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1. Opening by the Chairman, Harry Koster (EU)
The Chairman cdled the meeting to order at 10:35 am and welcomed representatives from Contracting
Paties. All Contracting Parties were represented except Poland and Estonia. He appreciated the
maritime surroundings and called for opening Satements; there were none. He invited the Secretariat to
inform the mesting about practicd arrangements. A ligt of participants is given in document PE 05/02.
Thaose documents available are given in PE 05/00.

2. Appointment of rapporteur
The Secretariat was appointed rapporteur.

3. Adoption of the Agenda

It was agreed to add one item to agenda item 4, covering proposals from Norway and Icdand A new
agenda item 7 was also added to cover possible amendments to the Scheme not mandated by the
NEAFC Commission to PECCOE. Thus amended, the agenda was adopted.

4. Questions relating to the implementation of the Schemes

The Chairman asked the Secretariat to introduce doc. 05/09 on dectronic contacts and doc. O5/18 on
the compliance of communicating parties with the Scheme.

a) Scheme of Control and Enforcement

The Secretariat referred to doc. 05/18. There was not much change since last year. Edtoniais now a
Contracting Party, Finland is in the process of being automated, Lithuania and Poland are automated.
There is, however, dill ample room for improvement. The last part of the document describes how the
Secretariat receives messages.

The Chairman asked the Secretariat to go through the detalled information in doc. PE 05/18 by
communication party. Thiswas done.

The Chairman wanted to make some conclusons. The system seems to work perfectly wel and there
are no technicd problems. However, there are problems with some communication partners. Article 10
messages seem to be a problem. Faxes are still used, and that increases the workload of the Secretariat.
This was not foreseen when establishing the Scheme. Everybody should comply with requirements for
automatic trangmisson. This should be brought forward to the NEAFC Commisson. He sad that
measures had to be brought into place to put pressure on Contracting Parties that did not comply with
the dtipulations of the Scheme.

b) Non-Contracting Parties Scheme

The Secretariat introduced doc. PE 05/12 reviewing information on illegd fishing for regulated resources

in the NEAFC Regulatory Area. It was noted that, based on estimates of the uptake of the cooperation

quota of redfish, the Secretariat had recommended that the cooperation quota for redfish was closed. It

was a0 noted that some of the vessals from noncooperating non-Contracting Parties might be “ pirate’

vesels. The meeting learned that the landings of one Latvian vessd had been refused by the

Netherlands. Later Latvia reported that the vessd in question had fished under the cooperation quota,
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had met al requirements and had stopped fishing on 13 May. In fact Latvia had not stopped fishing on
this date. It was noted that the Scheme did not alow for redl management of the cooperation quota. The
EU hastabled a proposal for improved management of cooperation quotas. They also had a paper with
the details of the Latvian vessdl and would circulate it. Russian inspectors had sghted two Lithuanian
vessels, which had rgjected courtesy boarding by Russian inspectors.

The Chairman concluded that there was sgnificant activity by ron-Contracting Parties in the NEAFC
Regulatory Area. Cooperation between NAFO and NEAFC and their Contracting Partiesis improving.
The problem of pirate vessals had to be addressed, and the Scheme has to be amended.

c) Proposalsby Norway and Iceland

The Charman invited the Norwegian representative to present the proposals in docs. PE 05/03 and
04. The firg document desribes the lack of harmony in some codes between bilatera arrangements, the
NEAFC Scheme and NAFO. Changes are only needed in the annexes, not in the articles of the
Scheme. The proposal deds with entry and exit messages, manua messages and also proposes to
make only one format mandatory for longitude and latitude instead of two as at present. It proposes that
LT/LG should become the standard.

The Chairman noted that the Ad Hoc Working Group on Computerisation had discussed the technical
aspects. The Secretariat reported that harmonisation and coordination of the NAF had been discussed
extengvdy in the light of the proposals by Norway and Iceland. The Chairman wanted to restrict the
discusson in PECCOE to the enforcement and control aspects. There was generd support for the
Norwegian proposal. It was stressed that the proposal to sngle out exit messages and manua messages
had a bearing on control and enforcement. Draft legd text, which would substitute the present text in the
Scheme, was prepared by Norway.

The Chairman noted that was general consensus on the proposa. He asked if there was a need for a
phasing in period for the changes. He suggested that PECCOE drafted a cover note indicating thet the
adopted text will replace the text in annex VII, 1, 3, 4, 5. The legd text was agreed. It was pointed out
that the language was dightly different from the language used in NAFO and that consequential changes
in the Scheme should also be taken care of. It was agreed to use the NAFO text and introduce
consequential changes.  The proposal will lead to changes in systems at national and Secretariat leve.
The Chairman asked how much time was needed for implementation. It was agreed that it should be
possible to use the new codes by 1 May 2004 and al parties should have introduced them not later than
1 December 2004. The Chairman then asked for a volunteer to draft a cover note and scrutinise
consequential changes. He suggested that Norway undertook the task. This was agreed.

