Report of the

20" Annual M eeting of NEAFC
5 - 9 November 2001



1. Wecomeaddressby the President ..o, 4

2. Adoption of theagenda...........ccccceeeiiiiiiiee e 5
3. Establishment and arrangementsfor the Finance and
Administration COMMITIEE........cceeviiiiiiiiii e 5
4. Report by the Advisory Committee on Fisheries Management... 5
5. Report by the Working Group on Blue Whiting..........cccoevveen. 5
6. Catch statisticSfor 2001.........cceveieiiiiiiiiree e 6
7. Conservation and management measuresfor: ............cccccceeeenne 6
a) Redfish stocks/stock componentsin the Irminger Sea and NAFO area........ 6
b) Bluewhiting (combined stock, Sub-areas|-1X, XIl and XIV.) ....cccccveevenneee. 8
c) Norwegian spring spawning (Atlanto-Scandian) herring .........cccccceeveieneee. 9
d) Mackerel (combined Southern, Western, and North Sea spawning
COMPONENES) ...ttt ettt sttt e et et e st e s besbeebeese e e e st e e e e e nbenbeseeebenreas 10
€) RocKall haddOCK.........cceieeiiieieieceee e 10
1) DEEP-SEATPECIES. ...oocuieeiie ettt ettt re e e nre e 11
g Answer to letter from OSPAR on the impact of fisheries and the State of
some stocks where NEAFC is the competent authority..........ccccoeeeeveeveeceeceenee. 12
8. Relationshipswith other International Organisations........... 13
a) Cooperation anongst regiond fisheries management organisations
(RFMOs) in the North AtlantiC region..........ccceecieeieeiie e 13
b) Processesin FAO and other international bodies...........ccoeveeeiiveieeccieenen. 13
(ST o5'= AV g1 o0 £ 7S 15
d) Information from the Secretarial...........ccccceeverieeieeie i 15
9. TheNEAFC Schemeof Control and Enforcement.................... 16
10. Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Computerisation of the
NEAFC SECretarial.........ccccuvviieiieiiiiiiiiiiee e ssiiieeee e 18
11. Non-Contracting Partiesand possible measures.................... 20
12. Working Group on the Futureof NEAFC ..........cooociiveeeeenns 22
) Dispute SEIEMENT.......c.oceeeee e 22
b) Rulesgranting observer status at NEAFC meetings........cccocoveeveveveesieennene 25
C) Cooperation WIth FAO ..o 25
d) Guiding expectations Of NEW ENrantS..........ccovererererenieeieeese e 25
13. NEAFC and the precautionary approach ............ccccccvveeeenns 26
14. Request for scientificadViCe.........cccceeeeieiiiiiieiee e 27
15. Report of the Finance and Administration Committee.......... 27
a) Audited accounts for the year ended 31 December 2000 and preliminary
statements for 2001 (t0 30 SEPLEMDEY) ....cceveevieeiieeee e 28
b) Adoption of the budget for 2002 and budget estimate for 2003................... 28
c) Review of the annua contribution of Contracting Parties with reference to
Article 17.4 €) of the CONVENLION...........ccceeiieeiieiie e 28
d) Alternative office accommodation for NEAFC ..o 28
16. Arrangementsfor future meetings.......cccccccvveveeeeeeeeiiiieiiienns 28
a) Annual Meetingsin 2002 and 2003 ...........ccooerererenerenieeeeee e 28

b) Meetingsin subsidiary bodies of NEAFC ..........ccccovevieeceicese e 29



17. Pressstatementsand other reports of the Commission’s

1o L =3RS 29
18. ANy Other DUSINESS........coviiiiiiie e 29
Annex A — Opening Statements............... Error! Bookmark not defined.

Welcome address by the President, Einar Lemche...Error! Bookmark not defined.
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe I dands and Greenland) ....Error! Bookmark not
defined.

POLANG......eeeeeeeee e Error! Bookmark not defined.
TheRussian Federation..........cocevvvevenenenenenienennens Error! Bookmark not defined.
Extracts from Opening Statements, which were made verbally Error! Bookmark
not defined.

Annex B—Agenda..............cccccciiiininnnen. Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex C — NEAFC Activity Report: December 2000— October 2001
................................................................. Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex D - Transparencies presented by | CES.. Error! Bookmark not
defined.

Annex E — Catches of deep-sea non-regulated resources............ Error!
Bookmark not defined.

Annex F — Request to | CES regarding redfish...... Error! Bookmark not
defined.

Annex G — Recommendation on management measures on pelagic

fishery for redfish for 2002...................... Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex H — Verbatim record of intervention made by the Head of the
EU Delegation.........ccccceeeeeviiiiieene e Error! Bookmark not defined.

Annex | — Statement by Norway on blue whiting.. Error! Bookmark not
defined.
Annex J - Recommendation on management measur esfor Norwegian

spring spawning herring for 2002............ Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex K - Recommendation on management measur es for macker el
fOr 2002...ceieeeeeeieee e Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex M — Observer reports................... Error! Bookmark not defined.

Sixth Annual Conference of the Partiesto the Convention on the Conservation
and Management of the Pollock Resour cesin the Central Bering Sea........ Error!
Bookmark not defined.

|CES Annual Science Conference (2001) and the 89™" Statutory M eeting:
ObServer’ SREPOIT: ..o Error! Bookmark not defined.
INTERNATIONAL BALTIC SEA FISHERY COMMISSION Error! Bookmark
not defined.

Annex N —Mandatesto PECCOE ........... Error! Bookmark not defined.
PECCOE MANDATE 1 On port state contral ....... Error! Bookmark not defined.
PECCOE MANDATE 2 On return messages and record numbers ......... Error!
Bookmark not defined.

PECCOE MANDATE 3 On the Control of Transhipment Operationsin the
NEAFC Regulatory Area.......cccoceeeeveneneneneneseeen, Error! Bookmark not defined.
PECCOE MANDATE 4 On Joint Fishing Operationsin the NEAFC
Regulatory Area.......cccccveieeiiieiie e Error! Bookmark not defined.



PECCOE MANDATE 5 On Conversion Factors ....Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex O — Mandate for the Ad Hoc Working Group on

Computerisation ........ccceeeeeeeeeiciineeeneenenns Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex P — Additional measuresto counteract activities by non-
Contracting Parties..........cccoecveeeiiiinennns Error! Bookmark not defined.

Flagging and Licensing of Non-Contracting Party Vessds......... Error!
Bookmark not defined.
Annex Q — Recommendation for rules granting observer status at

NEAFC MeetingS.....cccceeeevvvviieeeee e Error! Bookmark not defined.

Annex R — Request to ICESfor scientific advicefor 2002.......... Error!

Bookmark not defined.

Annex S—Pressrdease..........ccceeeeeeeeennnn. Error! Bookmark not defined.
SUMMANY ..ttt nre e ans Error! Bookmark not defined.

Detailed overview of the management measures....... Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex T — Report of the Finance and Administration Committee

................................................................. Error! Bookmark not defined.
Outturn for 2000 and Expected Outturn for 2001.....Error! Bookmark not defined.

Draft Budget Estimatefor 2003..........ccccceveeviveeiienennn. Error! Bookmark not defined.
Contributionsfrom Contracting Parties.................... Error! Bookmark not defined.
Increasein rental from 1 April 2001 .........ccccvvervennne. Error! Bookmark not defined.
Any other buSINESS.........cccooeeiice e, Error! Bookmark not defined.
a) Audit COMMIttee........ccceveveeiieeiie e Error! Bookmark not defined.
b) NEAFCWEDSHE......cccoviririceeeree e Error! Bookmark not defined.
(o) I AN [} (o =T Error! Bookmark not defined.
Annex U — List of participants................. Error! Bookmark not defined.
d DENMARK (ON BEHALF OF THE FAROE ISLANDS AND
GREENLAND) ...ttt Error! Bookmark not defined.
D) TheEU...eeeeee e Error! Bookmark not defined.
C) ICELAND. ..ot Error! Bookmark not defined.
d) NORWAY ..ot Error! Bookmark not defined.
€)  POLAND ...t Error! Bookmark not defined.
f)  RUSSIAN FEDERATION .......ccccocevveiieenae Error! Bookmark not defined.
g OBSERVERS ... Error! Bookmark not defined.

1. Wecomeaddressby the President

The Presdent welcomed delegations from the Contracting Parties, representatives of
intergovernmenta  organisations and obsarvers from non-Contracting Parties. He
condders thaa NEAFC has now grown into a mature organisstion and will act
correspondingly during this week. He drew attention to the Activity Report of the
Secretariat (Annex C), which showed that the year since the 19" Annud Mesting
(2000) has been rather active. In addition to the services rendered to Contracting
Parties, and saverd mestings in the subsidiary bodies of the Commisson, NEAFC has
adso increesed its internationd profile. The momentum in international cooperation
under UNCLOS has been maintained in 2001 and NEAFC has been represented at
severd medtings atempting to further fisheries management to help conservation and
rationd utilisstion. Reports from these meetings were tabled. Problems in reaching



political consensus on management measures and new items have been added to the
agenda

The President’ swdlcome address is found in Annex A.

Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland), the EU, Norway, the
Russan Federation, lcdand and Poland made opening statements. The importance of
reeching agreement on dispute settlement procedures, opening meetings of the
Commisson to norrgovernmental organisations (NGOg and reaching agreement on
mackerel and Atlanto-Scandian spring spawning herring and  blue whiting  were
mentioned. Deep-sea fisheries is dso a matter of concern, as seen by the media and in
the letter from OSPAR. It was noted that the Reykjavik conference on “Responsble
Fisheries in the Marine Ecosysem” had aso sent a cler message. The Scheme of
Control and Enforcement is a world leader, which has led to NEAFC being asked to
assd in deveoping VMS sysems as far away as the Southern Pecific; however, it
can dill be improved and made more efficient. Concern was expressed about the state
of cach datigics and activities by non-Contracting Parties in the Regulatory Area
Findly, the need to manage fisheries on afirm scientific basis was stressed.

The opening daements that are avalable in writing are included in Annex A. The
President appreciated the willingness expressed by al deegations to work hard to
resolve outstanding issues.

2. Adoption of the agenda
The agenda was adopted without changes (Annex B).

The Presdent suggested some changes in the sequence in which the agenda items
were taken and indicated how he would ded with different topics under each agenda
item.

The obsarver representing the Internationa Maritime Organisation indicated that he
wished to inform the meeting about IMO discussons on the topic of IUU fisheries
under agendaitem 8.2.

3. Establishment and arrangements for the Finance and
Administration Committee

It was agreed that the Chairman, Andrew Thomson (EU), will convene the medtings
of the Committee in pardld with Commisson medtings in consultation with the
Secretariat. The Committeg sreport isgiven in Annex T.

4. Report by the Advisory Committee on Fisheries
M anagement



The Chairman of ACFM presented an overview of the generd date of stocks in the
Convention Area, including information on the number of stocks indde and outdde
safe biological limits, the number of stock where biomass is below By, and stocks are
fished aove Fpa  He outlined the problems in providing advice. His presentation is
givenin Annex D.

5. Report by the Working Group on Blue Whiting

The Working Group has not met snce the lag Annud Mesting as it is awaiting
agreement between the coastal States.

6. Catch statisticsfor 2001

It was agreed to task the Secretariat to prepare a consolidated table on catches based
on data submitted by Contracting Parties.

The daidics were discussed in connection with discussons of management advice
for the different stocks. In addition to the basic table, the Secretariat produced a table
in which catches under the cooperation quota, and catches in the Svabard and Jan
Mayen area, are given separately. The Secretariat also produced a table on reported
catches of nonregulated resources (Annex E).

Norway wished to state that it had been discovered at coasta state meetings that there
were severe problems with catch datistics. It was necessary to be able to trust that
catch figures were right, if quota management was to make any sense. Norway urged
al paties to work hard to restore confidence in catch figures. The EU and Iceland
concurred. The President noted that this was as important for NEAFC as for coastal
states.

7. Conservation and management measuresfor:

a) Redfish stocks/stock componentsin the lrminger Sea and NAFO area
Documentation: Extracts from ACFM report 2001 on redfish stocks in the Irminger
Seaand NAFO Area, AM 20-12

The Chairman of ACFM introduced the ACFM advice on redfish (Annex D).

The EU had searched in the report for indications of improved recruitment, which had
been expected for East Greenland, and dso asked about information from the survey
this summer. The Chairman of ACFM responded that ACFM had not considered the
survey this summer, but he had the impresson that this did not differ dgnificantly
from last year. As regards recruitment, the EU noted that there had been a strong
pulse of recruitment in 1999, and it had been observed both above and below 500 m
and in demersd fisheries on the lcdandic shef. The EU confirmed that the survey
had not shown big changes. The Scientific Committee of NAFO had reviewed the
urvey in September. Didribution was not sgnificantly different from earlier surveys.
lcdland wanted to make a presentation on the results of the survey and volunteered



one of the lcdandic scientists, Thorseinn Sigurdsson, who had coordinated the
survey, to make the presentation. This survey, coordinated under the ICES umbrdla,
esimated the abundance above 500 m hydroacoudticdly and abundance below 500
with peagic trawl.

lcdand opened the discusson on management dating, that following their objection
on one gock management, lcdand had implemented two sock management
nationdly, based on defining two geographical areas for each stock. The results of
this system were successful and caiches corresponded to the expected stock
composition. Icdand drew dtention to the conclusons of the Permanent Committee
on Control and Enforcement (PECCOE) in February, dating that area-based
management would not be difficult to implement. lcdand dso found that Statements
from ACFM in thear May meeting supported the Icelandic approach. lcdand then
made a presentation on their experiences, which indicated that it is possble to
manage the two stock elements based on geographic aress.

The Presdent asked how the lcdandic syssem would affect recommendations by
NEAFC and dlocations. ACFM informed the meeting that there is no quantitative
information making it possble to st TACs for the two gocks. Iceland noted that the
surveys seemed to indicate a 50-50 split. Norway queried the effect of changes in
temperature on such digtribution. lceland responded that, in the period 1995-2001,
digribution of the fishery had been very sable, but no data made a comparison with
the Stuation in the early 1990s possible. The Faroe Idands informed the meeting that
a gmilar picture had dso been observed in the Faroese fishery. The EU found no
scientific bads for the area lit; there could be a reversd in didribution next year.
lcdand found confirmation in the ACFM's response to a NEAFC request, which
dated clearly that there was a geographica separation between the upper and lower
component. Russa gppreciated the differences in opinion and approaches. Russan
scientists had darted to explore this area a long time ago. Their research did not
support the split into two components.  There may be changes in biologica processes
over the year. Russa was convinced that there is no scientific basis for splitting this
sock into two parts. lceland drew attention to scientific journds and the advice given
by ACFM. NEAFC should aso incorporate the Precautionary Approach and give the
fish the bendfit of the doubt. The EU did not read the scientific advice in the same
way as lcdand. ACFM dated that the stock structure was uncertain. Later they stated
that the links between the stock components are generdly unknown. The EU could
therefore not support the position of Iceland.

The Presdent summed up that there seemed to be a difference in opinion between
delegations. Icdand proposed edtablishing a line of separation in accordance with
lcdandic nationd measures. The TAC should be split in two equa parts, which then
should be alocated to Contracting Parties.

Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) informed the meeting that
grids were now mandatory in the shrimp fishery in East Greenland in order to reduce
bycatches of smdl redfish. They noted earlier the proposals on recording depth and
explaned a proposa for requesting advice from ICES on the results of the redfish
survey of summer 2001 and procedures if new advice becomes avalable. The EU,
Iceland and Poland concurred with the request for new advice (Annex F).



A proposa for management messures on pdagic fishery for redfish for 2002 by
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) was presented suggesting a
provisond TAC of 95000 tonnes. lcdand noted its reservation because these
fisheries should be managed in two stock components on the basis of the advice given
by ICES. Iceland would object to the proposal.

The Presdent then cdled a vote on NEAFC Recommendation 2001:1 “Management
Measures on Pelagic Fisheries for Redfish” (Annex G). Five Contracting Parties voted
in favour, lcdand voted againgt the recommendation. The proposal for management
measureswas carried 5votesto 1.

Actions arising, redfish: Recommendation 2001:1 will be notified to Contracting
Parties in accordance with Article 11 and 12 of the Convention.  ICES will be
informed about the request for new advice.

b) Bluewhiting (combined stock, Sub-areas|-1X, XII and XI1V.)
Documentation: AM 20-13 Extracts from ACFM report 2001 on blue whiting
AM 20-28 Russian research on blue whiting in the Rockal Bank Area, 2000-2001

The Charman of ACFM introduced the management advice (Annex D) Norway
drew atention to the survey by Russa in the Rockal area. The Chairman of ACFM
acknowledged that there were newer survey data, which gave higher estimates of
recent recruitment. Had this information been available a the time of the advice, it
might have been more optimistic. The Chairman of ACFM did not want to comment
on the survey, but noted the fact that assessments of blue whiting had been consgtent
in recent years. Russa fdt that their survey showed that the stock Situation was not as
pessmigic as suggested by ACFM. Norway expressed dissatisfection with the form
of advice given by ICES, which was more political than scientific. Managers had had
to dig out basc information from the reports and that was not saisfactory. The
Chairman of ACFM reported that the advice was given according to ACFM policy:
no rebuilding plan — no advice on fishing. Norway fdt that this was mixing science
and management and wondered how managers could consider rebuilding plans
without basic advice. |celand associated itself with Norway.

