982 ‘ 7 Z 0
1983 . 0 0 0
U.S.4. 1982 3 . 2 3
1983 4 3 0
Chile 1982 S0 0 ) 0
1983 8 1 ]

The delegate of Canada also informed that in due time Canada would inform the Committee regarding the
Canadian representative on the future Enforcement Planning Working Group (See FC Doc 82/1X/10, Rev.,
App. V, item 16, pg. 21).

The Chairman gave the floor to the Executive Secretary whe cxplained that he had written not only to
the Foreign Departments of Mexico, Chile and Panama as reported in Attachment 1 to Appendix 4 of
Circular Letter 83/48 repeated in Attachment 1 to Appendix 6 of Circular Letter 83/55 but also communi-
cated with the Foreign Department of Venezuela and repeated his contacts with Mexico, Chile and

Panama,

The Chilean vessel seemed to be the one more in order relative to NAFO regulations, although obvicusly
not abiding by them., The Venezuelan and Mexican Governments have appeared to be those most interested
in learning about NAFQ regulations. Panama has shown an absclute indifference to the whole process
not having even acknowledged the Executive Secretary’s letters.

Tt was agreed that the mext meeting of STACTIC would ceincide with the time and place of the next
annual meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 1300 hrs.

The meeting was reconvened at 0915 of 21 September, and the Chairman gave the flecor to the delegate

of Canada whe introduced the need ro_cemsider Schedule IV of Part V in order that the Fisherles

Commission would be quite aware of 1ts definitive final form.

He suggesred that STACTIC could recommend that the mesh size now applying to Redfish in 3M should
also apply in 3L and that all the notes 1, 2 and 3 should be mentioned at the top of the column
headed Mesh Size. Nobody objected te either suggestien although it was agreed that some editing
might have to be introduced either in the Schedule or in the Rule IT B.2 as the reason for the lack
of mention of Note 3 was the fact that it referred to seine nets where Rule 11 B.2 at the moment
only referred to trawl mets. This was agreed.




11,

1z,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17,

18,

15,

20.

- 25 - APPENDIX VII (cont'd)

The delegate of Canada then referred to the importance of the timely submission of provisional
statistics for enforcement and control. The Executive Secretary had constantly reminded Contracting
Parties of their obligation to keep up-to-date statistics but the situation for some of them was
atill not improved.

The Executive Secretary elucidated the Committee that the communication with the Venezuelan authori-
ties had been recent and not in consequence of any bearding but simply as a result of an enquiry
from their Embassy.

The Canadiuan delegate informed that their inspectors had recently boarded a South Korean vessel and
the corresponding report was on its way te the Executive Secretary.

The meeting was adjourned at 0945.
The meeting was reconvened at 0910 on 22 September. The Chairman gave the floor to the Canadian
delegate who had an important matver on control and censervation of resources to bring te the

attention of the Committee.

The Canadian delegate made the attached report, (See Attachment 2)

The Portuguese delegate in replyvalso made a report. (See Attachment 3)

The Executive Secretary confirmed rhat he had informed the Portuguese Government of the letter re-
ceived from the Canadian authorities on the subject and that it had not yet received copy of any
reports of beardings related to the matter.

Some small corrections were introduced in the rtext of the 2nd Draft of the STACTIC Heport and the
Canadian delegate profitted from the cccasion to call the attention to the relationship between the
paragraphs 2.2 and 6 of FC Doc 82/VI/2 Revised which had been previously studied by the Committee.
This was noted.

The Executive Secretary proposed that, in order to maintain, in Schedule VI of Part V (see Attachment
4) of the Conservation and Enforcement Measures, as the Canadian delegation had proposed, the reference
to all notes 1 to 3 at the head of the column entitled "Mesh Size', he proposed to elimipate the word
"rawl" on the second line of Rule IL B.2 of the Measures. This was agrecd. (See NAFO/FC Doc B2/IX/13
Corrigendum-Revised.)