The Norwegian representative then introduced their second proposa dedling with ways to cancel
communications to NEAFC. They proposed a smple format for cancellation reports. It would mainly
apply to exit reports. It was important that such reports should not delete earlier messages from the
system, but record them as cancelled in the system, so it would be possible to reconstruct the history of
areport. It should then be possible to send a correction message. The proposal is based on the use of
record numbers as dipulated in the NEAFC Scheme. The Norwegian representative fdt that
cancellation messages should have been in the Scheme from the beginning. The cancellation messages
fal into the two categories. mistakes that have to be corrected, and changes of decision about the period
of remaining in the Regulatory Area.



The Chairman thanked Norway for the clear description of the problem. From earlier discussions, the
sengtive problem was dlowing masters to make corrections. Nationd authorities should of course be
able to make corrections. If consensus is not reached in PECCOE, the question could be referred to
the NEAFC Commission.

Consensus was not reached on the proposad on cancdlation messages. The Norwegian
representative expressed surprise that other parties did not have this problem and asked for areview
of the problem. It was agreed that the Secretariat should make an inventory and describe the problem.

d) Proposalsfrom Iceland

He then invited the representative of Iceland to present doc. PE 05/06 - Changes to the Scheme,
which included eements that had been presented to the last meeting of PECCOE and earlier. Icdand
dill saw a strong need for amendments to the time limits in certain fisheries to be fair to the industry. He
hoped the increased understanding of the problem &t the meeting in Lisbon meant that a solution could
soon be found. The proposals dso include changes to codesin line with the Norwegian proposal and an
amendment to Article 16.

The Charman asked the representative of lceland to draft the lega text for the proposed
amendments. He wanted to be able to report to the NEAFC Commission the postions of the
Contracting Parties on the lcdandic proposd to make changes in the time limits in some fisheries. This
had been discussed on severd occasons and he felt that, if consensus could not be reached in PECCOE
now, the question should be referred to the NEAFC Commission for decision.

There was generd support for two dements of the |celandic proposd, changesin codes and amendment
to Article 16. It was agreed to accept the lcdlandic proposal on Article 16 with dight amendments and
without reference to confidentidity, which is aready covered in the Scheme.

With respect to the proposd to reduce time limits when fishing across the borderline between the
Regulatory Areaand nationd zones from the same quota alocation on both sdes of the line no consensus
on changing the Scheme at present could be reached. Therepresentative of | celand indicated that he
would bewilling to run a pilot project very soonto try out idess indicated at the mesting.

5. Review of inspection and surveillance

The Chairman asked the Secretariat to review the Stuation with respect to reporting under Articles 24
and 25. The Secretariat informed that two Contracting Parties - Poland and Estonia - had not responded,;
Estonia had recently joined NEAFC and Poland had no ingpection activity and no Polish vessdl had been

Inspected.

Article 24 sipulates that Contracting Parties describe the status of infringements with respect to their own
flag vessdls. Information on developments in the handling of cases of infringements should be submitted
until the case has been resolved. Article 25 stipulates reporting on surveillance ectivity etc. The Chairman
noted that clarification of the Scheme and amendments to procedures might be needed. The reporting
form is not in the Scheme and can easily be changed.



The Chairman suggested that it should be reported as a great improvement that Contracting Parties had
fulfilled the requirements and submitted information in the correct format.

The Secretariat noted that by far the most commonly reported infringement is that vessals are not notified
or authorised. Often the vessdas have documentation on board that they are notified, but the flag state has
not transmitted the notification to the NEAFC database and infringement procedures are initiated, perhaps
unnecessaily.

Reportsfrom Contracting Parties

The Chairman then invited dl ingpecting and ingpected parties to present their reports. The following
observations can be made on infringements.

v Greenland: 1 vesd cited for no notification - under investigation - no inspection activity

v Faroe Idands 3 vessds cited for no notification and problems with the transponder - under
investigation - no ingpection activity

v" Russa no infringements for Russian vessds - no infringements found by Russian inspection
activity in the Regulatory Area

v ledand no infringements for lcdandic vessdls - no infringements found by Icdandic inspection
vessls,

v" Norway reported in ordinary text and not on the recommended form The results of the
ingpections were 3 infringements (Russian). One missing natification, one underreporting and one
not specified kg live weight on entry and transhipment.

v" The representative of the EU noted tha information on notification must be available to the
ingpection vessals, not only in the NEAFC database. Inthe EU one case had been closed with a
fine while others had ill not been findised. Ingpections of vessds had led to 34 apparent
infringements cited which had been ditributed to most Contracting Parties. He noted thet this list
should be matched with reports of the Contracting Parties involved. The report dso contains
getigtics on surveillance activity and sghtings of non-Contracting Party vessals.