The Chairman of ACFM indicated that it was not possible to give options which
rebuilt the stock. With no timeframe indicated by managers, it was very difficult to
know what to congder. The Presdent thought this confirmed that managers should be
asked to join the group consdering the request for advice. The Charman of ACFM
acknowledged that the present advice had perhaps taken managers by surprise and
ACFM would consder thiswhen giving next year’ s advice.

Norway commented that the table on catches in 2001 showed a subgtantia decrease in
EU catches. Norway was not convinced that this reflected the red dtuation. The EU
responded that they would check al catch figures and report back.

The Presdent informed the meeting that, after consderable bilatera contacts and
discusson between Heads of Delegation, an Extreordinary Meeting would be caled
in April to establish measures for blue whiting, following discussons between coasta
dates. He noted that last year NEAFC had agreed to establish an undlocated




precautionary TAC of 650,000 tonnes and opened the floor for discusson and
proposals.

The Head of the EU deegation made an intervention, which he wanted to be recorded
verbatim in the report from the Annud Meeting. It isfound in Annex H.

The Presdent noted that the EU had suggested an undlocated precautionary TAC of
250,000 tonnes. The EU informed the meeting that 300,000 tonnes could aso be
consdered. Norway drew attention to the advice, which was zero and, athough the
advice had been criticised, it was what there was a hand. NEAFC had decided to call
an Extreordinary Mesting to solve the question. A zero quota was bgica but was not
acceptable between Contracting Parties. Norway suggested that setting a TAC should
be postponed until the Extraordinary Meseting. He read out a statement (Annex 1),
which he asked parties to agree. Icdland and Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands
and Greenland) concurred with Norway and shared concerns about the stock. Coastal
dates should find consensus not later than April 2002. Poland concurred with the EU.
Russa endorsed the proposa by Norway, supported by Icdand and Denmark (in
respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland). The EU agreed with the content of the
Norwegian statement, which described the Stuation  appropriately. The fishery in the
EU took place in the three firs months of the year and large catches could be taken
during that period. The EU informed the meeting that it could not make nationa
measures without a reference TAC and, without this, the Norwegian statement did not
make sense. Not setting a TAC was irresponsible and in contravention of established
principles for sustainable fisheriess Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and
Greenland) objected to the statement that the EU was the only responsible party.

The Presdent noted that the Norwegian statement was supported by four parties and
opposed by wo. The statement would be reflected in the report and the Commission
had also agreed to call an Extraordinary Meeting. As President, he was not proud
that a solution had not been found. This had been discussed for a long time, and he
urged dl partiesto work hard to find asolution in April.

Actions arisng, blue whiting: Management measures for 2002 for blue whiting will
be discussed at an Extraordinary Meeting of the Commisson mid-April 2002.

¢) Norwegian spring spawning (Atlanto-Scandian) herring
Documentation: AM 20-14 Extracts from ACFM report 2001 on Norwegian
Spring spawning herring

The Charman of ACFM introduced the management advice (Annex D). There were
no comments on the advice. The Commisson then reviewed caich datistics for 2001
compiled by the Secretariat from submissons by Contracting Parties. The EU
questioned the incluson of catches from Svadbard in the Norwegian EEZ. The EU
aso wanted to see catches under the cooperation quota in the table and catches in the
Svalbard zone, and perhaps dso in the Jan Mayen area. Norway had nothing againgt
reporting on the three management areas under its jurisdiction. Norway raised the
question of possble misdlocation between herring stocks of catches in EU waters.
This seemed to appear from the report of the rdevant ICES Working Group. The
Chairman of ACFM was not in a podtion to darify the Stuation, but would look into
the Working Group report. Document AM 20-41 was subsequently circulated at the




meeting. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) supported the
proposa to report separately for the Svabard area. They asked for clarification on
the coverage of the catch table. The Secretariat explained that the table was prepared
from information on caiches in 2001 submitted by Contracting Parties according to
the Scheme, and ingructions from Contracting Partiess The EU asked if ICES had
considered 2001 figures. The answer was no.

NEAFC Recommendation 200111 “Management measures for 2002 for Norwegian
oring spawning (Atlanto-Scandian) herring” sponsored by five Contracting Parties
was presented by Norway (Annex J). The coasta states had agreed to the
arangements.  The President asked if Poland could accept the recommendation. The
recommendation was unanimously adopted.

Actions arisng, Norwegian spring spawning (Atlanto-Scandian) herring:
Recommendation 200111 will be notified to Contracting Parties in accordance with
Article 11 and 12 of the Convention.

d) Mackere (combined Southern, Western, and North Sea spawning
components)
Documentation: AM 20-15 Extracts from ACFM report 2001 on mackerel

The Charman of ACFM introduced the management advice (Annex D). There were
no comments on the advice. Catch figures were aso reviewed.

The EU presented a proposal for NEAFC recommendation 2001111 “ Management
measures for mackerel in 2002”, sponsored by four parties (Annex K). The proposal
a0 included certan transfers to Russa lcdand opposed the recommendation
because lcdand's right as a coastd was not respected, and it would object. Poland
accepted the proposal. The President cdled for a vote. The voting showed five votes
in favour and one againg, | celand.

Actions arising, Mackerel: Recommendation 200L1:111 will be notified to Contracting
Partiesin accordance with Articles 11 and 12 of the Convention.

e) Rockall haddock
Documentation: Extracts from ACFM report 2001 on Rockall haddock, AM 20-16

The Chairman of ACFM presented the latest ACFM advice (Annex D).

The Presdent asked for questions and comments. Iceland asked what the scientific
bass was for gplitting the TAC between Divisons Vla and VIb. The EU reported that
the stock was managed in two compartments. The EU’'s TACs have been in place —
according to advice — for the components indde the coasta area, but there had not
been any redriction in place for fisheries carried out by other Contracting Parties
outsde nationad waters. As a result, the stock is decreasing. The EU asked if Russa
had any information on caiches in the Rockadl area. Russa responded that they had
data. The catch - by-caich in gurnard fisheries - for 2001 was 613 tonnes. The EU
thanked Russa for the information and asked if gmilar information was available for
2000. Russainformed the meeting that the by-catch in 2000 was 1872 tonnes.




The Presdent then opened the floor for suggestions for management measures for
2002. Norway noted that, a the Extraordinary Mesting in March, the EU had
indicated that it was going to establish closed aress ingde the EU-EEZ. Norway asked
if that had happened. The EU dated that they had regulated via TACs and other
measures, pending a review of the gdtuation. The EU proposed that they should
approach Russa hilaterally. Norway found it frugtrating that a closed area system to
protect juveniles had not been brought into place in waters under EU jurisdiction, as
the EU had indicated in March. The EU noted that Norway was aware of the problems
with cod stock management. The EU gppreciated the policy in some Contracting
Paties with closed areas, but had worked to introduce sdlective gears to protect
juveniles and felt that a combination of sdective gear and lower effort was as
effective. Norway sad that its basis for supporting the decison to close an area in the
Regulatory Area was that the EU had expressed its intention to mirror this indde the
EEZ. The EU sad they may have mentioned such a consderation, but there was
certainly no commitment made in March 2001.

No proposal for management measures had been presented. The BJ noted that this
issue was important to the EU dedegation. The EU had had consultations with Russiag,
but regrettably it had not been possble to prepare a common proposal. The two
parties were, however, confident that they could work out a common proposa, which
they intended to put to a posta vote so measures could be put in place before 1
January 2002. Russia concurred. The Presdent expressed his gppreciation of the
congtructive way the two parties had handled thisissue.

Actions arisng, Rockall haddock: The EU and the Russian Federation will prepare
a common proposd, which will be put to a postd vote in time to bring measures in
place before 1 January 2002.

f) Deep-sea species.
Documentation: Extracts from ACFM report 2001 on deep-sea species, AM 20-17.

The Chairman of ACFM presented the ICES advice, which was the same as last year,
as docks are only assessed biennidly. The President asked if the advice applied for
deep-sea stocks insde and outside nationd EEZs. The Chairman confirmed this.

The Presdent asked for comments. The EU asked ICES if the advice from ACFM
was more pessmidic this year than last time advice was given. The Charman
responded that this does not appear to be so from the evidence avalable. The EU
then asked if advice on any stock had changed. The Chairman did not fed this was the
case, but the advice had been clarified in some instances.

The Presdent summed up that the advice recommended consderable reduction in
fishing effort. This goplied to fisheries indde and outside nationa EEZs. He asked if
any coastal dtate was prepared to make a proposa, which took into account fisheries
indde and outsde EEZs. The EU indicated that, a this dtage, it was premature to
expect reactions from coasta States as foreseen in Article 6 of the Convention. The
Presdent interpreted this as that stocks mainly ingde nationa waters would be
managed by national authorities. Norway informed the meeting about a joint project
in Norway on ling, tusk and blue ling, involving a reference flegt, which gave very
detalled data. This was a response to a request from ICES for more information.