The meeting was adjourned at 1000.
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5th Annual Meating of NAFO
Leningrad, USSK ~ 14-23 September 1983

Standing Committee on International Conmtrol {STACTLC)
Agenda

Opening by the Chairmanm, Mr. A. A. Volkov (US5R)

Appointment of Rapporteur

Adoptien of Agenda

Consideration of Conservation and Emforcement Measures

Review of Annual Return of Infringements and of corresponding teporting forms (¥C Dec 83/IX/1)

Review of Registration of Vessels fishing in the Regulatory Area
Fnforcement in the Regulatory Area

Communications with non-Members of NAFO

Time and Place of Next Meeting

Other Business

Adjournment
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Report by the delegate of Canada

The delegation of Canada veported to STACTIC its Government's grave concern regarding the over-
lishing of Redfish by one of NAFO's regulatory members, namely Portugal, in the Divisions 3LN and 3M
of the Regulatory Area. It was reported that as of August 8th, Portugal had caught according to infor-

mation recorded in boarding reports of Canadian Inspection Officers, the fellowing amounts:

Redfish Allocations Catch
LN 850 mt ' 1,552.7 mt
3M 600 mt 4,679.4 mt

These catches include information from both Inspectors boarding reports within the NAFO Regulatory
“Area and the Canadian 200-mile fishing zone, which will be forwarded to the NAFO Secretariat and the
Government of Portugal by Canada. However, the Canadian representative noted that the above catch in-

formatrion had been transmitted in separate reports outlining their concerns relative to this overfishing.
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Revort by the delegate of Portugal

The Portuguese delegate, after quoting a2 number of rules of the Scheme of Joint International
Enforcement which were relative to reporting, declared that his Government had nrot received until
then, either dirvectly from the Canadian Goverpment, or from the Executive Secretary of NAFO, any
one of the inspection reperts required by the Scheme, in which any infraction for fishery beyond
the quotas allocated to Portugal had been cited.

As he had understéod from the statement of the Canadian delegate the data put forward weuld be
totals given out by the Canadian computers, but he had heard no specification of places, dates,
vessels and other information necessary to a serious inquiry.

He would profit from the occasion to inform that he had knowledge of thié matter through a note
recently sent to his Government by the Canadian Goverﬁment and a Commission of Tnquiry was immediately
pstablished to investigate it thoroughly with a view to apply the necessary sanctions if the conclu-

sions furnish the information for successful trials.
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SCHERULE 1V

Authorized Mesh Size of Nets

APPENDIX VII (cont'd)
Attachmeat 4

Area

Regulated Species

Mesh Size
(see Notes 1, 2 and 3 below)

a} Regulatory

Area

Atlantic cod, Gadus morhua L.

Atlantic haddock, Mefanogtammus aegfedinus (L.)
Atlantic halibut, Hippoglosasus hippoglossus (L.)

Witch, Glypfocephafus cynoglessus (L.)

Yellowtail flounder, Limanda fernugines (Storer)
American plaice, Hippoglossoddes platesscdides (Fab.)
Greenland halibut, Redinhardtiuvs hippoglossodldes (Walb.)
Pollock (saithe}, Polfachius vingns (L.)

White hake, Utophycis Zenudls (Mitch.) 130 mm
Short-finned squid, I&fex {llecebresus (LeSueur) 60 mm
b) Division 3L o
and M Redfish, Sebasfes sp. 130 mm
NOTES: 1. Other than for short-finned squid, Ilisx Zllecebrosus, for which mesh sizes are
irrespective of the material, these mesh sizes relate to manila twine netting.
2. When trawl nets or parts thereof made of materials other than manila are used, the
appropriate mesh size shall be as shown below:
(a) such part of any trawl net made of hemp, polyamide fibres, or
polyester fibres 120 mm
(b) such part of any trawl net made of any other materials 130 mm
3. When seine nets are used 110 mm
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