The Chairmanwould alow Contracting Parties to amend their reports at this stage to be able to compile
al rdevant information under the obligations set out in Article 24 and 25 at this meeting.

Difference of opinions on interpretation of the Scheme should be discussed in PECCOE.

The Chairman once again expressed his gppreciation of the improvement in reporting, but of course
there was room for improvement.

The Chairman suggested taking a closer look at reported infringements. He accepted that some Parties
had not included infringements in their national reports because they had not received the ingpection
reportsin time. He wanted to clear obstacles to efficient procedures.

He then referred b the infringements reported by EU ingpectors and asked for comments. The
Norwegian representative noted that 12 of the 14 infringements reported for Norway referred to
Article 5.2, no licence on board. He stated that the requirement to carry licence documents on board
had been abolished between the coastd sates in the North Atlantic severa years ago . They contested
the interpretation by the EU of Article 5.2 and did not accept these were cases of seriousinfringement.
The two remaining cases were examples of missng NOT and AUT messages, perhaps because of
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b)

problems with transmissions and inspection vessds recalving the correct information in time from the
database. This left one vessdl, which had received awarning in writing from the Norwegian authorities
for not informing about fishing in the Regulatory Area. He stressed that Norway had not received the
Ingpection reports from the ingpecting party in question and therefore was unable to react to the alleged
infringements.

The Secretariat observed that the infringements should not be referred to Article 5.2 but to Article 4.
There were practical problems in keeping the list of NOT and AUT up to date. There should be a
digtinction between infringement and serious infringement. Only the latter case required inspection reports
to be sent to the flag state. The requirement for mailing reports made it impossible to meet the 72 hours
deadline. Attention was drawn to the rules for notifying and authorisng vesselsin Article 4.

The Chairman then raised the question of notification and authorisation. He wondered whether the
Scheme is too flexible and it may be more practical to notify vessds some time in advance of their entry
into the Regulatory Area. It was suggested that using the webste for autometic updates of notification
could be another possbility. The Charman stressed that automation was the basic idea of the NEAFC
system, but practicein red life could be different.

He then went on to the question of the flag Sate receiving the origind inspection report. It was possible to
communicate ingpection reports via fax or emall. Should the Scheme be clarified in this respect? The
representative of the EU fdt there should be internd review procedures, establishing crosschecks, to
make sure that reports are properly submitted. Although receiving reports is not normaly a problem,
severd Contracting Parties had experienced the problem.

The Chairman described the NAFO system, which had standing procedures for handling serious
infringements, NEAFC had only had inspections for 3 years and till had to learn how to handle this
correctly. The Chairman fdt that there are ways to improve procedures, but wanted to proceed to more
serious infringements like transhipments to non-Contracting Parties, missng logbooks and production
logbooks. Could Contracting Parties agree that these infringements should automaticaly lead to recdling
vesses to port? It was fdt that this could be an efficient way to handle infringements but, in the light of
earlier discussion, there were problems establishing factsin each case.

The Chairman concluded that there were parts of the Scheme that had not worked properly, for example
the transmisson of ingpection reports. There were differences in opinion on interpretetion, red time
information on natifications and authorisation was a problem as was the efficient handling of serious
infringements. He hoped that next year the reports would contain al relevant information according to
Article 24 and 25 reported on the correct forms.

Conclusionsto beincluded in thereport to the Annual M eeting

There is gill scope for improvement to make sure that the Scheme is properly implemented with respect
to reporting. The Chairman suggested that PECCOE - as the result of andysis of the reports from
Contracting Parties — reports to the Annuad Mesting that, if there are flagrant cases where it is evident that
amaster has been engaged in very serious infringements to the NEAFC Control and enforcement scheme,
flag states should be prepared to reroute the vessel and suspend authorisation. Lack of logbooks, illega
transhipment, lack of Article 10 reports (catch on entry, exit and weekly catch) should be considered
flagrant violations. A totd lack of messages should be considered serious, athough a sngle missing report
should not. Problems with the flow of information should be sorted ouit.
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It was suggested that ingpection effort should be better coordinated and plans for dispatching inspection
platforms should be drawn up at the NEAFC level. The Chairman suggested that Contracting Parties
make a commitment to draw up plans a a meeting of PECCOE next year. This should be on the agenda.
Coordination of the ingpection in 2004 has to be done through bilateral contacts.