Norway suggested that NEAFC make a recommendation on data collection. The
Presdent thought this may be a vduable addition to the rules for submitting data
under the Scheme. The EU supported the Norwegian proposal.

The EU expressed concern about the lack of knowledge with respect to deep-sea
gpecies and fisheries of deep-sea species. It was necessary to get more detailed
information on what knomedge is lacking. The EU suggested asking the scientists
present to provide that information. The EU is currently consdering the establishment
of regulatory systems for deep-sea fisheries from January 2002. It is consdering
aoplying severd tools in the toolbox, such as effort reduction, closed areas, technica
measures, TACs and quotas. A combination of these may render the best result. This
was conddered in Brussds and will go before the Council this year. NEAFC would
not be in a postion to put in place measures for deep-sea fisheries for 2002, but it was
necessary to dart the process now and to be able to respond to OSPAR. The EU
wished a this meeting to propose immediatedly to freeze effort and improve data
collection. A Working Group should be established to meet as early in 2002 as
possble. The EU was ready to propose terms of reference for such a group, if the
Commission agreed.

Norway agreed with the concern expressed by the EU. It drew attention to a mgor
scientific project on the Mid-Atlartic ridge. Contracting Parties were invited to submit
idess for projects under that umbrdla Russa informed the meeting tha Russan
scientists cooperated closely with ICES on these issues and give data to various
Working Groups on a regular bass. Russa had gained much experience and
information in practicd fisheries for degp-water pecies, but the dtuation is very
complex. It should be noted that fishing areas in deep water are restricted and do not
explait the full range of stocks. Russia endorsed what the EU and Norway had said. It
is necessary to compile more detailed and accurate biologica data to be able to place
management on asolid scientific bass.

The President noted that there was a consderable amount of information available,
but the problem is to make it useful for management. The proposd for a Working
Group may solve this. Norway did not want to duplicate the work of the deep-sea
Working Group in ICES and the new large scientific exercise in the Mid-Atlantic
area, but would support the EU proposal on a Working Group. Poland associated
itself with this view. The EU agreed that duplication should be avoided and a precise
mandate should be directed more a management. The EU will digribute its new
legidation to NEAFC's Contracting Parties.

The President then asked the EU to prepare a draft text of their proposa. Norway
should do the same on their proposa for enhanced data collection. Norway suggested
that these two proposas should be combined. It was agreed that the EU and Norway
would cooperate.

The EU presented a draft proposal, worked out in consultation with other parties, for
terms of reference for a Working Group on deep-sea fisheries (Annex L). Norway
supported it. Norway accepted to chair the Working Group and issued an nvitaion to
host the meeting in Bergen The proposal was adopted.



Actions arising, Deep-sea species. Norway will host the fird meeting of the
Working Group on gppraisa of regulatory measures for deep-sea species in Bergen in
May 2002. Norway will aso provide the Chairman of the Working Group.

g) Answer to letter from OSPAR on the impact of fisheries and the state of
some stocks where NEAFC isthe competent authority

A draft reply to OSPAR had been digtributed to al delegations.

The Commisson was informed that Heads of Delegations had agreed that the
Secretariat should immediately inform OSPAR on the outcome of the 20" Annud
Meseting (2001). In collaboration with Icdand and Norway, a formd reply will be
drafted. The draft letter will be circulated to Heads of Delegation for acceptance
before being sent.

Actions arisng, answer to OSPAR: the Secretariat will inform OSPAR on the
outcome of the 20" Annua Mesting. In collaboration with ledand and Norway a
letter will be drafted that gives a formd answer. The draft letter will be circulated to
Heads of Delegations.

8. Relationships with other International Organisations

h) Cooperation amongst regional fisheries management organisations
(RFMOs) in the North Atlantic region

A meeting between the RFMOs in the North Atlantic was caled for a the 18" Annud
Mesting (1999). Now al RFMOs (IBSFC, ICCAT, NAMMCO and NASCO) have
responded postively to participate in a meeting aa NEAFC headquarters on 10-11
December 2001. The meeting will be a vehicle for the exchange of information on
those topics which are currently being discussed in most of the organisations. There
were no comments at this stage from Contracting Parties.

i) Processesin FAO and other international bodies
Documentation: AM 20-10 Report by Norway on the Implementation of the FAO
Internationa Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate lUU Fishing

The Presdent reminded the Commisson of Recommendetion Il by the Working
Group on the Future of NEAFC on cooperation with other internationd organisations.
It had been suggested that Norway prepare a paper for consderation on which matters
were outstanding in the list of issues raised by the IPOA on IUU. He thanked Norway
for preparing the paper which Norway introduced. The IPOA is dructured in
different chapters dedling with different aspects and responshilities. One chapter is on
the tools whish can be usad by regiond fisheries organisations. Norway thought that
the report was self explanatory, and stressed it was a Norwegian nterpretation of what
was outstanding.

The Commission then went through the observations, paragraph by paragraph, in the
IPOA to see if there was consensus on the Norwegian interpretation. There were a
number of comments on specific parts of the IPOA. The following should be noted:




Under IPOA paragraph 80, attention was drawn to the need for NEAFC to
ded with port gate control and the monitoring of landings. Under 88.11 the
need for deveopment of action plans and edtablished targets for diminating
|UU fisheries was highlighted.

IPOA paragraph 81 deds with exchange of information to other regiond
fisheries management organisations relevant to the prevention, deterrence and
eiminaion of IUU fishing. The EU suggested that the Secretariat should raise
this point a the meeting of the regiond fisheries bodies in December 2001.
The Secretariat had presented the information it had recelved in a document to
the Annua Mesting. Norway supported the idea of increased cooperation on
these matters between the RFMOs.

Under IPOA paragraph 80, Norway explained that the redrictive rules for
admitting new entrants were not in line with internationa law. A change in the
Convention may be needed to bring the NEAFC rules in line. The EU did not
agree with this interpretation. The consequence of this interpretation would be
that NEAFC would be completely open. The Presdent noted that there was
a0 the question of red interest. Norway noted the recommendation from the
Working Group on the Future of NEAFC to guide the expectations of future
members, as NAFO had done.

With regard to IPOA paragraph 84 on flag state respongbhilities, the IMO observer
noted that this was a central paragraph, which established links to the discussons in
IMO.

The Presdent summed up that the Commission agreed with Norway on most of its
comments, but that there dill are a number of issues outstanding, not al of equa
importance and wondered how this information should be handled. Norway suggested
that PECCOE might be the appropriate body to consider this. The Presdent said that
the meeting had earlier agreed not to charge PECCOE with tasks which were policy
metters. The EU agreed with the Presdent. The EU noted the intervention of
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) in PECCOE discussons on
port state control. The EU suggested that the Working Group on the Future of
NEAFC should ded with these matters. Norway supported this and informed the
meeting that FAO member dtates are requested to report back on their actions in
relation to the IPOA on 1UU to the COFl meeting in 2003. Denmark (in respect of the
Faroe Idands and Greenland) supported the proposa by the EU to refer the matter to
the Working Group on the Future of NEAFC.

The obsarver from IMO informed the meeting about ongoing work in IMO. A sub-
committee on flag date implementation, under the Marine Safety Committee and
Maine Environment Protection Committee, had discussed these matters. IMO
cooperates with FAO. The man interest is in flag date responghility. Reevant
internationd indruments have not entered into force so other ways have had to be
found. IMO member states and FAO member states have developed a number of
documents. Next year in April there is a meeting in the subgroup on flag Sate
respongbilities. It will look into safety and port state control and IMO is interested in
cooperation with dl rdevat paties IUU is a priority a present. IMO is



concentrating on the regidration issue, which is gill not regulated by internationa
law. Tracking of ships and identification of merchant vessds may be ussful for
fishing vessdls as wel. IMO is deeply involved in training progranmes covering the
damaging effect of IUU fishing. Thereisalot of cooperation on port state control.

The Presdent found it encouraging that IMO was willing to share its experience with
NEAFC. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) noticed that IMO's
man concern is the personad safety of fishermen. Fisheries control authorities did not
handle this. Port state control had a different meaning in different contexts.

The observer from IMO accepted the difference in fisheries controls and  merchant
vessdl controls. There was, however, the common problem of boarding a ship and
there may be scope for cooperation. He drew attention to the EU funded programme
MEDA which addresses flag state and port state responsbilities.

Other aspects of cooperation with FAO are discussed under agenda item 12, Working
Group on the Future of NEAFC.

Actions arisng:  The Working Group on the Future of NEAFC will & its
forthcoming medting [8-9 April 2002] discuss matters related to the IPOA on IUU
fishing. The Secretariat will rase the issue of sharing information on 1UU fishing a
the meeting of the regiond fisheries management organisations in December 2001.
NEAFC will be in contact with IMO on illegd, unreported and unregulated fishing
and related matters, especidly as regards flag Sate responsibilities and registration.

j) Observer reports

Documentation: AM 20-08
Report on the Sixth Annua Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the
Conservation and Management of the Pollock Resources in the Centra Bering
Sea. Reported by the Russian Federation
Observer report from IBSFC. Reported by Poland
Observer report from NAFO. Reported by Denmark (in respect of the Faroe
Idands and Greenland)
Observer report from ICES. Reported by Iceland
Joint press release from the Sixth Annua Conference to the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation and Management of the Pollock Resources in
the Central Bering Sea

The reports were tabled and are found in Annex M. There were no comments to the
reports. The same Contracting Parties undertook to report as observers next yesr.

k) Information from the Secretariat
Documentation: AM 20-04 NEAFC activity report
AM 20-05 Report on the Nordic Conference on Protection of the Sea and Sustainable
Utilisation of Living Marine Resources
AM 20-06 Report on the Symposium of Deep Sea Fisheries
AM 20-07 Report on Responsible Fisheries in the Marine Ecosystem conference
AM 20-09 Report on the 5" North Atlantic Fisheries Ministers Conference




The Secretariat briefly presented the firgt three reports and drew attention to the
background paper from the 5" North Atlantic Fisheries Ministers Conference in
llulissst. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) drew attention to
the conference in Torshavn organised by the Government of the Faroe Idands and the
Nordic Council of Minigers which was the start of a process of cooperation in the
whole North Atlantic, involving government & severd levds. NEAFC's participation
was important.

The EU expressed appreciation of the contents and standard of the presentations at the
conference in Reykjavik. He informed the meeting that the EU had tabled a paper at
the conference, which may be of interest to Contracting Parties. The EU offered to
supply delegations with copies. lcdand noted that it was correct that much of the
discusson in Reykjavik was on the control of capacity, but dso about property rights
in fisheries. The Reykjavik declaration stressed the need to manage fisheries, but dso
the need to manage the whole ecosystem.

9. TheNEAFC Scheme of Control and Enfor cement

The Charman of PECCOE, Mr. Koster (EU), presented the report from the second
meeting of PECCOE, 16-17 October 2001. He highlighted the findings and
recommendations of the Committee and the issues on which PECCOE has asked for a
mandate. The Presdent thanked the Chairman and the Committee for its hard work. A
rationd digtribution of work between the Commisson and PECCOE appeared to
emerge.  He intended to go through the report paragraph by paragraph and accept
comments on it. He would aso highlight actions arisng. He dso asked for comments
to document “VMS operation and data transmisson — report from the Secretariat”,
which the Secretariat was asked to produce in the PECCOE meeting. Norway made
the genera comment that the PECCOE report was ill a draft, because of time
congraints. Norway certainly had some comments. The Charman of PECCOE
concurred that the report was not yet agreed. Participants had not had an opportunity
to comment on the report, which had been produced by the Chairman and the
rapporteur. The President then went through the report page by page.

The Commisson then adopted the amendments agreed upon in PECCOE. The
PECCOE recommendation on the timing of the third meeting was amended to say
“not later than May 2002°, but Heads of Deegation would findly decide. The
Commission also agreed on the proposed rule of procedure setting a deadline for
presenting papers to the PECCOE for consderation.

Norway asked for clarification on what necesstates a mandate. The Presdent noted
that in some Stuations there was no disagreement on policy and the technica groups
could proceed. PECCOE was free to take up matters itself, but in some cases it was
wise to ask for a mandate. The Presdent then asked the Chairman of PECCOE to
draft texts for detailed proposals for mandates and the Commission will then teke a
find decidon. HFve mandates - on port state control, return messages and record
numbers, control of transhipment operations in the NEAFC Regulatory Ares, joint
fishing operations in the NEAFC Regulatory Area and converson factors were
presented (Annex N).



Norway noted that PECCOE had only compiled converson factors on redfish at its
first meeting. The Charman of PECCOE responded that data on dl regulated species
had been compiled. Norway could concur with the mandate with a $ight reservation.
Norway would not like converson factors to become a subject for politica
negotiations. Converson factors are factud and scientificdly based. Norway could
accept the establishment of a range, but was concerned about the next step. The
Presdent noted that this step would not be decided by PECCOE, but by the
Commisson. He thought the gpproach was helpful. Norway noted the complex nature
of converson factors. In the North Atlantic only Russa and Norway had agreed on
harmonised converson factors. With these comments Norway could accept the
mandate. All five mandates wer e adopted.

The President asked for comments on outstanding matters on which PECCOE had not
agreed. Norway pointed out that the amendments agreed had not been considered
problematic. There was a joint proposd from lceland and Norway, which had been
discussed for quite some time. This would be presented to the Commission.

The joint proposal from Norway and Iceland had been circulated (AM 20-42). It was
introduced by Norway. Norway noted that this was the third time this proposa had
been tabled in the Commission. It ams to change three Articles (10, 11 and 16) and
two annexes. The time limits for reporting entries and exits to the Regulatory Area
were a present a problem in some fisheries. Norway thought that the proposa as now
amended did not diminish the posshility of effective control and enforcement, but
would to some extent intefere with fishing activities. Norway then explained the
details of the proposd.

The Presdent asked if the proposa was one package or could be split. Norway
thought the proposa was one package. Iceland noted that the proposa addressed a
red problem for fishing vessdls. Russa supported the proposd on the grounds of
improved control and enforcement. The EU expressed concern that the proposa had
been tabled so late in the meeting. The EU thought that six hours reporting time was a
pertinent dement in NEAFC's ill rather new Scheme. The EU was worried about
the increase in number of messages which could possibly clog the system. This would
require condderation by the Ad Hoc Group on Computerisation. He had difficulties
with the substance of the problem. The EU would not support piecemed solutions.
More experience should be gained with the Scheme before changing it. The EU had
the largest ingpection presence in the Regulatory Area It was willing to look into the
problem, but the proposad must go back to PECCOE and the Ad Hoc Working Group
on Computerisation. The EU noted that it would be difficult to control againgt which
guota a catch should be counted.

The Presdent wished to clarify the practicd problems in the present system. Norway
reported there was a problem in redfish, blue whiting and herring fisheries. Norway
was fully aware of the control concerns, but thought they had been met by the
proposd. The Presdent noted that the proposa addressed the Situation where fisheries
cross borders between nationa waters and the Regulatory Area Denmark (in respect
of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) questioned the wording in the proposa saying
that it covered fisheries of regulated resources indde and outsde the Regulatory Area
and wondered how the VMS system knew that. Norway responded that the reference



to regulated resources in the NEAFC sense covered a resource fished both inside and
outsde. Information on catches on exit was given manudly.

The Presdent noted that the fishery might count againg different quotas. He did not
sense a consensus and would have liked changes to the Scheme to be on a consensua
bass. He fdt that the question was not technical, but there was a difference of
opinion in the Commisson. He proposed that Norway and lcdland prepare a draft
mandate to PECCOE and the Ad Hoc Working Group on Computerisation and
discuss it with other parties. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland)
was sympathetic towards the proposal, but would support the President.

Norway and Icdand made a draft mandate to PECCOE and the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Computerisation. It was presented by Norway. Denmark (in respect of the
Faroe Idands and Greenland) supported the proposal.

The Presdent thanked Norway and lceland for the paper. With minor changes the
mandate was adopted.

Actions arisng, PECCOE: Recommendaion 200LIV “Amendments to the
Scheme’ will be notified to Contracting Parties in accordance with Articles 11 and
12 of the Convention.

PECCOE will meet for three days in 2002, preferably not later than May. [After the
meeting it was decided hat PECCOE will meet for two days, probably in May]. The
Commisson has given PECCOE sx mandates for the next meeting on port date
control, return messages and record numbers, control of transhipment operaions in
the NEAFC Regulatory Area, joint fishing operations in the NEAFC Regulatory Ares,
converson factors and the joint proposa from Iceland and Norway. PECCOE was
free to take other matters up itself.

In the terms of reference of PECCOE adopted at the 19" Annua Mesting (2000)
(Document AM 19/44) the following rule will be inserted in paragraph 3:

“3. j. Any proposals by Contracting Parties or other papers to be considered by the
Committee shal be forwarded to the Secretariat not less than 30 days before the
Mesting and immediately be circulated to Contracting Parties.”

10. Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on

Computerisation of the NEAFC Secretariat

Documentation:  AM 20-21 Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Computerisation of the Secretariat, 16 October 2001.

Mr. Koster, who had substituted for Mr. Verborgh a the meeting of the group,
introduced the draft report. He highlighted the information given in the report.
Although the VMS system had not been fully implemented by dl Contracting Parties,
it was evident from the information a the meeting that the system is functioning. The
group sought a mandate to look into aternative protocols for communication. The
group had aso discussed return messages. He noted that there might be a need to have
more than one meseting of the group next year.




There were no general comments to the report. The Commisson agreed the group
should look into dternative protocols. It had just been decided that return messages
should be discussed by PECCOE, but the group should look into the use of record
numbersin the reports and messages sent pursuant to the Scheme.