6. 20th Annual Meeting mandates

a) Port State Control (mandate 1)

At a previous meeting some Contracting Parties wanted to copy the NAFO system wholesale, others
wanted to concentrate on an appropriate reporting formet. The Chairman invited the r epr esentative of
Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland) to introduce docs. PE 05/07 and 17.
They contain improved versiors of the NAFO form. The representative of Denmark (in respect of
the Faroe Idands and Greenland) described the details of the proposed eements in the papers. It
was noted that the frequency of reporting was not discussed within the papers.

Following a detailed discussion, it was agreed that the r epr esentative of Denmark (in respect of the
Faroe |dands and Greenland) prepare arevised draft of the two papers.

The Chairman asked how the information should be used. Should the port state cite infringements and
act on the information? But what information should be forwarded to NEAFC? A subset of the
informetion could be available in NEAFC. The meeting was reminded that no decision had been made
on the frequency of landings.. If the speed in exchange of information was an issue, eectronic formats
could be considered. At the PECCOE mesting last year in Lisbon, Norway and Denmark had made a
list of questions with respect to port state control, but no Contracting Party had responded to these.

The Chairman concluded that, if NEAFC isto be credible, port ingpection is essential. PECCOE
supported the generd thrust of the form with the amendments suggested. The form will not be findised a
this meeting. The Secretariat was asked to re-circulate the questionnaire and ask Contracting Partiesto
respond as soon as possible on the performance of ingpections of vessals from the NEAFC Regulatory
Area.

b) Evaluation of return (RET) messages and record number (RN) data elements (mandate 2)

The Chairman asked if there had been any change in pogtions. After some discusson the Chairman
concluded that nothing seemed to have changed and PECCOE was not in a position to move forward.

¢) Converson factors (mandate 5)

The Chairman asked the representative of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and
Greenland) to introduce doc. PE 05/16 on experiments amed at establishing conversion factors for
pelagic redfish. It was noted that there was a dight difference between the conversion factors in the
NAFO Area (2.19) and Icdandic waters (2.08) and tha the seasonal, geographicd and nationd
coverage in these experiments was limited. Earlier experiments had resulted in estimates close to
Greenland’'s edtimates. No other Contracting Parties had anything to report. These experiments are
cumbersome but not to a degree that should prevent other Parties initiating experiments.



The Chairman urged other parties to report results. Without these, no conversion factors could be
edtablished with any certainty.

PECCOE expressed its agppreciation of the analysis done by Denmark (Greenland) and noted the
converson factors established for pelagic redfish and urged other parties to undertake the same work to
increase seasonal and geographical coverage.

7. Amendments to the Scheme not mandated

Agendaitem covered under agendaitem 4.

8. 2002 Extraordinary Meeting mandate

Compilation of IUU ligs
The Chairman invited the EU representative to present their proposal, doc. PE 05/05 with respect
to this problem

The EU representative stressed that the proposa was in line with proposas put forward in ICCAT
and NAFO. Two lists are being proposed: a provisond A-ligt with vessds that have been cited for
infringements and a second B-ligt with vessds where infringements have been established. PECCOE
should examine both lists with a view to removing vesselsfrom the ligs. The Secretary should make
the ligts available on a secure section of the NEAFC website. To solve the problems of monitoring
cooperation quotas, arrangements andogous to NAFO's arrangements for “others’ quotas are
proposed. The follow up arrangements were not accepted in NAFO by US and Japan. Those
NEAFC members that are dso members of NEAFC did not seem to have problems with this
approach. In the discussion there was a cal for harmonised arrangements between NEAFC and
NAFO.

Going through the proposa Article by Article a number of amendments to the text were suggested,
accepted and included in arevised version of the document 05/05 rev.1, revised

It was accepted that the A-lig was preiminary and should not be public. The Chairman indicated that the
authorities should have access to dl information. Generd public access is another problem, the legd
consequences of revedling information had to be scrutinised. Just naming a vessdl that had been engaging in
fishing activities in the Regulatory Area may not be a problem.

The text as amended was adopted. The Chairman asked if Parties were ready to let the proposa go
ahead from PECCOE to replace the current NCP Scheme with a cover note indicating that the
proposal would replace the current Scheme after the objection period has been terminated. One
Contracting Party would like to have a second scrutiny a home before adopting the proposdl, aso to
secure harmonisation between NAFO and NEAFC, but there was generd consensus on the
proposal. Another Contracting Party thought that there was a need to have something n place to
manage cooperation quotas next year.