The Presdent then asked Contracting Parties when they would be ready to send all
messages according to the Scheme:

Greenland The system will be up and running next year

Faroe ldands Up and running

EU As soon as possible

Norway Up and running

Poland The inddlation of a VMS sysem has been suspended at the

moment. Poland reports podtions regulaly by fax for the
vesH they have in the Regulaiory Area If Poland starts
fishery for regulated resources, a solution will be found in
compliance with the Scheme

Russia Up and running

A number of issues will have to be carried further before any decison can be made.
PECCOE will discuss the Norwegian proposa for a new message. The EU asked if it
was clear that the Ad Hoc Group could not make proposas for changes in the
Scheme. The President confirmed this.

The Chairman had prepared a draft mandate for the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Computerisation (Annex O). With minor changes the mandate was adopted.

Actions arising, Ad Hoc Working Group on Computerisation: the group will
meet in February 2002 with an agenda according to the mandate adopted by the
Commission. [After the meeting the date of 27 February was confirmed)].




11. Non-Contracting Parties and possible measures
Documentation: AM 20-23 NCP Activity in the Regulatory Area 2001

The Secretariat introduced document AM 20-23. It was noted that the information on
the volume of transhipment of fish to the vessd “Kadry” given in the paper seemed to
be very high. Norway thanked the Secretariat for a very comprehensive review, but
would like to see datistics on the refusd of courtesy boardings. The Secretariat
informed the meeting that there could be problems over ligdility when dlowing a
NEAFC inspector on board during courtesy boardings. The EU noted that NEAFC
should not worry about ligbility. If cooperating non-Contracting Parties accept
courtesy boardings, they accept ligbility. He gppreciated the information on increasing
cooperation, but was worried about the number of sghtings of non-Contracting
Paties. It was clarified that the number of sightings corresponded to eeven different
vesels. The EU was even more concerned that there seemed to be increasing interest
in paticipaing in fisheries of vulnerable degp-sea fish species. The EU thought that
newcomers should be told to stay away. If the EU proposa on freezing effort in deep-
sea fisheries is carried, it would bring deep-sea species under regulation. The EU was
aso concerned regarding evasve answers from Lithuania This was not satisfactory
and had been taken up in bilateral negotiations. The progress made by Estonia was, on
the other hand, very welcome. Norway commended Estonia for having put ts house
in order. Norway thought that the problems with other parties raised the question of
how cooperating nor+Contracting Parties should be defined. As far as Norway is
concerned, there were only three cooperating nonContracting Parties from 1 January
2002 and perhaps this should be indicated in footnotes to the cooperation quotas.

The Presdent noted that, in recent years, there seemed to have been an understanding
that there was a lis of cooperating non-Contracting Parties comprisng Estonia,
Lavia, Lithuania, Jgpan and Canada This year, after consultation with Heads of
Deegations, the Secretariat had informed these five parties what is expected from
cooperating non-Contracting Partiess  The answer from Lithuania had caused
confuson. The idea of isuing a lig was a usgful suggestion and the EU dso
supported the idea. If a footnote was introduced, it should not be an open list, but
Contracting Parties should decide on additions to the list. Norway reported that they
had attempted to use a scheme to ban landings from vessds fishing in the Regulatory
Area. A smilar recommendation on additiond messures to counteract activities by
non-Contracting Parties had been passed by consensus by CCAMLR.

The Norwegian deegation aso submitted a proposad for a resolution urging dl
Contracting Parties to avoid flagging or licensng a non-Contracting Party vessd with
ahigory of engagement in fishery contrary to NEAFC recommendations.

The President cdled for comments. Poland asked how Norway solved the problem of
changes in ownership. Norway explained that the resolution targeted the physica
vessdl not the owners. It was an attempt to close registers of Contracting Parties to
these vessels. Russia supported the proposal submitted by Norway and would like to
see such reflagging prohibited. Re-flagging opens a black market for dlocated
quotas. NEAFC's Contracting Parties have sufficient capacity to fish the quotas
avalable Icdand had doubts on the proposd and if it would achieve the am of



reduced capecity. The EU noted that there was a difference between the CCAMLR.
and NEAFC resolution. Norway explained that this was a nontbinding resolution.
Norway fet that it was clearer to refer to NEAFC recommendations rather than to
IUU fishing. The EU appreciated that this was a non-binding measure, but was not in
the podtion to make any commitment a present. Norway pointed out that 4l
Contracting Parties had accepted smilar measures in CCAMLR. Norway was
surprised by the view expressed by Iceland.

Regarding the Norwegian proposd on flagging and licenang of nonContracting
Paty vessds, the EU noted that it had accepted a smilar proposd in CCAMLR and
given the assurances contained in Article 11l paragraph 5(c) of the FAO Compliance
Agreement, the EU could accept the Norwegian proposa. Russia noted that they had
aready indicated that they endorsed the proposal. The resolution was adopted with a
small editoria change proposed by Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and
Greenland).

The President noted that some Contracting Parties have reported to PECCOE on their
actions with respect to non-Contracting Parties. He asked if there was anything not yet
reported that Contracting Parties wanted to report now. The “Kadry” incident was
noted, and the Faroese authorities were complimented on having stopped the landing.
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) explained that part of the
catch was landed before the inspectors arrived. The EU noted that it only made sense
to bring landed catches back on the vessdl.

PECCOE had recommended amendments to the Scheme to promote compliance by
non-Contracting Party vessadls with recommendations established by NEAFC. The
amendments were in paragraph 13 and concerned the period and deadline for
reporting on inspection under this Scheme (AM 20-35). It was agreed to adopt the
proposed changes.

The EU had the fallowing comments on the issue of landings of vessds, which had
been operating in contravention of NEAFC rules. It did not consder there was a
need to change the nonContracting Party Scheme. Paragraph 8 covered the Stuation
and the rules are very clear. These dress the responshilities of the port date to
enforce the rules. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) hoped that
the Faroe Idands were not being sngled out. The Faroese authorities had stopped
landings in severa cases both under NAFO and NEAFC rules. The Faroe Idands had
aso consulted the Secretariat. The Presdent summed up that we seemed to have very
clear rules and they should just be enforced. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands
and Greenland) pointed out that there were problems in knowing in advance tha a
vessel had operated in contravention of the NEAFC rules. Should cooperating and
non-cooperating non-Contracting Party be treated differently? Norway pointed out
that cooperating non-Contracting Parties should comply with the rules The EU
suggested Al non-Contracting Parties should be inspected. Denmark (in respect of the
Faroe Idands and Greenland) asked if there were any listis which could help.

The EU congratulated the Faroe Idands on having made a gart in port state control.

Estonia had circulated a statement, which expressed Estonia’s wish to accede to the
Convention (AM 20-46). The Commission took note of the statement.



Actions arising, non-Contracting Parties activity:  Cooperation quotas will be
issued with footnotes with a list of parties consdered cooperating non-Contracting
Paties. This lig cannot be changed without the consent of NEAFC's Contracting
Parties.

Recommendation 2001V “Amendments to the non-Contracting Paty Scheme’ will
be notified to Contracting Parties in accordance with Articles 11 and 12 of the
Convention.

The Norwegian nontbinding proposa on flagging and licenang of nonContracting
Party vessels was adopted (AM 20-30), see Annex P.

12. Working Group on the Futureof NEAFC

[) Dispute settlement
Documentation: Report on the Working Group on the Future of NEAFC, 24-26 April
2001. (AM 20-21)

Mr. van Rijn (EU), who subgtituted for the Chairman Dr. Widand who was not able
to participate, introduced the part of the report deding with dispute settlements. Mr.
van Rijn recalled the decisons reached a the Working Group meeting and explained
the proposa for dispute settlement given in Annexes 6 and 7 of the Working Group
report, especidly the posshilities of stling disputes at different levels, from less
tedious procedures (amicable solutions, ad hoc panels) up to binding settlement
procedures governed by UNCLOS. It could be said that NEAFC is bresking new
ground in this field. Rules of procedures had to be developed for the ad hoc panels.
Annex 7 gives parts of these, but the work has to be completed. The Working Group
has not reached an agreement on how the suggested dispute settlement procedures
would be incorporated in NEAFC rules. One option was to incorporate the provisions
in the Convention. Another is to draft a protocol which implements the procedures.
With the first gpproach, al Contracting Parties will be part of the procedures, whilst a
protocol will only be binding on those Parties signing it. Mr. van Rijn suggested thet
Contracting Parties should make their preferences known at this meeting.

The President thanked Mr. van Rijn for the clear explanaion and asked him to convey
the Commisson’s thanks to Dr. Widand. Norway dso thanked Mr. van Rijn for his
presentation. The NEAFC process mirrors developments in NAFO, to which Norway
has been a party. Norway would support the proposals, but noted that there had been
recent developments in NAFO. These had been discussed at length in June in Canada
and this had led to a proposd to amend the text on the requirement to motivate
objections by deleting in the first sentence “On request of any other party,”.

With regard to implementation, Norway found it important that al Contracting Parties
should be bound and, if the only way to do that was amending the Convention, it had
to be done. It would be necessary to revert to details on the pane sdections when the
principles in the recommendations from the Working Group had been adopted.




The Russan Federation stressed the importance of the issue, but more consideration
may be necessary before coming to a concluson. The Presdent noted that the report
had been avallable snce April and he hoped to be able to move forward on the
Substantive issues at this meeting. Iceland thanked those who had made presentations
and supported the amendment to the text on the motivation of objections. However, it
fdt we Hill have to see how far we can proceed with Annex 7 and wondered whether
there would be time a this meeting. The Presdent indicated that these matters were
time consuming. We have clear recommendations agreed in the Working Group to
amend the Convertion with the proposed procedures in Annex 6. The two options,
Convention change and a protocol, had different timescales, but both would take time.
The intervening period could be used to findise the rules of procedure. We would
therefore not be losng anything by not findisng the rules of procedure a this
meeting. The possbility of goplying the rules provisondly before everything was in
place could be important. lcdand found it difficult, because the issues were
interlinked, to findise Annex 6, without having reached a find verson of Annex 7.
The Presdent appreciated this, but did not see a problem in implementing
amendments to the Convention without the rules of procedure being in place and fet
the two texts in Annex 6 could be used as the bass The EU fdt it important to agree
on the amendments a this meeting and how they should be incorporated into the
NEAFC body of rules. The rules of procedure should be based on agreement on the
principles. The adoption of these principles would take time and this time could be
used to work out the rules of procedure. The EU agreed with the amendment to the
text proposed by Norway and would like to see a forma amendment to the NEAFC
Convention. The procedures to be followed are those in Article 19 of the Convention.

The Presdent suggested dl three eements in the recommendation of the Working
Group should be discussed in conjunction.  lcdand thanked the EU for speling out
the way to proceed. Icdland was ready to discuss the two first eements, but thought
they should not be implemented before there was agreement on the rules of procedure.
It was agreed to delete the first comma in the proposed text. The President noted that
two deegations had spoken out in favour of including the requirement to motivate
objections to be included in an amendment to the Convention. Denmark (in respect of
the Faroe Idands and Greenland) had, in the Working Group, indicated that they
favoured a protocol. In the light of the discusson, they could now accept an
amendment to the Convention. Poland supported the proposal to amend the
Convention.

The Presdent then asked for views on how to implement the proposed dispute
settlement procedures. Norway felt that these procedures adso had to be a part of the
Convention to become binding on dl Paties The EU agreed fully with the
Norwegian point of view. This should be a new Artice 18.a in the Convention.
|celand was a so supportive. Both the amendments could be done at the sametime.

The President then turned to the rules of procedure. He considered there will be time
to discuss these before a change in the Convention has been ratified.  He reviewed
the procedures st out in Article 19. They could take a very long time. He asked if
Contracting Parties were willing to give an esimae of how long it would take. The
EU suggested that a legd document should be issued (the EU would volunteer). This
would be sent to Contracting Parties for ratification procedures. In the EU, 18 months
were needed to complete this. Notification would then be sent to the Secretary. When



three-quarters of the Parties (five Contracting Parties) have indicated that they have
completed ther ratification procedures, the Secretariat would inform the depostary
and then there is an objection procedure of 120 days.

The Presdent summarised that this meant 18 months + 4 months a least. He then
suggested that we could agree to the proposas in Annex 6 and would then have at
least one year to put the rules of procedure in place. The EU ventured the opinion that
a least two years would pass before the Convention was amended. Parties could,
however, agree provisondly to apply the rules before forma agreement on the
procedures. The EU would like to know the views of Contracting Parties on that
proposd. If they were in favour, it would be important to get the rules of procedure in
place. The provisond agpplication could be established by a smple recommendation
by the Commisson. The EU would like to suggest that this was done a this mesting
which should be possble in the light of the spirit of cooperation in the Working
Group.

The Presdent asked how this could be done formdly. The EU indicated that this
could be covered in an introductory paragraph in the recommendation of the
procedures. Norway was somewhat scepticd and concerned that a provisond
goplication may delay the raification process. Poland asked what would happen if the
procedures were introduced provisonaly, and the ratification process faled. The EU
responded that the provisona agpplication would dways be stopped if the ratification
process was in any way hdted. The EU maintained that it may be ussful to have a
mechanism in place if any dispute arose, without waiting for the prolonged process of
rtification. Icdand preferred the first option of putting the rules of procedure in place
before entering into the ratification process. lcdand could however aso accept the
second option.

The President summarised that there seemed to be agreement that there is a need for a
change in the Convention to include Annex 6. The EU had volunteered to produce the
lega text. The rules of procedure will be worked out and recommended to
Contracting Parties, with the proviso that they could be used provisondly before the
ratification process was finaised.

Mr. van RIijn introduced a draft of a lega document with the recommendations, which
reflect the agreement between the Contracting Parties. It contained a preamble stating
why the NEAFC Convention should be amended, and two operationa paragraphs -
one insarting the recommended rules into the NEAFC Convention and one deding
with the provisona application of the rules. He had consulted Norway and Iceland.
They had found certain inconsgencies, which had been removed. There were no
comments on the text. The EU explained that the am was to have a mechanism in
place before lengthy ratification procedures were findised. The EU indicated that it
would present a forma proposd a this meeting as required by Article 19 of the
NEAFC Convention. The proposal was seconded by Norway and Iceland. Article 19
establishes a 90-day period before a meseting to adopt the proposdl. In the light of the
Soirit of consensus, it may not be necessary for a meseting, but adoption could be
achieved by other means. The sx Contracting Parties will then enter into ther legd
procedures and, having findised them, notify the depostary. When five Contracting
Parties have notified the depodtary, a new period of 120 days starts during which it is



possible to lodge objections (Article 19). The President noted that there seemed to be
agreement to proceed in thisway.

Norway informed the meeting that they would support the full proposal. Icdand and
Denmark (in respect of Faroe Idands and Greenland) concurred. Russia indicated that
they did not see any legd bass for applying provisona measures, when the basic
procedures were not approved. The President asked those lawyers present to enlighten
the meeting about the legd dgtuation. Mr. van Rijn informed the meeting that
provisond gpplication was explicitly mentioned in the UN Convention on Tregties
and the Vienna Convention. Provisond application followed rules in internationa
lavw and there were precedents. The 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement had similar
provisons. Poland supported the proposdl, as long as it did not prgudice the rights of
Contracting Parties to apply the rules set out in the NEAFC Convention. Russa had
reservations and could not promise to give any definite answer immediately. Their
reservation pertained to the whole document. They did not think it wise to rush into
such an important maiter. Following further discussons, Russia agreed to proceed in
this manner.

The Presdent said that he tried to find a way of serving the interests of al Contracting
Paties. The Presdent then summarised that dl parties seemed to agree that the
proposal should go forward.

m) Rulesgranting observer statusat NEAFC meetings

The Presdent proposed adopting Recommendation | for rules granting observer atus
a NEAFC meetings. Norway enquired about the status of the proposad by Denmark in
Annex 5 of the Working Group report. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and
Greenland) explained that they withdrew this proposd a the meeting of the Working
Group. Norway noted that Annex 4 in the Working Group report was consolidated
text from the sx Contracting Parties. The amended rules of procedure were then
adopted. Icdand indicated that they would not stand in the way of adopting the
recommendation, but maintained its postion that a Contracting Party should be able
to veto the participation of an NGO in aNEAFC mesting.

n) Cooperation with FAO

The Preddent then proposed the adoption of Recommendation Il in the Working
Group. The intention was not to bind NEAFC to FAO decisons, but to enhance the
preparations of Contracting Parties. Norway supported the resolution. There were a
number of issues discussed by FAO, which should be discussed & NEAFC. Norway
asked the Secretariat to present a description of possble consequences from the
IPOAs on sharks and by-caich of segbirds in long lining. The President noted the
discusson in FAO of the CITES ligings criteria, which may adso be of interest to
NEAFC. It was agreed to adopt thefirst part of Recommendation 111.

0) Guiding expectations of new entrants
With regard to the second part of the Recommendation, the EU supported adoption
and suggested using NAFO guiddines as a basis and then directing the issue to the
appropriate Working Group. Norway suggested the task should go to the Working
Group on the Future of NEAFC.



Actions arigng, Working Group on the Future of NEAFC: the granting of
obsarver daus will in the future be regulated by the rules recommended by the
Working Group (Annex Q). Theruleswill be put on the website for information.

With regard to dispute settlement, the EU will make a forma proposa by letter to the
Secretary as soon as possble presenting the consolidated agreed text on the
amendment of the Convention. The letter will propose that the Contracting Parties
shdl gpply the amendments provisonaly, pending their entry into force.