9.

10.

Possible Control Measures Regarding Deep-sea Species

The Committee did not see any need to discuss this item at this stage. There are no specid control
measures in place for these fisheries.

Discussion on the future management of the North Atlantic
Format

The Chairman referred to doc. 05/10, NEMISCOS. In this document it is suggested that Contracting
Parties notify NEAFC on domestic use of the codes. He did not consider the situation satisfactory. It
was pointed out that there was a need to have a guardian of the format, congdering the multiple user
Stuation. There had been generd agreement that the NEAFC Secretariat is the guardian. Reference was
made to the ongoing work in NAFO and the need to involve NAFO at an early stage. Therewasacal
for a stronger obligation to clear codes a some level before introducing new codes. An advisory
technical group could be helpful. A proposa to create a group to oversee the format is one solution.
Another possihility isto let the NEAFC Secretariat, with NAFO involvement, teke care of the matter.
The Ad Hoc Working Group on Computerisation, with some additiona members, was a third
posshility. There would not be aneed for a Working Group to meet regularly; communicetion over the
Internet may be quite adequate. The Chairman suggested adding non NEAFC members to the AHWG
to take care of the problem.

The organisational question was not resolved and will have to be consdered in more detail, but the
ideas floated can form the basis for consderations. The main am is to secure that IT systems can dso
Spesk together in the future. There was consensus that a solution had to be found in the not to distant
future.

11. Any other business
There was none.
12. Report to NEAFC’s 22nd Annual Meeting

13.

It was agreed to circulate the summary record and accept comments over the next week. On the basis
of this, the report to the Annua Mesting will be prepared.

Date and place of the next meeting



There is a posshility of having ameeting on 10 November in connection with the Annua Medting if any
Contracting Party so wishes. Apart from that, a regular meeting in October 2004 will be proposed at
the 22" Annua Mesting.

14. Closure of the meeting

The Charman closed the meeting at 12.32 pm, thanked participants for al their contributions and
wished everybody a safe trip home.
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NEAFC
PERMANENT COMMITTEE ON CONTROL AND ENFORCEMENT
8 and 9 October 2003 - London

Agenda

1. Opening by the Chairman

2. Appointment of Rapporteur

3. Adoption of the Agenda

4. Quedtions rdating to the implementation of the Schemes

Scheme of Control and Enforcement
NonContracting Parties Scheme

5. Review of ingpection and survelllance

- Reports from Contracting Parties
- Conclusions to be included in the report to the Annua Meeting

6. 20™ Annua Mesting mandates
Port State Control (mandate 1)
Evauation of return (RET) messages and record number (RN) data eements (mandate 2)
Conversion factors (mandate 5)
7. Amendments to the Scheme not mandated
Norwegian proposal
Icelandic proposa
8. 2002 Extraordinary Meeting mandate
Compilation of IUU ligs
9. Possble Control Measures Regarding Deep-sea Species
10. Discussion on the future management of the North Atlantic Format
11. Any other business

12. Report to NEAFC's 22" Annua Mesting

13. Date and place of the next meeting
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14. Closure of the meeting

PECCOE PARTICIPANTS

Chair: Koster, Harm
Secretariat

Hoyda, Kjartan

Neves, Jodo

Partridge, Kate

Lewdey, Rachd

Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Idands and Greenland)
Kruse, Martin - Faroe |slands
Toftum, JensHelgi — Faroe Idands
Joensen, Simun - Faroe Idlands
Nedergaard, Mads - Greenland
Estonia

European Union

Graberg, Lars- EC

Newman, Martin — EC
Mesquita, Jose — EC

Olivos, Crigina- EC

Renson, Patrick - EC

Assmann, Joachim — Germany
Bogdius, Anders— Sweden
Eliasen, Jorgen - Denmark

Gdbraith, Philip - UK
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Hobbins, Tom - Irdand
Mancebo, Margarida— Spain
Marid, Nicolas - France
Parmar, Neeta— UK

Pott, Hermann - Germany
Rios, Manud — Spain
Salvador, Susana - Portuga
Teixera, Alexandre — Portugal

Vonk, Harry - Netherlands

I celand
Aguistsson, Audunn
Geirsson,Gylfi

Skarphedinsson, Porir

Norway
Engesader, Sgmund
Fasmer, Ellen

Stein Age Johnsen

Poland

Russian Federation
Romanov, Aleksey
Latyshev, Pavel
Povaukhin, Igor

Semenasa, Vyachedav
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