The Commisson adopted the first part of Recommendation 111 by the Working Group
on the Future of NEAFC: the Working Group recommends to the Commission thet it:

1. Continues to participate in FAO meetings on regiona co-operation in fisheries
management; it discusses, in an gppropriate form and under a permanent agenda item
a its Annud Mestings, topics of generd interest, which may arise in the framework
of FAO and/or other internationa organisations.

The Working Group on the Future of NEAFC will a its next meeting prepare
guidelines to guide the expectations of interested non-Contracting Parties.

13. NEAFC and the precautionary approach

Documentation: AM 20-22 Note on the implications of the precautionary approach
for management of stocks regulated by NEAFC

The Secretariat introduced paper AM 20-22. The EU welcomed the paper, but did not
accept that managers have not teken risk into account. Mackerdl and Norwegian
soring spawning herring were mentioned as examples. The difference between Bpa
and Bjm is a reflection of the uncertainty in the assessment and dso of the risk
managers are willing to accept. The EU fet it premature to discuss microeconomic
and macroeconomic risks, but it was important to look more into the environmenta
aspects of fisheries The EU conddered that the note should be used in ddiberations
over the renewd of the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with ICES. Norway
welcomed the opportunity to discuss the precautionary approach on the bass of the
paper. At this meeting it was probably not posshle to have a comprehensve
discusson, but it stressed the importance of addressing aspects other than ecological
ones. Norway has worked on harvesting drategies, which address some of the
concerns raised. Norway stressed the need to address environmental concerns and
referred to the discusson at the North Atlantic Fisheries Minigers Meeting in [llulisat
(AM 20-09). The note was a firs step in an important discusson. lcdand dso
welcomed the document. It asked for clarification of the statement in the papers that
the stock of pedagic redfish was not managed according to PA because of the
problems of stock definition. The Secretariat replied that it had just reflected the
information in the ACFM report, and there was no information avalable on
compliance with the precautionary approach. Russia welcomed the paper as the basis
of discusson on an important issue. Poland associated itself with the EU statement.




The Presdent summarised that delegations seemed to agree that this was a useful
paper and that it was linked to discussion on the request for advice.

14. Request for scientific advice

The Presdent suggested edtablishing a drafting group in a dightly different way from
usud. He wanted to bring managers into the group that formulated advice and
discussons should be based on AM 20-22 “Note on the implications of the
precautionary approach for management of stocks regulated by NEAFC’. The request
for advice is linked to the MoU with ICES. The group would be convened by the
Secretariat.  All delegations could send a scientist, but delegations should be
encouraged to also send managers. The EU in principle agreed to this approach, but
ICES should dso be invited. The EU would volunteer a Chairman. The Presdent
gppreciated the offer, but would leave it to the group to eect a Chairman. It was then
decided to convene the group. The EU suggested that the group took its departure
from the MoU with ICES and consdered additional requests for advice, which may
come up in the course of the meeting. The MoU should be distributed in the group.

A group of managers and scientists made a proposa (Annex R). The Presdent noted
additional advice on redfish had to be included in the request. The request was
adopted with that amendment.

The Presdent suggested that NEAFC accepted a rollover of the Memorandum of
Undergtanding for 2002 as agreed with ICES. The MoU would be on the agenda of
the Extraordinary Meeting in April 2002. This was agreed. No other possible request
for advice was suggested.

15. Report of the Finance and Administration Committee

The Chairman of FAC informed the meeting that the report had been approved by his
Committee. He especidly mentioned that the generd fund has now reached 50 % of
turnover. However, anticipated increases in the rent might incresse the turnover to
£690,000. The FAC recommended that the Secretariat investigated other options for
premises to be considered not later than the end of February 2002.

The Commisson had to decide if contributions from Contracting Parties should be
caculated according to Article 17.4c or Article 174 (8 and (b) of the NEAFC
Convention. Furthermore, he brought the attention of the Commisson to a number of
items, including an anticipated reduction in saff dlowances in 2002, the posshbility of
investment in the NEAFC website and a new website with restricted access to support
the implementation of the Scheme and a need for a policy on the upgrading of
computer soft- and hardware. There may be a need for the FAC to meet during a
possble Extreordinary Meseting of the Commisson. The Presdent noted that most
nationd adminigrations did not like increases in the budgets of internationd
organisations above increases in national organi sations.



p) Audited accounts for the year ended 31 December 2000 and prediminary
statementsfor 2001 (to 30 September)
The accounts and preliminary statements were noted.

g) Adoption of the budget for 2002 and budget estimate for 2003
The budget and the budget estimate were noted.

r) Review of the annual contribution of Contracting Parties with reference
to Article 17.4 c) of the Convention
The EU wanted darification of the number of lcdanders and if this includes dl
people with Icdandic citizenship. The Presdent noted that in the case of Denmark (in
respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) there was no Greenland or Faroese
citizenship.

The EU then asked if Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) and
lcdand were willing to pay voluntarily an additiond sum of money in line with
previous years. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) informed
the meeting that they had no mandate to commit themsdves a this meeting. lcdand
indicated that they were willing to do o.

The FAC was asked to look into what is meant by “population less than 300,000
inhabitants’ in Article 17 4.c). It was agreed to recommend that contributions are
pad not later than 1 April. The EU expressed its gppreciation of Icdand's
commitment. The EU urged Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland)
to reflect on following lcdand’ s example.

s) Alternative office accommodation for NEAFC
It was agreed that the Secretariat should investigate other options for future NEAFC
premises to be consdered by the Finance and Adminigtration Committee no later than
the end of February 2002.

The Commisson adopted the recommendation of the Committee. The Presdent
thanked the Chairman and the Committee for its efficient work

Actions arisng, Finance and Administration Committee: the Secretariat will
invedtigate aternative solutions for premises before the end of February 2002
Contracting Parties will pay their contributions for 2002 not later than 1 April 2002.

16. Arrangementsfor future meetings

t) Annual Meetingsin 2002 and 2003

The second week in November was suggested by Norway (11-15 November 2002,
10-14 November 2003). Russa suggested dating the meeting in 2002 on 12
November and finishing on the Friday. The Presdent did not think it would be
possible to finish the work in that time. Icdand supported Russa The EU supported
Norway. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) supported Russia
It was agreed tentatively to dart the meeting on the afternoon of 11 November,
pending next year’ s agenda




u) Meetingsin subsidiary bodies of NEAFC

The Presdent read out the meeting dates for the Extraordinary Mesting (10-12 April
2002), which woud ded with blue whiting, the ecosysem approach in fisheries
management, the precautionary approach and the Memorandum of Understanding
with ICES. The Working Group on the Future of NEAFC should dart before the
Extraordinary Mesting in  the same week (8-10 April 2002) to discuss 1UU fishing,
rules of procedure for dispute settlement and guidelines for non-Contracting Parties
expectation of quotas. Friedrich Widand (EU) had chaired the group, but was no
longer available. It was decided the Mr. Kolbeinn Arnason should take over the chair.
PECCOE will meet 4-6 June, pending the Chairman’s (Ham Koster) acceptance.
[After the mesting, it was decided that PECCOE will meet for two days, probably in
May 2002].The Ad Hoc Working Group on Computerisation will meet for one day in
February (on 20, 26 or 27 February), date to be agreed with the Chairman Jacques
Verborgh. [After the meeting, it was decided that the meeting will be held on 27
February 2002]. The Deep-Sea Working Group will meet in Bergen a the invitaion
of Norway and with a Norwegian Chairman. The meeting was provisonadly st for
May, pending the Chairman’ s acceptance.

Actionsarising
NEAFC M eetings 2002

NEAFC body Chair Date Place

Ad hoc Group on computerisation J. Verborgh 27 February NEAFC HQ
Working Group on Future of NEAFC  |Kolbeinn Arnason. |8-9 April NEAFC HQ
Commisson, Extraordinary Mesting  |E. Lemche 10-12 April NEAFC HQ
WG on gpprasd of regulaory

measures for deep-sea species Tobeannounced |Mid May Bergen
PECCOE H. Koster 3-6 June NEAFC HQ
Commission, 21% Annua Mesting E. Lemche 11-15 November|NEAFC HQ

17. Press datements and other reports of the
Commission’s activities

The press reease issued after the meeting isfound in Annex S.

18.  Any other business

Norway wanted a written statement on the Sdlafidld nuclear reprocessng facility to
be circulated to Contracting Parties. [This has now been circulated as HOD 01/110].
The EU would like to respond in a written form, as would Denmark (in respect of the
Faroe Idands and Greenland).

The meeting closed on 9 November a 8:30 pm. The Presdent thanked dl Parties for
their cooperation. Much had been achieved this week, but some matters are ill
outstanding. He wished dl delegates a safe journey home.



Signed in Copenhagen on 15 February 2002

Einar Lemche
President of the Commission



